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CHAPTERS
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

51 INTRODUCTION

This chapter contains the potential environmental consequences of the proposed action,
aternative actions, and no-action alternative and the scientific and analytical basis for the
predicted impacts. Environmental impacts, or modifications to the environment that are brought
about by an outside action, can be beneficial or adverse. Impacts can be described as direct
(effects that are caused by the action or occur at the same time and place) or indirect (effects that
are caused by the action and occur later in time or are farther removed in distance, but are still
reasonably foreseeable). The significance of the impact is evaluated in consideration of both
context and intensity as required by CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1508.27, see the glossary for a
definition of significance).

The resources are addressed in the same order as they were presented in Chapter 4. For each
resource, the potential impacts of the 17 resource management elements are first individually
evaluated for the proposed action, aternative actions, and no-action alternative. The proposed
action, alternative actions, and no-action alternative are described in Section 3.4, Description of
the Proposed Action and Alternatives. Alternative Management Strategies A, B, C, and D, as
presented in Table 33, represent the alternatives to the proposed action. The proposed action
combines elements from each of the four strategies. Under the no-action alternative, the Air
Force and Marine Corps would adopt the existing management provisions of the 1990 Goldwater
Amendment, 1997 Lechuguilla-Mohawk HMP, 1999 Draft Barry M. Goldwater East HMP, 1997
Flat-tailed Horned Lizard Rangewide Management Strategy, and various compliance decisions,
as the INRMP for the BMGR. These provisons would be modified to comply with Sikes Act
requirements, as outlined under Alternative Management Strategy A.

For most resources, the assessment is range-wide because the management strategy selected for
the proposed action for that resource management element was range-wide. Where unit-specific
selections were made from the alternative strategies for the proposed action (as with recreation
services and use supervision; rockhounding; and wood cutting, gathering, and firewood use, and
collection of native plants), the assessment of alternative actions is unit-specific for those
resources where there is a potential effect.

The assessment of the 17 resource management elements is followed by an analysis of the
aggregate effects wherein the environmental consequences of all the resource management
elements combined are evaluated for each resource. Here, the aggregate impacts of the
aternative actions are comparatively analyzed as a range-wide application of Management
Strategy A (the no-action aternative), B, C, or D even when a unit-specific selection was made
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for the proposed action. This provides for a comparative analysis of the proposed action against
the full range of alternatives considered. The discussion of potential aggregate effects may be
viewed as both a summary of impacts and an identification of the combined additive or
interactive effects of the 17 resource management elements. When interactive, aggregate effects
may be either countervailing—where the net aggregate effect is less than the sum of the
individual effects—or synergistic—where the net aggregate effect is greater than the sum of the
individual effects. Aggregate effects should not be confused with cumulative effects, which are
evaluated separately in Chapter 6. Aggregate impacts pertain to the proposed action and
aternative actions only, while cumulative impacts pertain to the additive or interactive effects
that would result from the incremental impact of the proposed action and alternatives when
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.

52 EARTH RESOURCES

521 Resour ce | nventory and M onitoring

5211  Proposed Action (Strategy D)

The proposed strategy for resource inventory and monitoring (Strategy D range-wide) would
potentialy lead to generaly beneficial impacts to earth resources. Existing data about BMGR
earth resources is particularly lacking in regard to the types and locations of soil series,
guantitative data regarding the impacts of nor military use of the BMGR (i.e., recreation, Border
Patrol, and UDA activities) on earth resources, and rockhounding activity (the extent of the
resource base, current levels of activity, or existing or potential adverse impacts). While the soil
and water resources element more directly addresses these data gaps (see Section 5.2.13), the
additional resource inventory and monitoring called for in the proposed action, may aso improve
the identification and understanding of effects to earth resources. The proposed action for this
resource element includes applying a limits of acceptable change system to monitor key
indicators of environmenta effects of ongoing military and civilian use of the BMGR and the
use of the findings thereof to develop adaptive management responses to emerging resource
conservation and protection problems within the context of monitoring and management
activities elsawhere within the greater Sonoran Desert ecoregion. If actions that may cause
damage to earth resources were identified through this proposed change in inventory and
monitoring approach, and an adaptive management change is made that effectively eliminates or
lessens the effect, beneficial effects to earth resources could result. The direct effects of
monitoring efforts, however, could result in minor, localized impacts to soil resources (e.g., from
physical disturbance associated with additional traffic, establishment of inventory/monitoring
stations, and similar activities).
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While DoD policy is to manage lands to control and prevent soil erosion and to preserve natural
resources by conducting surveys and implementing soil conservation measures, inventory is
limited to piecemeal data from site evaluations at proposed project sites, when such analysisis
conducted. While erosion control measures may be implemented in concert with some projects,
there are no requirements for monitoring their effectiveness. The proposed action calls for the
development and implementation of systems to monitor the effectiveness of compliance actions
and to detect trends within the BMGR ecosystem that would indicate overall biodiversity and
health. Similarly, DoD policy is to restore/rehabilitate altered or degraded |andscapes whenever
practicable and the proposed action includes an objective for specific monitoring of ecological
recovery and trends in locations where uses have been limited relative to locations where such
activities continue.

Because the proposed action for resource inventory and monitoring is programmatic and applies
to all resources, the level of impact of this element of the proposed action on earth resources is
difficult to assess individually. Rather, the impact is better understood in combination with other
aspects of the proposed action, particularly those that apply specifically to the soil resources,
which are further discussed in Section 5.2.18.1, Aggregate Effects on Earth Resources.

5212 Alternative Actions (Strategy C and Strategy B)

Alternative Management Strategy C for resource inventory and monitoring would have similar
benefits for earth resources as discussed for the proposed action. The distinction between the two
is that Strategy D includes a few additional objectives that include comparative monitoring of
heavily used sites versus relatively unused sites and monitoring that considers the BMGR in the
context of the greater ecoregion for which it is a part. The two objectives not included in Strategy
C would provide additional benefits for understanding how to manage and/or determine the
suitability of certain uses based on soil composition and other site characteristics.

Earth resources inventory and monitoring efforts under Strategy B would be much less extensive
than that of the proposed action and, thus, potentialy less beneficia for earth resources
commensurate with the relative effectiveness of the inventory and monitoring approach. Strategy
B includes one measure beyond current practice—the development and implementation of
systems to monitor the effectiveness of compliance actions—and (unlike the proposed action)
does ot address existing earth resources data gaps. There are currently few compliance actions
related to earth resources on the BMGR and some notable data gaps; thus this additional measure
would provide little benefit for earth resources.
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52.1.3 No-ActionAlternative (Strategy A)

The no-action alternative for this resource management element (Strategy A) would have less
potential for benefits to earth resources than that assessed for the proposed action. Resource
inventory and monitoring would include implementation of those activities established or
planned under the Goldwater Amendment RMP, Lechuguilla-Mohawk HMP, and draft Barry M.
Goldwater East HMP. Therein, earth resource inventory and monitoring would be limited to
updating soils mapping as data are collected during site evaluations and assessing project site
soils for their vulnerability to soil disruption and subsequent wind and water erosion. The
difference between the benefits of the proposed action and no-action alternative would be
commensurate with the extent that the Strategy D resource inventory and monitoring approach is
more effective in its application than existing methods in terms of detecting activities that may
be causing damage to earth resources and the relative effectiveness of management responses to
minimize or eliminate the effects of those activities on earth resources.

522 Special Natural/lnterest Areas

5221  Proposed Action (Strategy C)

The proposed action for special natural/interest areas (Strategy C range-wide) would potentially
result in both positive and negative indirect impacts on earth resources. Positive effects would
result from the proposed redesignation of the expired ACECs and the Flat-tailed Horned Lizard
HMA as special natural/interest areas. These effects are difficult to quantify or qualify; however,
they are relative to the effectiveness and relevance of special management provisions in
protecting earth resources. In the HMA, existing management provisions would be retained. Of
indirect benefit to earth resources are the continuation of provisions to limit motorized access to
relatively few designated roads and trails, for MCAS Yuma to locate military activities outside
of the HMA where practicable, and to limit use in this area by nonmilitary agencies. Similarly,
by redesignating the ACECs as special/natural interest areas, it is expected that there would be
less tolerance for deterioration or damage in these areas than in other locations and, presumably,
the monitoring and adaptive management program would have increased attention focused on
these areas that could be more effective in protecting earth resources than existing programs..
Although the major elements that address potential causes of disturbance are being addressed in
the other management objectives included in this EIS, additional specia management provisions
could be prescribed for the ACECs that could further benefit earth resources. Likewise, if the
ACECs and HMA converted to special natural/interest areas are altered or if new special
natural/interest areas are established based on the proposed evaluation, earth resources could
benefit, particularly if geological qualities or attributes are recognized in the designation of these
areas and/or protective management provisions are more effective in protecting earth resources
than current management practices.
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Negative impacts could result from not redesignating the expired SRMAs and El Camino del
Diablo Backcountry Byway as specia natural/interest areas. For the SRMAs, this would
represent the effective end to a legacy of recognition of the outstanding geology for which they
were previously recognized through special management designation, first as part of the State
Natural Area program and as carried forward in the Goldwater Amendment. The expired
Sentinel Plain Lava Flow SRMA encompassed a relatively undisturbed portion of the Sentinel
Plain Volcanic Field, the largest volcanic field in southern Arizona, and the expired Crater Range
SRMA encompassed a scenic portion of this heavily eroded volcanic mountain range. The
management provisions for these areas, however, as they relate to earth resources were largely
limited to road and utility/transportation corridor management, which are addressed in this EIS
as range-wide management objectives rather than objectives specific to the specia
natural/interest areas. This change in management could have a resultant minor and localized
effects on earth resources, however, these effects (if any) cannot be reliably predicted.

However, by not redesignating the expired EI Camino del Diablo Backcountry Byway as a
specia natural/interest area, increased disturbance along the corridor could potentially result.
Management provisions that could benefit earth resources were included in the Goldwater
Amendment RMP when the backcountry byway was designated. In particular, the plan
prescribed that no new surface-disturbing activities would be alowed within ¥=mile of the road
and that adjacent military use areas that were identified as non-essential to current a future
military mission would be reclaimed. Under the proposed action, this corridor would be managed
the same as all other roads on the BMGR. Nonetheless, independent of the Backcountry Byway
designation, EI Camino del Diablo would likely continue to receive some increased attention by
BMGR managers and users (and perhaps protection through the adaptive management program),
due to its historical significance and frequency of use.

While the proposed action would not single out special management provisions for the SRMAs
or backcountry byway, new management objectives for the management units in which they are
located will be determined through this EIS process. The proposed mix of resource management
strategies for the subject areas would likely provide similar protection to the affected earth
resources as provided under existing management provisions.

5222 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Strategy B differs from the proposed action in that, in addition to the expired SRMAs and
Backcountry Byway, the expired ACECs would be managed without specia provisions. The
potential effects on earth resources from redesignating the ACECs, as assessed for the proposed
action, would not occur. Rather than allowing for the development of special management
provisions for these areas, these areas would be managed based on the unit-by-unit selection of
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the other resource management elements that are being addressed in this EIS. Additionally,
unlike the proposed action, Strategy B does not include the evaluation of atered or new specia
natural/interest areas, which could be established for having officially recognized special
geological qualities or attributes. Thus, this strategy would not offer the potential benefits of the
proposed action and have additional potential for negative impacts on earth resources.

The consequences on earth resources from Strategy D would differ dlightly from the proposed
action in that the expired SRMAs and backcountry byway would also be redesignated as special
natural/interest areas and special management provisions would be developed as needed.
Because both of the expired SRMAS are recognized for their outstanding geology, additional
protection could be afforded to these areas rather than allowing them to expire as proposed.
Special management provisions could be applied to the expired SRMAs and backcountry byway
as necessary, but most items that would be addressed in such provisions may aready be
addressed in the other resource management elements under consideration in this EIS. Also, as
with the proposed action, Strategy D calls for the evaluation of the potential for altering existing
or establishing additional specia natural/interest areas, including those in public use areas
appropriate for or recognized as having specia geologic qualities or attributes. Therefore, this
strategy offers more potential benefits for earth resources than the proposed action.

5223 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action dternative differs from the proposed action in that the expired special
management area designations (ACECs, SRMAs, backcountry byway) plus the HMA would be
retained as special natura/interest areas along with any applicable speciad management
provisions. The no-action alternative for special natural/interest areas could potentially offer
greater benefits for earth resources than the proposed action. The greatest difference would be in
the retention of the SRMAs and backcountry byway and associated special recognition and
management of these areas. While most special management provisions for these areas proposed
in the Goldwater Amendment RMP would not be applicable, a few potentially could be
implemented. For the redesignated Crater Range SRMA, these would include the establishment
of recreation facilities including a point-of-interest interpretive kiosk and picnic area and a few
actions that relate to preservation of the scenic quality in the State Route 85 transportation and
utility corridor portion of this SRMA. The kiosk and picnic area could potertially result in
localized physical disturbance of earth resources at low to moderate levels, however, the
transportation/utility corridor management provisions could be protective of the earth resources
within the SRMA, particularly the rock faces that would be visible from the kiosk/picnic area
and State Route 85.

Policies for EIl Camino del Diablo Backcountry Byway, established in the Goldwater
Amendment RMP, that are of benefit to earth resources would probably remain in effect,
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whereas with the proposed action no special management provisions would be prescribed for this
area. These include prohibiting firewood collection within 150 feet of the corridor, alowing no
new surface-disturbing activities within ¥z mile of the road, and reclaiming military use areas
that are identified as nonessentia to current or future military mission. Whereas with the
proposed action, the road corridor would be managed as other BMGR roads, firewood collection
would be managed on a unit-specific basis, and reclaiming military use would be addressed on a
range-wide basis.

523 M otorized Access and Unroaded Area M anagement

5231  Proposed Action (Strategy C)

The proposed action for motorized access and unroaded areas, Strategy C range-wide, would
have the effect of closing 658 miles of road, of which 352 miles (53 percent) are roads that are
currently open to public access. While most roads on the BMGR are less than 30 feet wide, some
roads may be this wide or wider. To estimate the area of the range that has been disturbed by
roads, a road width of 30 feet was used to estimate the upper limit of disturbance associated with
roads. Based on a conservative road width index of 30 feet, this trandates into a potential upper
estimate of 2,393 acres of aggregate area occupied by these roads and associated shoulder (see
Table 3-6). Considering that the BMGR consists of 1,733,921 acres, the road network associated
with the proposed action would cover less than 0.33 percent of the range. Roads that would be
closed under the proposed action are roads that are not necessary for military mission or other
specific agency requirements, are generally used on an infrequent basis, and include redundant
roads in localized areas. Implementation of this element of the proposed action would have a
beneficial impact on soil resources. The primary effects of roads on earth resources occur with
their establishment when soils are initially disturbed, natural soil surface and structure is atered,
and vegetative cover is removed (either mechanically or as a result of frequent use decreasing
plant viability by compacting soils around rooting zones). Thereafter, the areas are subject to
increased rates of erosion of varying degree. These roads were developed without engineering
support including detailed consideration of soil types, erosion potentials, and drainage patterns.
The level and types of effects to soils depend upon multiple factors including soil erosion
hazards, slope and precipitation, and whether or not soil surfaces are protected by biological soil
crusts or desert pavements. Disruption of soils with biological crusts have properties in their
undisturbed states that make soils less susceptible to erosion, but these soils are also easily
damaged and have low capability for recuperation. Disturbance to desert pavements and the
associated fine-grained soil horizons beneath can alter the natural function of the surface, which
inhibits water infiltration, reduces permeability, and promotes runoff. Desert pavements take
many years to form and are equally slow to recover.
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Most BMGR roads, and the vast mgority of those roads that would be closed under the proposed
action, are located within the broad aluvial valleys of the BMGR. The soils within these areas
characteristically belong to the Torrifluvents, Tremont-Coolidge-Mohall, or Superstition-Rositas
associations. These associations al have either dight or dight to moderate water erosion hazard
potential or moderate to severe wind erosion hazard potential as determined by the NRCS for
soil susceptibility to accelerated erosion when disturbed. Water erosion potential typically
increases with greater slope while wind erosion potential is greatest where soils are fine-grained
sands and silts.

Due to low annua rainfall amounts and the fact that most roads traverse valley areas of little
dope but which sometimes have fine sandy and silty texture, wind erosion hazards are generally
of more concern than water erosion hazards. In addition to the accelerated erosion from physical
disturbance of roads themselves, wind erosion along roads is further accelerated by vehicle use
because the passing of vehicles continues to break down soil structures and repeatedly removes
surface soils as soil particles are suspended in the form of dust. Given appropriate slope and
precipitation conditions, however, roads can accelerate water erosion by providing smooth,
relatively impermeable channels for rainwater runoff. Nearly all BMGR roads have at-grade
drainage crossings and are prone to flooding in response to rain. In some BMGR valleys, surface
water runoff from rain has cut small channels into the soil in a process called rill erosion. Gullies
have formed where these channels have enlarged and cut more deeply into the soil. This rill and
gully erosion has effects on soils that extend well beyond initial, localized disruptions. This type
of effect occurs in locations where road beds divert water from natural drainages of low sope
within aluvia plains or where roads run paralel to steep slopes in upper bajadas and mountain
foothill areas or at major wash crossings. The magnitude of increased wind and water erosion
varies based on the intensity and frequency of use of roadways and the occurrence of soil types
and their associated hazards for wind and water erosion.

Within Management Unit 1, the estimated 117 miles of road that would be closed under the
proposed action are primarily located in two areas. the northwest corner of the BMGR and the
area surrounding the Tingjas Altas (see Figure 3-2). With the conservative width index of 30
feet, the upper estimate of the acreage occupied by these roads and associated shoulders is 425
acres. Where roads would be closed within the northwest corner of the BMGR, soils have a
dight water erosion hazard, but some areas have severe wind erosion hazards. In the vicinity of
the Tingjas Altas, most roads that would be closed are generadly located in one of three areas
with the following erosion hazards (based on available data which are limited to the soil
association rather than soil series):

From points eastward of EI Camino del Diablo south of the turnoff to Cipriano Pass and
north of the turnoff to the Tingjas Altas and Tinagjas Altas Pass, aong the eastern flank of
the Tingjas Altas Mountains (where most of the road mileage that would be closed in this
management unit are located). Soils in these areas are mostly of an association that has a
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dight water erosion hazard, but some erosion rates along roads in mountain slope areas
are likely somewhat accelerated in some areas due to slope effects. However, there are
soils at the northern portion of this area, within the Lechuguilla Desert and outside the
former ACEC, that have a dight to moderate potential for water erosion and little slope.

Redundant and spur roads located along Tingjas Altas Mountains foothills south of the
Tingjas Altas and Tingas Altas Pass to Mexico and east to the Cabeza Prieta NWR. The
soils in this area are also characterized as having dlight water erosion hazard and most are
located in areas of increased slope.

Within Management Unit 2 about 237 miles of road (occupying an aggregate surface area of 862
acres based on the conservative width index of 30 feet) would be closed (see Figure 32) as
follows:

Redundant roads in the Gila Mountain foothills area near the northern BMGR boundary,
many of which were created by unauthorized ORV travel. Soil associations in the area
west of the Gila Mountains have dight water erosion hazards, whereas the area
immediately east of the Gila Mountains has dight and dlight to moderate water erosion
hazards. However, as slope increases the tendency for increased water erosion from sheet
wash/wash outs increases. Roads to be closed include some within soil associations with
dight to moderate water erosion hazard and moderate to severe wind erosion hazard.
These roads are located further eastward from the Gila Mountains in the vicinity of
Fortuna and Coyote washes.

Redundant roads east of the Gila Mountains and west of EI Camino del Diablo near and
west of the TACTS Range laser hazard area. Soils in this area have dight to moderate
water erosion hazard and some roads have noted problems with erosion, particularly with
increased dope.

Redundant roads west of the Baker Peaks and Tanks. Soils in this area have dlight to
moderate water erosion hazard.

Redundant roads and roads leading to various points at the base of the Copper Mountains.
These roads are located in soil associations with a dight water erosion hazard and some
accelerated erosion has occurred in areas of increased slope.

This mileage/acreage includes about 7 miles of road within Unit 2 for the Cabeza Prieta NWR
bypass roads. Under this alternative, site-specific planning would be implemented for one east-
west and one north-south oriented road, which would be located within soil associations with
dight to moderate water erosion hazard, but no wind erosion hazard and dight dope. If
implemented, minor impacts could occur from the initia disturbance of soils and the continued
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use. The east-west segment would have a greater potential for increased water erosion, since it
would generally be perpendicular to natural northerly runoff patterns in this area.

Within Management Unit 3, there would be about 21 miles of road closed under the proposed
action (see Figure 3-2). The estimated aggregate area occupied by these roads, based on a
conservative width index of 30 feet, is 76 acres. Roads that would be closed are primarily located
in the vicinity of the Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes in areas with soil associations
characterized as having dight to moderate water erosion hazards. The longest road segment to be
closed is the northwesterly-southeasterly trending road that forks from the road that runs parallel
to the Mohawk Dunes near Ground Support Area 67. This road has deteriorated over time from
accelerated rates of wind and water erosion.

Within Management Unit 4, about 49 miles of road would be closed under the proposed action
(see Figure 3-1). The estimated aggregate area occupied by these roads, based on a conservative
width index of 30 feet, is 178 acres. Generally, rather than the shorter redundant roads typical of
the roads that would be closed in Units 2 and 3, some of the roads that would be closed in this
unit are relatively long, but also redundant. Most of the roads that would be closed are located
along the eastern side of the Mohawk Mountains, within the now expired ACEC. Soil
associations in this area have dight or dight to moderate water eroson hazard, with the
exception of the soilsin the San Cristobal Valley floodplain, which have slight to moderate water
erosion and moderate to severe wind erosion hazard. Accelerated rates of wind and water erosion
have been observed along these road segments to be closed.

Within Management Unit 5, about 164 miles of road would be closed under the proposed action.
The estimated aggregate area occupied by these roads, based on a conservative width index of 30
feet, is 597 acres. These roads are widely dispersed, but are mostly located north of North TAC
(see Figure 3-1). There is a concentrated network of roads north of Range 4 that would be closed.
Most of the soil associations in the areas where roads would be closed in Childs Valley, Growler
Valley, and north of the Crater Range have dight to moderate water erosion and moderate to
severe wind erosion hazard. Some erosion has been observed aong the roads to be closed in
North and South TAC outside of the target arrays, particularly in the southernmost northsouth
road in south TAC, which is affected by Growler Wash, and the road north of Manned Range 2
that runs parallel to and west of State Route 85. Other areas, including the area north of Manned
Range 4, have dlight water erosion hazards.

Relatively few roads (an estimated 32 miles) would be closed within Management Unit 6 under
the proposed action (see Figure 31). The estimated aggregate area occupied by these roads,
based on a conservative width index of 30 feet, is 116 acres. Most roads to be closed are located
dlightly east of State Route 85 ard include small areas with soil associations characterized as
having dlight to moderate water erosion and moderate to severe wind erosion hazard, but mostly
are in areas with dight water erosion potential.
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Within Management Unit 7, 38 miles of road would be closed under the proposed action (see
Figure 31). The estimated aggregate area occupied by these roads, based on a conservative
width index of 30 feet, is 138 acres. Most of these roads are located in the Sauceda Valley area,
which is covered with soils within associations that are characterized as having dight water
erosion hazard.

In total, the proposed closing of the total of about 658 miles of road as proposed would result in
moderate to low beneficial impacts to soils within the localized areas affected by each closed
road or road segment. The surface area occupied by the remaining active roads would be reduced
by 30 percent to approximately 5,687 acres (based on a conservative road width index of 30 feet,
which represents a potential limit of the aggregate area occupied by roads) (see Figures 3-3 and
3-4 and Table 3-6). The source of the physical disturbance in the affected roadway would be
eliminated and, in most areas, natural vegetative recovery would be expected to occur and
stabilize most soils, thereby reducing any increased rates of wind and water erosion that may
currently occur due to these roads. Most closed roads would be expected to return to at least
predominantly natural conditions over the long term.

A parallel benefit would result from the creation of more unroaded areas of substantive size on
the BMGR and the management objective to conserve existing unroaded areas of 3,000 acres or
more to the extent they are compatible with military or agency missions. Under the proposed
action, the number of unroaded areas of 3,000 acres or less would be decreased by almost 67
percent from 526 to 171 (see Figure 3-5). The number of unroaded areas of 3,001 acres or more
would decrease by 44 as aresult of combining smaller areas into larger blocks of unroaded area.
Of these, unroaded areas greater than 50,000 acres in size would increase from five to eight to
include contiguous areas in the San Cristobal Valley-Gila Bend Plain-Crater Range-Midway
Area, plus large disparate areas of the Lechuguilla Desert, Mohawk Valley and Sand Tank
Mountains. Within these large unroaded areas, including those created by the proposed road
closure and natural road recovery, wind and water erosion would not be accelerated the physica
disturbance of roads.

5232 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Strategy B is one aternative action for this resource element. Under Strategy B, no roads would
be closed and new roads could potentially be created, including but not limited to the Cabeza
Prieta NWR bypass roads. Retaining the estimated 2,222 miles of existing road network, plus the
7-mile Cabeza Prieta NWR bypass roads would have fewer benefits than the proposed action on
soil resources. Comparing Strategy B range-wide to the proposed action, there would be 665
more miles of road than under the proposed action, including the Cabeza Prieta NWR bypass
road. The unit-by-unit breakdown provided for the proposed action in terms of roads that would
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be closed may be conversely viewed as roads that would remain open under this alternative: 117
more miles in Unit 1, 244 more miles in Unit 2, 21 more miles in Unit 3, 49 more miles in

Unit 4, 164 more miles in Unit 5, 32 more miles in Unit 6, and 38 more miles in Unit 7. Using a
conservative 30-foot width index for al roads, the roads would account for 8,105 acres, or less
than 0.47 percent of the range. The benefits for soil resources that would result from the closing
of these roads and creation/conservation of unroaded areas, as described for the proposed action,
would not occur. Existing roads would continue to potentially cause accelerated erosion,
particularly within areas of moderate to severe wind erosion hazards and increased slope.

Examples of roads exhibiting increased rates of wind and water erosion that were noted as roads
that would be closed under the proposed action, would remain open under Strategy B. The
potential effects of the Cabeza Prieta NWR bypass road on soils would be the same as those of
the proposed action.

The other alternative action for this resource element (Strategy D) would result in the closure of
107 more miles of road than would be closed with the proposed action. This difference is about
five percent of all road mileage in the existing BMGR road network and constitutes 16 percert
more miles of road than would be closed under the proposed action. The unit-by-unit breakdown
of the additional miles of road that would be closed as compared to the proposed action is as
follows: 24 more miles in Unit 1, 42 more miles in Unit 2, 23 more miles in Unit 3, 10 more
miles in Unit 4, two more miles in Unit 5, two more miles in Unit 6, and four more miles in
Unit 7. Assuming a conservative road width index of 30 feet to compare the surface area
associated with the roads, Strategy D would result in 5,298 acres in road network (389 acres less
than the proposed action), or less than 0.31 percent of the range surface area. This strategy could
result in greater beneficial effects for soilsin localized areas as compared to the proposed action,
particularly where roads to be closed under this aternative, (but not the proposed action) are
located in areas where soils have moderate to severe wind and/or water erosion hazards and/or in
areas of increased slope.

The benefits to earth resources from unroaded area management would be similar as described
for the proposed action. However, this strategy would reduce the number of unroaded areas in
the BMGR of 3,000 acres or less by about 72 percent from 526 to 145 as compared to 67 percent
from 526 to 171 under the proposed action (see Figure 3-5). As compared to the proposed action,
there would be seven fewer unroaded areas of 3,001 to 10,000 acres and one additional unroaded
area of 10,001 to 50,000 acres with Strategy D.

The longest roads that would be closed under this aternative management strategy, but that
would not be closed under the proposed action, include the road along the western flank of the
Gila Mountains, a road along the western flank of the Mohawk Mountains, and a route through
Tingjas Altas Pass. All of these roads are alternative routes and roughly paralel to other roads.
Upland soils in the vicinity of the subject Gila Mountains and Tingjas Altas Pass portions of the
subject roads are characterized as having a dlight water erosion hazard, while soils in the vicinity
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of the subject Mohawk Mountains road are characterized as having dight to moderate water
erosion hazard. All of these roads have been somewhat affected by dope. A relatively small
amount, about two miles of road, are located in soils characterized as having dlight to moderate
water erosion hazard and moderate to severe wind erosion hazard. These roads are in the
vicinity of Fortuna and Coyote washes and would be closed under this alternative, but would not
be closed under the proposed action (see Figure 32). In addition, while the proposed action
would retain the majority of existing motorized access and evaluate allowing public use of new
roads developed for general agency purposes, Strategy D would limit motorized public access to
those roads that are also necessary for military mission or other specific agency requirements and
prohibit development of new public use roads. This strategy also includes an objective to restore
closed roads where feasible and prudent to remediate a degraded ecological process and to
implement increased public education and enforcement measures, including public education on
the natural and cultural resource values of unroaded areas. Lastly, site specific planning for two
bypass roads that would reroute vehicular traffic around rather than through the northwest corner
of the Cabeza Prieta NWR is not called for in this strategy. Each of these would have additional
beneficial impacts for soil resources over those of the proposed action, as they would minimize
the creation of new roads and reduce traffic volumes on roads not necessary for military mission
or other specific agency requirements.

5233 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The long-term differences between the no-action alternative and the proposed action and their
respective effects on soil resources are difficult to assess. A transportation plan would be
developed, which would presumably similarly result in the closure of some redundant or
unnecessary roads. In the short-term, however, the no-action alternative would result in the
retention of the existing estimated 2,222-mile road network pending the completion and
implementation of a transportation plan (see Table 3-6 and Figures 3-1 and 3-2). The results of
the transportation plan cannot be predicted at this time; however, roads not meeting land
management, public, or military needs could be closed. The road network would consist of the
existing road network. Assuming a conservative road width index of 30 feet, the surface area
associated with roads for the no-action alternative would be 8,080 acres or less than 0.47 percent
of the range surface. Generally, resultant benefits for earth resources related to the road network
would likely be similar to those of the proposed action, although they could differ in magnitude.
In addition, unlike the proposed action, there would be no management objective for the
conservation of unroaded areas greater than 3,000 acres (to the extent they are compatible with
military or agency missions).
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524 Camping and Visitor Stay Limits

5241  Proposed Action (Strategy C)

Direct beneficial impacts for earth resources could result from the objectives of the proposed
action for camping and visitor stay limits (Strategy C range-wide). The proposed action would
continue to allow dispersed self-contained camping in all areas open to the public and vehicle-
based camping within 50-feet of most roads designated as open to public use, but restrict
camping along certain road segments for resource protection purposes. Dispersed disturbance
from self-contained camping would remain at current miniscule levels. Disturbance from
vehicle-based camping would continue to occur a a low level aong most roadways that are
generally accessible to the public. At current levels, roadside vehicle-base camping has low to
negligible levels of impact in the form of soil disturbance and increased erosion. These effects
are widely dispersed, but more effects are observed in popular camping areas such as the foot of
the Tingjas Altas Mountains and Hat Mountain vicinity. In localized areas where camping has
resulted in relatively high levels of physical disturbance and the removal and loss of the
vegetative cover that protect soils from environmental influence, the effects of resultart
accelerated erosion can extend well beyond the initial, localized area of disruption. Most of the
reduction in available public use road mileage would occur in BMGR—West where almost 91
percent (or 349 miles) of the decrease would occur.

As previously stated, some soils are more susceptible to increased erosion when disturbed and
have more limited capability to regain their former structure after a disturbance based on various
factors including climate, microbial organisms, vegetation, topography, physical/chemical
characteristics, and time for recovery. The slow-recovering desert pavements and rock varnishes
are particularly fragile because of their susceptibility to impacts and slow recovery. Biological
soil crusts in their undisturbed state have properties that make soils less susceptible to erosion,
but these soils are also easily damaged and have low capability for recuperation. Under the
proposed action, restrictions on camping could be implemented in areas with severe erosion
hazards or desert pavement, rock varnish, and biological soil crusts to protect these resources.
There are two ways in which this could be accomplished: (1) by restricting camping along
certain road segments and (2) by designating areas where these soils occur as sensitive to
impacts arising from human-induced disturbance and requiring that all campsites be located
more than ¥+ mile away from them.

The proposed action would include an assessment of the benefits and effects of establishing
designated camping areas. If designated camping areas were established, physical disturbance
from camping use could become concentrated in these localized areas. As the assessment would
consider the suitability of the soils in designated camping areas for such use, impacts would be
expected to be minimal. If the risk of increased erosion is of concern, best management practices

W:\01016\800\Draft EI SClean\Chapter 5.doc 514



BMGR INRMP 5.2 Earth Resources
Draft EIS February 2003

(including modifications and maintenance) could be implemented to minimize that potential as
necessary.

By continuing the policy of limiting vehicle-based camping stays to 14 days within a 28-day
period without a specia use permit, long-term camping use on the BMGR would continue to be
discouraged. The more consecutive days a campsite is used, the greater the potential for
increased physical disturbance that could accelerate erosion, particularly as a result of
compacting soils and disruption to vegetation.

The management objective to define and prescribe reasonable rules for the disposal of human
saewage and solid waste in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations could
benefit earth resources not so much as it relates to waste from camping, but in how it relates to
potential soil contamination from wildcat dumping. Having a protocol established for
apprehending and prosecuting offenders would discourage this activity and the impacts to soils
potentialy resulting from improper disposal of wastes.

5242  Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

The impacts to earth resources from the implementation of Strategy B for camping and visitor
stay limits would be greater than those expected with the proposed action. Strategy B differs
from the proposed action in that vehicle-based camping would be alowed within 100 feet of the
road and there would be no restrictions on camping along certain road segments or within ¥=mile
of designated areas for resource protection purposes. Whereas camping could be restricted from
areas with soils that would be easily disturbed, highly susceptible to erosion, and slow to
recuperate after disturbance with the proposed action, such restrictions are not provided for under
this strategy. Further, the expansion of roadside vehicle based camping from 50-feet to 100- feet
of the road could cause disturbance in areas that were previousdy undisturbed. As stated
previoudy, the effects of the initial disturbance on some types of desert soils is much greater
than the continued use of previously impacted soils. Unlike the proposed action, there would be
no assessment of establishing designated camping areas under Strategy B. However, this strategy
and impacts to earth resources would not differ from the proposed action with regard to visitor
stay limits or the proposed rules for the disposal of human sewage and solid waste.

The only difference between Strategy C and Strategy D for this resource management element is
the limits on consecutive days of vehicle-based camping stays within a 28-day period without a
specia use permit. With Strategy C, like the proposed action, the limitation is 14 consecutive
days, whereas with Strategy D it is 7 consecutive days. There would potentialy be minimal
additional benefits for earth resources from decreased levels of physical disturbance with the
maximum 7day consecutive stay over the 14-day maximum consecutive stay; however, the
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effects on soil resources are more closely correlated with the location of the disturbance rather
than the duration of disturbance.

5.24.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The impacts of the no-action alternative for camping and visitor stay limits on earth resources
would differ from those of the proposed action in the same manner as described for alternative
Strategy B. There is one exception: the no-action alternative would also not include the potential
beneficial effects of the rules for disposal of wastes as described for the proposed action.

5.25 Recr eation Services and Use Supervision

5251  Proposed Action (Strategy C in Unit 2, Strategy D in All Other Units)

The proposed action would benefit earth resources as some of the management objectives to
control recreation use would minimize or prevent some types of physical disturbance. While
some of these would be continuations of current policies, others would be variations thereof or
new policy. The proposed action is a combination of two strateges (Strategy C in Unit 2 and
Strategy D elsewhere) that are identical, with two minor exceptions: (1) the minimum number of
vehicles in a single party for which a special use permit would be required (20 with Strategy C
and 10 with Strategy D) and (2) the minimum number of law enforcement officers (which is
irrelevant given that this management objective would be applied range-wide rather than on a
unit-specific basis).

Many of these management objectives relate to recreational use of motorized vehicles. ORV
travel and on and off-road racing, which are both associated with relatively high rates of
physical disturbance, would continue to be prohibited. While racing has not been an ongoing
management issue on the BMGR, it has been proposed in the past. If it were to occur, there
would be relatively severe localized surface disturbance associated with the activity. Illicit ORV
travel, however, has been an ongoing management issue on the BMGR. This activity, although
never permitted to occur on the BMGR for recreational purposes and expressly prohibited since
at least the 1990 Goldwater Amendment, has occurred and affected soil resources in localized
areas of the BMGR. An area that has been particularly affected is within Management Unit 2,
south of the Foothills community and near Fortuna Mine. As noted by other agencies with ORV
use management responsibility, law enforcement presence is an important and effective tool for
ORV use management. However, other tools such as educating users by clarifying rules and
promoting user etiquette and environmental ethics, erecting signs, and marking routes can assist
law enforcement efforts (U.S. DOI, BLM 2001i, and Arizona State Parks 2000). The lack of
available law enforcement officers, until recently, was a causal factor in that some illegal ORV
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travel occurred unchecked. As detailed in Section 4.14.1the transfer of the responsibility for
management of non-military land uses from the BLM to the DoD with the MLWA of 1999 led to
an increase in law enforcement/security officers (now seven range-wide). Because the proposed
action for recreation services and use supervision includes the unprecedented management
objective to retain a minimum number of law enforcement positions dedicated to the BMGR,
beneficial impacts to earth resources in reducing illegal ORV travel would be expected to
continue. The effects to BMGR soils in areas where unauthorized recreationa ORV travel has
occurred have not been assessed in detail. Some natural recovery would be expected to occur as
aresult of discontinued activity; but for affected desert soils with severe erosion hazards that are
dow to recovery, the effects from past use could continue to persist or possibly compound even
after use is discontinued.

The Goldwater Amendment established the BMGR as a limited ORV use area, with all vehicles
restricted to designated or established roads classified as existing primary, secondary, tertiary,
patrol, or unimproved roads. To the extent that designated or established roads entered and
traversed washes, travel in washes was authorized under this management plan. Although
unrestricted driving in washes large enough to accommodate a vehicle is traditional among some
BMGR users, this activity has not been previously authorized under BLM, Air Force, or Marine
Corps regulations and BLM law-enforcement officers have enforced restrictions on this activity
in the past. The draft Barry M. Goldwater East HMP included a provision to permit driving in
dry wash beds, but this document was never finalized or implemented. The proposed action in
this EIS is consistent with the Goldwater Amendment and would restrict motorized public travel
in all washes, except where the wash is a designated part of the road system open to the public
and when the wash is dry.

The surface of wash beds is of gravely and rocky material that is resistant to erosion, so there are
generaly no measurable impacts to soils that occur from driving in wash beds. If vehicles dig
into the substrate and disturb the soil particles that are normally settled below the rocky surface
to a large extent or disturb wash banks, however, wash banks and down gradient areas could be
more vulnerable to accelerated wind and water erosion. With the proposed action, disturbance
and accelerated erosion would continue to be limited to points of ingress and egress to washes
where they are a designated part of the road system open to the public. Although well-devel oped
biological soil crusts are purportedly present on banks outside the scour zone of some valley
washes on the BMGR (Hall and others 2001), disturbance of such soils crusts would not be a
concern because they would no longer be expected to occur where the wash has been previously
disturbed as the subject washes are considered designated parts of existing roadways in the road
system.

The proposed action would require a special use permit for single parties with more than 10

vehicles (or 20 for Units 2 and 3). Larger groups tend to correlate with higher intensity localized
impacts, particularly where group activities are longer-term (e.g., vehicle-based camping rather
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than a day hike). Because this requirement would discourage larger group sizes from using the
range (a decrease from the current policy of allowing parties of up to 50 vehicles), a beneficial
effect to soil resources would be expected.

Means of informing the public about visitor rules and regulations would also be improved with
the proposed action, including efforts targeted at informing the public about road restrictions and
resource sengitivities. The greater public understanding there is about previous and proposed
BMGR use policies, road closures, and effects to resources from unauthorized uses such as ORV
travel, the greater voluntary compliance with the rules and regulations. Therefore, the beneficial
effects of the proposed road closures and other management objectives would be more likely to
be realized. Similarly, erecting additional gates and fencing as needed to control entry would
limit the number of people who could access the range without adhering to the recreation
permitting process.

The development and implementation of a limits-of-acceptable change monitoring to guide
recreation use management and protect natural and cultural resources could benefit earth
resources by identifying where recreation use is potentially affecting soil or geological resources
and using adaptive management techniques to address these effects.

Lastly, prohibiting entry to mines would prevent incidental damage or intentional vandalism that
would harm the geological integrity of historic mines.

5252 Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and/or Strategy D, Depending on
Unit)

As there are minimal differences between Strategy C and Strategy D for this resource category,
there is no difference in consequences to earth resources with these strategies, regardiess of
management unit.

Strategy B would have some of the same benefits as the proposed action by prohibiting on and
off-road racing, establishing public education and recreation use information programs (although
as compared to the proposed action, this strategy does not include the objective to assess
requirements for signs or other measures to indicate road restrictions ), and ensuring a minimum
number of law enforcement positions (although the minimum number would be two rather than
four or six).

However, as this strategy would allow motorized public travel in designated washes when dry,
there could be greater increased erosion along wash banks than with the proposed action. Rather
than erosion at points of ingress and egress crossing the wash, higher levels of accelerated
erosion as compared to the proposed action would potentially occur along the wash banks
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throughout the affected washes, particularly in narrow wash corridors where vehicles would be
more likely to come in direct contact with the wash bank, and in down gradient areas. These
impacts would be limited or minimized, however, as they would be considered in the selection of
washes that would be designated as open to motorized public use.

This strategy includes an objective to evaluate the need for and effects of allowing public ORV
travel in designated areas. If such a determination were made and implemented in the future, soil
resources in the affected areas could be negatively affected by soil compaction and increased
rates of erosion. Best management practices could minimize some of these effects, but localized
deleterious effects would still be expected to occur. Presumably, site-specific impacts to
resources would be considered prior to implementation and no action would be taken that would
be contrary to the stated policy-based and resource-specific management goals for the INRMP.

Lastly, whereas all other strategies would prohibit public entry to mines, this strategy would
potentially allow public entry to mines, which could lead to vandalism or otherwise negative
impacts to the geological integrity of the historic mines. However, as with the potential of
allowing ORV travel in designated areas, site-specific impacts to resources would be considered
prior to implementation and no action would be taken that would be contrary to the INRMP
management goals.

5253 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

Overall, the no-action aternative for this resource category would be less beneficial for earth
resources than the proposed action. Differences in potential effects from the no-action aternative
on earth resources would be similar to those as described for Strategy B; however, with the no-
action alternative, public ORV travel in designated areas would not be considered. The
Goldwater Amendment authorized motorized travel in washes to the extent that designated or
established roads entered and traversed washes. While driving in washes large enough to
accommodate a vehicle is traditional among some BMGR users, this activity has not been
previously authorized under BLM, Air Force, or Marine Corps regulations and BLM law-
enforcement officers have enforced redtrictions on this activity in the past. However, under
Strategy A, this activity could be sanctioned in BMGR—East if the draft Barry M. Goldwater
East HMP were finalized, as required by the no action aternative, and a proposal in that draft
HMP for public driving in washes were approved. As stated previously, driving in wash beds is
generally regarded as having minima impacts on soils resources, however, when the soils
underlying the rocky wash bed or the wash banks are disturbed, accelerated soil erosion rates in
localized and in down gradient areas could occur.
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5.2.6 Rockhounding

526.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C in Units2 and 3, Strategy D in All Other Units)

The proposed action would prohibit rockhounding within al units of the BMGR (where Strategy
D would be applied) except for Units 2 and 3 (where Strategy C would be applied). Within
Management Units 2 and 3, rockhounding would be restricted from specia natural/interest and
other designated natural and cultural resource areas that are sensitive to impacts arising from
human-induced disturbance. Non-commercial rockhounding by hand picking is currently
permitted on the BMGR and is a known recreational activity, although the extent of the resource
base, current levels of use, or existing or potential adverse impacts of such activities are not
known. The current limit on rockhounding is 24 pounds per day, plus one piece, with atotal limit
of 250 pounds per year. The proposed action would change “24 pounds plus one piece’ to “not
more than 25 pounds.” Rockhounding would continue to be limited to surface rock removal only
(the use of motorized mechanical devices would continue to be restricted) and where the
conditions under which the specimens would be collected caused no undue or unnecessary
degradation.

Collection of rocks, particularly minerals and gemstones, affects BMGR geological resources by
depleting the surface stock of specimens. Within the BMGR, rock dumps at old abandoned mine
sites and areas that may contain rock and mineral specimens of volcanic origin are locations that
rockhounds are particularly interested in. Within Units 2 and 3, there are several old mine sites,
including the relatively large Fortuna Mine in the Gila Mountains and Betty Lee Mine in the
Copper Mountains. Remains of smaller mining operations and prospects are also located in these
management units, particularly within the Wellton Hills, Gila Mountains, Copper Mountains,

and Mohawk Mountains (although rockhounding would be restricted within the Mohawk
Mountains and the southernmost tip of the Gila Mountains if the former Mohawk Mountains and
Sand Dunes and Tingjas Altas Mountains ACECs are redesignated as special natural/interest
areas as proposed). Thus, with the proposed action, these areas would continue to be subject to
depletion of the geologic resource base. For the remaining areas of the BMGR where
rockhounding would be prohibited under the proposed action, the geologic resource base would
no longer be subject to depletion. It is possible that there may be increased effects from
rockhounding within the portions of Units 2 and 3 where the activity would still be permitted to
occur due to the shifting and concentration of the activity from other areas of the BMGR.

Overdl, the effect of the proposed action is regarded as beneficia to geological resources, but
further qualification of the effect is not possible given the lack of data about the occurrence of
rockhounding on the BMGR.
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52.6.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and/or Strategy D, Depending on
Unit)

In Units 2 and 3, the alternative strategies are Strategy B and Strategy D. The differences
between the Strategy B and the proposed action in these units (Strategy C) are fairly minor. Both
allow for limited non-commercial rockhounding to occur, but with the proposed action the
activity would be prohibited from specia natural/interest areas and other designated areas within
these management units for resource protection, whereas with Strategy B such restrictions would
be applied only if a compliance issue arises. Although rockhounding might be prohibited in
fewer areas within these management units with Strategy B than with the proposed action, both
similarly have the potential to prohibit rockhounding from select locations. Of note, whereas
rockhounding would be prohibited in the Mohawk Mountains (proposed special retural-interest
area) in Unit 2 under the proposed action, it would not necessarily be prohibited in this area
under Strategy B. Overal, dightly greater impacts to geological resources would be expected if
Strategy B were applied in Management Units 2 ard 3 rather than Strategy C, as proposed.

The effect of implementing Strategy D in Units 2 and 3 would differ from the proposed action in
that rockhounding would be prohibited in these areas. Impacts to geological resources from the
continued depletion of the stock of rocks, gemstones, and minerals in these units would not
occur.

In the remaining units, the aternative strategies are Strategy C and Strategy B. These two
strategies differ from the proposed action for these units (Strategy D) because they would allow
limited rockhounding to continue to occur, whereas the activity would be prohibited under the
proposed action. As stated above, Strategies B and C similarly allow for continuation of limited
non-commercial rockhounding, but Strategy C would redrict the activity in designated areas and
Strategy B would only restrict the activity if a compliance issue arises. The effect of either
strategy would differ from the proposed action in these units in that depletion of the geologic
resource base would continue to occur, at least at some level.

As with the proposed action, prohibition or restriction of rockhounding in some areas generally
open to the public while continuing to allow it occur in other areas generally open to the public
could have the effect of shifting and/or concentrating impacts to geologic resources to the area
where the rockhounding would be allowed to continue. There are, however, multiple ways in
which a mix of the rockhounding strategies could be applied to the management strategies and a
lack of data about the occurrence of rockhounding; thus, this effect cannot be further assessed.
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5.2.6.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

With the no-action alternative, rockhounding would be allowed to continue under existing
management in al publicly accessible portions of the BMGR with no specia provisions for
excluding the activity from special natural/interest and other designated natural and cultural
resource areas that are sensitive to impacts arising from humaninduced disturbance. Thus, as
compared with the proposed action, the no-action alternative would have a greater potentia to
affect geological resources through the depletion of the resource base.

527 Wood Cutting, Gathering, and Firewood Use, and Collection of Native Plants

5271  Proposed Action (Strategy D in Unit 1, Strategy C in All Other Units)

The proposed action would continue to alow the use of dead and downed wood for campfires,
prohibit all other forms of wood cutting or wood collection, and prohibit the removal of wood
from the range in all management units except for Unit 1 (Strategy C). In Unit 1, the proposed
action would not alow wood cutting, wood gathering, or native wood campfires nor the removal
of wood from the range (Strategy D). The management objective to prohibit the collection or
salvage of native plants on the BMGR (including plant parts, seeds, or fruit) listed in the Arizona
Native Plant Law except in cases where the plants are being salvaged prior to disturbance or for
protected Native American purposes, and to conduct such salvage efforts in compliance with the
Arizona Native Plant Law and with appropriate level of coordination with the Arizona
Department of Agriculture, isthe same for all strategies.

While collection of native plants in accordance with the Native Plant Law would not be expected
to affect earth resources, a few minor effects are predicted from the proposed action for wood
cutting, gathering, and firewood use. As noted in Section 3.4.2, wood cutting and gathering for
firewood use is principally an issue in management units where public recreation is permissible.
Strategy D was selected as the proposed action for the management of firewood use in Unit 1
because the portion of this unit that is open to public recreation is located within the Tingas
Altas Mountains ACEC where the collection of native wood for campfires has been prohibited
under the Goldwater Amendment since 1990. Strategy C was selected as the proposed wood
management action for all other units (Unit 2, nearly dl of Units 3 and 6, and the small Bender
Springs area located in the northeast portion of Unit 7 are open to public) because firewood use
in these units has been traditional, no ongoing threats to native wood resources has been
identified in these locations, and this strategy includes a monitoring component to protect against
an unsustainable increase in firewood collection.

Overdl, a beneficial effect to soil resources would likely result from the continuation of
management measures to prevent high levels of use of native wood resources and associated
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physical disturbance throughout the BMGR, particularly in that native wood supplies would be
monitored in high-use areas and restricted as resource conditions dictate. There are little data
available regarding current wood cutting, gathering, and firewood use on the range. Generaly,
these activities are regarded as having little to no measurable impact on soil resources; however,
if larger pieces of wood are dragged rather than carried from the point of origin to the campsite,
low levels of localized physical disturbance to soils occur in localized areas from minor impacts
to soils, particularly if soil crust or desert pavements are affected (as purported in the scoping
comments for this EIS, wood has been observed being dragged by vehicles in portions of the
BMGR). The Unit 1 area, wherein wood gathering would be prohibited, covers a greater area
than that of the former Tingas Altas Mountains ACEC, where collection of dead and downed
wood was prohibited under the Goldwater Amendment. However, within the former Mohawk
Mountains and Sand Dunes ACEC and the Unit 2 portion of the former Tinagjas Altas Mountains
ACEC (the small portion of the former ACEC located north of Cipriano Pass), collection of dead
and downed wood for campfires would be alowed, instead of prohibited (as it is currently).
Effects to earth resources in these areas, if any, would likely be small.

During scoping for this EIS, some concerns were raised about the effects of campfires; however,
allowing campfires on the BMGR would be allowed under any of the alternative management
strategies analyzed in this EIS. By continuing to allow campfires, whether or not they are created
from native wood, minor localized impacts to earth resources would continue as campfires can
(2) alter the organic content of native soils as the heat of the fire and the charcoal that remainsis
chemically and physically different, altering the natural nutrient cycle, (2) blacken rocks and
damage rock varnish if built close to a boulder or ledge, and (3) cause minor physica
disturbance associated with the collection of larger rocks to create campfire rings. Although no
data have been compiled regarding campfire use on the BMGR, overall such impacts on the
range are regarded as minor and localized, and have not emerged as a management concern.

5.2.7.2  Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and/or Strategy D, Depending on
Unit)

Under Strategy B, an alternative regardless of management unit, wood use would be maintained
at a sustainable rate and in compliance with regulatory measures. In comparison to the proposed
action, disturbance to soils related to wood cutting and gathering would potentially be greater
than the impacts from the existing condition or proposed action, particularly within high-use
areas of the range that are open to general public access.

The impacts that would result from Strategy C in Unit 1 as opposed to Strategy D, would be
minimal. Strategy C would have fewer benefits than Strategy D in that dead and downed could
be collected for native wood campfires. Within the Tingjas Altas/Davis Plain area of Unit 1,
depletion of native wood supplies and associated disturbance has historically been a management
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issue (U.S. Department of Interior, BLM 1990). Collection of dead and downed wood is
currently prohibited within the former ACEC area, but under this strategy would not continue to
be unless special management provisions are implemented; thus, under this strategy this area
may be particularly susceptible to any impacts to soils that could result from the collection of
dead and downed wood.

The alternative of implementing Strategy D in Units 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and/or 7 would potentially have
greater benefits for soils. Units 2, 3, and 6 are largely open to general public access and, thus,
presumably have higher rates of wood consumption and associated physical disturbance than
other areas of the BMGR. Those areas of the ACECs mentioned above for the proposed action
would not become areas where collection of downed and dead wood would be allowed rather
than prohibited, asis currently the case.

5273 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The effects of the no-action alternative would be similar to the proposed action except that the
use of native wood for campfires would not be prohibited anywhere and the collection of
downed and dead wood would be prohibited within the former ACECs rather than within Unit 1.
The differing consequences for soil resources as compared to the proposed action would be
similar, however, (unlike the no-action alternative) the proposed action would monitor native
wood supplies in high-use areas and further restrict wood collection as resource conditions
dictate. Thus, to the extent that the differing management approaches correlate to physical
disturbance, this alternative may be slightly less beneficial for soil resources than the proposed
action.

528 Hunting

The alternative management strategy objectives for the proposed action (Strategy B range-wide),
aternative actions (Strategy C or D range-wide), and no-action aternative (Strategy A range-
wide) for hunting, as described in Table 3-3, would not have a direct or indirect effect on earth
resources.

529 Recr eational Shooting

529.1  Proposed Action (Strategy C)

Although not identified as a current management issue in terms of earth resources, recreational
shooting can affect earth resources through the incidental physical disturbance of soils from
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human activity and spent bullets. Spent bullets also have the potential to contaminate soils,
particularly when the bullets contain lead. In outdoor shooting ranges not located in the BMGR
but in ssmilar environmental conditions, lead levels have exceeded regulatory guidelines and
caused potential impacts to humans and wildlife. However, at shooting ranges the activity is
much more frequent, long-term, and concentrated than it is on the BMGR, where it occurs in
widely dispersed and relatively infrequent basis throughout publicly accessible portions of the
range. The proposed action for recreationa shooting (Strategy C range-wide) would continue to
allow recreational shooting to occur under existing regulations as long as it is compatible with
military use, public safety, and no significant resource issues are identified. It also would require
a special use permit for shooting at night or with an automatic weapon and calls for an
assessment of the importance and character of recreational shooting as an activity/issue to
determine the appropriateness of this activity on the BMGR and implement a decision based on
the findings, including consideration of designating specific shooting area(s).

Under the proposed action, existing effects on soil resources from recreational shooting would
continue, with the exception of those related to automatic weapons use (see Section 5.12.9.1 for
more detail). Based on current understanding, these effects are expected to primarily be limited
to low levels of dispersed physical disturbance. Although no data are available to indicate the
occurrence of this activity on the BMGR and where accumulation of waste may be problematic,
there are no known popular shooting areas within the BMGR where recreational shooting has
occurred at a level equivalent to a defacto outdoor shooting range. The proposed assessment of
recreational shooting could further address any potential effects to soils resulting from the
activity and the potential effects of designating a specific shooting area or areas rather than
allowing the activity to continue in a dispersed fashion. At the programmatic level of this
assessment, it suffices to state that while designated shooting areas would potentially result in the
discontinuation of dispersed impacts to soil resources from this activity, they would result in
greater impacts to soil resources within localized areas from physical disturbance and potential
lead contamination. Although within these localized areas the impacts to soils would be
intensified, best management practices could be used to address these potential effects (e.g,
erosion control measures and containment and recycling of lead bullets).

5292  Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Strategy B would allow recreational shooting to continue to occur unless significant resource
issues are identified, which is less protective of soil resources than the proposed action. This
strategy would not provide the advantages stated above for assessing the impacts of recreationa

shooting and further decision making.

Strategy D would prohibit recreational shooting in the short term until the appropriateness of
allowing the activity and the value of establishing designated shooting areas could be assessed.
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This strategy would have greater potential benefits than the proposed action, as any impacts to
soil resources from dispersed recreational shooting would no longer occur. As with the proposed
action, if a decision is made to alow recreational shooting to occur in designated areas, best
management practices could be applied to minimize erosion and lead contamination.

5.2.9.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action alternative would potentialy have greater adverse impacts on soil resources than
the proposed action. Under this alternative, recreational shooting would be alowed to continue
in a dispersed fashion as long as it is compatible with military use and public safety. Based on
current understanding, the activity is relatively infrequent and of low intensity, so impacts to
soils would continue to be low. The no-action aternative would not include the proposed
assessment of recreational shooting and the benefit of understanding its occurrence and effects.
The designation of recreational shooting area(s) would not be considered.

5.2.10 Utility/Transportation Corridors

5.2.10.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

The proposed action for utility/transportation corridors is generally protective of BMGR earth
resources in that it limits impacts to certain types of development along existing corridors and
what has been proposed for the Yuma ASH. The principal effects to earth resources from
existing nort military corridors within the BMGR (State Route 85, Gila Bend to Ajo transmission
line, and Tucson Cornelia and Gila Bend Railroad—which are essentially parallel to each other)
resulted from the intense earth moving and construction impacts associated with the initial
development of the corridors, athough effects from accelerated rates of wind and water erosion
and ongoing low-levels of disturbance persist. Similar initial and ongoing effects would be
expected with the construction of the Yuma ASH in the northwestern corner of the BMGR,
although these effects are being addressed in detail in separate NEPA documentation (see also
Section 6.0 on Cumulative Effects).

With the proposed action, norrmilitary overhead transmission lines would continue to be
restricted to alignments immediately parallel to the existing Gila Bend to Ajo transmission line
and non-military underground facilities would continue to be restricted to the west side of and
paralel to the Tucson Cornelia and Gila Bend Railroad. Further development as planned, such as
the planned widening of State Route 85 and the proposed (but stalled) Gila Bend to Ajo 230 kV
transmission line, would have local impacts to earth resources of relatively high intensity from
earth moving and soils engineering. Although none have been planned or proposed, the
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development of underground facilities could have the greatest potential for initial impacts to
earth resources because of the extent of earth moving that would be involved.

5.2.10.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Strategy B would have potentially greater consequences on earth resources than the proposed
action in that proposals to develop additional transportation/utility corridors would be evaluated.
Although any additional non-military corridor development is expected to be rather limited based
on the requirements to be compatible with the military mission, new corridor development would
have further impacts on earth resources from earth moving and soils engineering.

Strategy D would be more beneficia to earth resources than the proposed action in that it would
preclude the development of the Yuma ASH. The State Route 85 transportation/utility corridor
would continue to be the only transportation/utility corridor bisecting the BMGR. Future
development thereof would continue to be in accordance with existing and proposed policy, thus
the potential effects to earth resources from the use and further development of this corridor
would be the same as described for the proposed action.

5.2.10.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The effects to earth resources from the no-action alternative would be similar to those of the
proposed action in terms of managing the existing corridors and allowing for the development of
the Yuma ASH. However, like Strategy B, the no-action aternative would alow for new
corridor proposals to be examined, which could result in additional transportation/utility
corridors and associated impacts to earth resources.

5.2.11 General Vegetation, Wildlife, Wildlife Habitat, and Wildlife Waters

52111 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

Several management objectives for the proposed action for general vegetation, wildlife, wildlife
habitat, and wildlife waters (Strategy C range-wide) could potentially impact earth resources
directly and indirectly as follows:

The proposed evaluation of the cumulative impacts of l1and disturbance, while focused on
wildlife habitat, could provide more complete information about the extent of physical
disturbance to earth resources. Although the LEIS for the BMGR land withdrawal
contained a fairly complete assessment of surface impacts from past and ongoing military
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activities, the cumulative effects of recreation, Border Patrol, UDAS, etc. is not known.
Data collected under this management objective could be used in soil resources
management.

The continued efforts to develop procedures to control all trespass grazing by livestock
and feral burros continue to benefit earth resources by not allowing this form of physical
disturbance, which is known to result in accelerated erosion.

The development of coordinated strategies to locally eradicate and/or control the spread
of invasive species would benefit soil resources because the natural range of soil stability
in a system is maintained by the characteristic vegetation composition and structure for
that community (including, but not limited to biological soil crusts). A change in the
natural composition of vegetation in a system, such as may occur by the introduction of
an invasive plant into a community, can result in an alteration of subsurface root biomass
and structure that leads to soil destabilization (Hall and others 2001).

The proposed restriction of activities in key areas for the protection and conservation of
habitat, ecosystems, and biodiversity could indirectly benefit earth resources by
preventing physical disturbance within those areas.

Implementing vegetation and wildlife habitat restoration for areas that have been
damaged by discontinued use could benefit soil resources by stabilizing affected areas
and preventing further unnatural rates of wind or water erosion.

The development of up to six high priority wildlife water developments projects
prescribed by the Lechuguilla-Mohawk and Draft Barry M. Goldwater East HM Ps during
the first five years of the proposed INRMP could have minor localized impacts to earth
resources from the initial disturbance and (depending on type of water development)
minor ongoing alteration of natural rates of water erosion within the affected area. These
potential effects would be further assessed and mitigated, as appropriate, on a Site-
specific basis.

Developing, maintaining, or removing wildlife water developments after the first five
years of the INRMP may have additional minor effects on earth resources in localized
areas, but these impacts cannot be predicted at this time because such actions are to be
based on the prescribed review of literature and studies to determine benefits and adverse
effects of wildlife waters.
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52112 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

There would be minimal differences between the alternative strategies for this resource category
and impacts to earth resources. With Strategy B, there would be no indirect benefits from
restrictions on activities in key areas identified for the protection and conservation of habitat,
ecosystems, and biodiversity. In addition, there would be little predictable difference in the
impacts to earth resources from the management objectives regarding wildlife water
development policy. Although, under Strategy B, the development of the 17 remaining wildlife
water developments prescribed by the Lechuguilla-Mohawk and Draft Barry M. Goldwater East
HMPs would be approved and additional wildlife water developments considered, it is unlikely
that there would be more than six waters developed during the first five years of the INRMP
(which is the same as the number that would be developed during the first five years of the
INRMP under the proposed action). Because developing, maintaining, or removing wildlife
water developments after the first five years of the INRMP under the proposed action is
dependent upon the findings of the prescribed studies, it is impossible to comparatively assess
the potential disturbance to earth resources at the water development sites beyond the first five
years of the INRMP.

Strategy D for this resource element would have the same beneficial effects as the proposed
action, plus it would not allow the construction of any wildlife waters during the first five years
of the INRMP. Thus, the localized impacts that could affect earth resources at the selected
wildlife water development sites would not occur during the first five years of this INRMP. Like
the proposed action, studies would be initiated on which to base determinations for maintaining,
developing, or removing wildlife water development beyond the first five years of the INRMP.
Any resultant impact to earth resources beyond the first five years of the INRMP cannot be
assessed at this time, but the impact would presumably be similar to that of the proposed action
since both are dependent on the prescribed literature review and studies.

5211.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action aternative would have the same impacts on earth resources with regard to wildlife
water developments as described for Strategy B. It would not, however, include the management
objectives for the development of coordinated strategies to localy eradicate and/or control the
spread of invasive species; restricting activities in key areas as needed to protect and conserve
habitat, ecosystems, and biodiversity; and implementing vegetation and wildlife habitat
restoration for areas that have been damaged but are no longer used. Thus, in comparison to the
proposed action for this resource management element, there would be fewer benefits for soil
resources from this alternative than with the proposed action.
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5.2.12 Special Status Species

No impacts to earth resources are expected as a result of the proposed (Strategy C), aternative
(Strategy B or Strategy D), or no-action aternative (Strategy A) specia status species
management objectives. Some special status species management programs could have impacts
on earth resources such as physical disturbance resulting from habitat improvements; however,
such impacts are likely to occur independent of the proposed INRMP as they are more closely
related to compliance requirements and other recovery programs than to the proposed INRMP.

5.2.13 Soil and Water Resour ces

5.213.1 Proposed Action (Strategy D)

The effects of the proposed action in this resource management element (Strategy D) are the
most direct and applicable to earth resources. Most of these objectives would benefit earth
resources by preventing or minimizing surface disturbing activities. Some of these management
objectives are continuation of existing policy: restricting the operation of motorized vehicles and
heavy equipment to established roads and previously impacted areas, except when it relates to a
specific permitted project; taking measures to minimize soil disturbances; and using specific
techniques to minimize soil disturbance on previously unimpacted soils. New policies that would
similarly limit physical disturbance include the management objectives to restrict or modify
activities as necessary to comply with statutory requirements for soil and water resources and to
prevent erosion in areas of cultural resource sensitivity; take measures to minimize soil/water
contamination or erosion resulting from vehicle use or other activities; temporarily restrict
vehicular and construction activities when soils are susceptible to a heightened risk of erosion,
such as following heavy rain; and restore areas where \ehicle use has caused excessive surface
damage, temporarily closing roads if necessary.

In addition, there are management objectives that would provide better information to be used in
soil resources management. Continued policies would be to update soils map as data are
collected during site evaluations; assess project site soils for their vulnerability to soil disruption
and subsequent wind and water erosion; and keep groundwater development and exploration to a
minimum in environmentally sensitive aress. New benefits would result from the proposed
range-wide soil survey using NRCS standards to provide baseline information on the soil types,
erosion risks, and suitability for various activities. This would provide much more
comprehensive information on which to base land management activities than the existing policy
to assess site soils on a project-by-project basis.
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5.2.13.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy C)

The aternative strategies (Strategy B and Strategy C) for soil and water resources would provide
some, but not all of the benefits to earth resources as the proposed action. The primary difference
between these two strategies and the proposed action is in how they would address surface
disturbing activity. Neither strategy would include measures to temporarily restrict vehicular and
construction activities when soils are susceptible to a heightened risk of erosion or to restore
areas where vehicle use has caused excessive surface damage. While Strategy C includes a
general measure for the minimization of soil contamination or erosion resulting from vehicle use
or other activities, such restrictions would be limited to that necessary to comply with statutory
requirements under Strategy B. In addition, the proposed range-wide soil survey would not be
conducted under either of these alternative strategies.

5.2.13.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action alternative would continue the existing policies that limit surface disturbing
activities for the benefit of soil resources. However, this alternative would be less beneficial than
the proposed action as it would not include any of the expanded management objectives
considered in Management Strategies B and C and the proposed action.

5.2.14 Air Resources

5.214.1 Proposed Action (Strategy A)

The proposed action for air resources includes continuation of existing objectives, which would
have minimal beneficial effects on earth resources because it calls for the control of fugitive dust
at permitted construction sites and recreation activity areas. Generally, control of fugitive dust is
accomplished by applying water to the affected area to keep particulate matter from becoming
suspended in the air when disturbed. Reducing the suspension of dust particles decreases rates of
accelerated wind and water erosion, thereby benefiting earth resources.

5.2.14.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and Strategy D)
With Strategy B, there would not necessarily be the continued control of fugitive emissions and,
thereby, potentially greater rates of erosion. With both Strategy C and Strategy D, there could

potentialy be greater, but minor, indirect benefits to earth resources as dust palliatives would be
used in some areas to further reduce the suspension of dust particles ard thereby erosion.
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5.2.14.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)
Because with this resource management element the proposed action is the no-action alternative,

the effects of the no-action alternative on earth resources are the same as described for the
proposed action.

5.2.15 Visual Resources

For the most part, the management objectives for visual resources would not have an effect on
earth resources regardless of the proposed action (Strategy B), aternative actions (Strategies C
and D), or no-action dternative (Strategy A). However, the objective to use aready disturbed
and impacted land areas, which is a continuation of an objective from the Goldwater Amendment
and isincluded in the proposed action and all alternative strategies, could have indirect beneficial
effects by minimizing the disruption of natural surface waters in previously undisturbed areas.
One objective included in Strategy D (restoration of visual resource impacts in unroaded areas),
would have greater potential beneficial effects on soils than the proposed action in that
restoration of natural conditions would limit further erosion and promote recovery within the
affected area.

5.2.16 Wildfire Management

5.2.16.1 Proposed Action (Strategy B)

The proposed action for wildfire management (Strategy B) could benefit soil resourcesin that the
fire management plan—addressing fire prevention, suppression, recovery, mapping, monitoring,
and possible mitigation protocols for both human and non-human caused fires in accordance
with the threat to human life, property, and natural and cultural resources—could consider how
soil resources may be affected. As fire can increase natural rates of erosion and affect the
chemical properties of soils, this proactive approach would provide for the best management
option for managing wildfires based on the best known science and management practices.

5.2.16.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy C and Strategy D)
Alternative Strategies C and D are the same as the proposed action for this resource element;

thus, the potentia effects on earth resources are the same as those described for the proposed
action.
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5.2.16.3 No-action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action aternative would not provide the same level of protection of soil resources as the
proposed and aternative actions for this resource element in that it would not provide for the
development of the fire management plan and the review of the best available science and effects
to natural resources.

5.2.17 Perimeter Land Use, Encroachment, and Regional Planning

5.217.1 Proposed Action (Strategy D)

The proposed action for perimeter land use, encroachment, and regional planning would have the
potential to indirectly benefit earth resources. Geological systems and processes, like all
ecosystem elements, function across administrative boundaries at both micro and macro scales.
Better coordination, interaction, monitoring, and participation with off-range land owners and/or
managers could, for example, provide better information on how invasive species are affecting
natural rates of erosion in the Sonoran Desert or how adjacent agricultural use might be affecting
rates of wind or water erosion or soil quality on the BMGR.

5.2.17.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy C)

Strategy B and Srategy C for this resource element would have similar beneficial impacts on
earth resources, but Strategy C objectives are somewhat less comprehensive than Strategy D
objectives and Strategy B objectives are somewhat less comprehensive than Strategy C
objectives. Thus, each aternative strategy would be respectively less beneficial on earth
resources than the proposed action, as represented by the scope and extent of management
objectives proposed under each.

5.2.17.3 No-action Alternative (Strategy A)
The no-action aternative would not include a management objective for perimeter land use,

encroachment, and regional planning and therefore would not have the benefits of the proposed
or alternative actions for this resource category.
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5.2.18 Adgaregate Effects on Earth Resour ces

52181 Proposed Action

The proposed management objectives, when considered in aggregate, could have additive
beneficial effects on earth resources. These synergistic and additive effects may be viewed under
two generd types of impacts: (1) those actions that would reduce or limit activities that cause
physical disturbance and (2) continuation or changes in management that would benefit earth
resources through improved inventory, monitoring, and/or adaptive management. The discussion
that follows is not intended to be an exhaustive listing of potential aggregate impacts on earth
resources resulting from the proposed action, but rather an identification of the major types of
aggregate impacts and examples thereof.

Effects of Physical Disturbance. Elements of the proposed action that would reduce or
limit activities that cause physical disturbance are numerous and include a host of
management objectives that fall within the categories of motorized access and unroaded
area management; camping and visitor stay limits, recreation services and use
supervision; rockhounding; wood cutting, gathering, and firewood use, and collection of
native plants; recreational shooting; utility/transportation corridors; general vegetation,
wildlife, wildlife habitat, and wildlife waters; soil and water resources, and visual
resources. For the most part, the benefits of these management objectives relate to the
potential for physical impact to soils and related accelerated soil erosion that would be
avoided or reduced. The proposed management objectives for soil and water resources,
which are the most directly applicable, include continuation of existing policy plus new
policies and have a combined effect with other management objectives that limit physical
disturbance through the proposed road closures, continuation of ORV travel prohibitions,
temporarily restricting vehicle and construction activities when soils are susceptible to a
heightened risk of erosion, limitations on utility/transportation corridor development, etc.,
as detailed in Sections 5.2.1 through 5.2.17.

Taken in combination, there would be greater benefits for soil resources from this
decreased physical disturbance. As compared to existing levels of physical disturbance,
the aggregate level of beneficial effect on earth resources is expected to be low on a
range-wide basis, with moderate benefits occurring in localized areas. The foreseeable
effect is that, while the patterns and levels of surface disturbance from these activities
would generally continue within the same use areas, there would be localized areas where
the source of physical disturbance would be reduced or eliminated. For example, in those
areas where roads would be closed, there would not only be benefits from the
discontinued use and recovery (natural or augmented) of the estimated 658 miles of road
to be closed (or 2,393 acres, based on the 30-foot conservative width index that
represents a potential upper estimate of the aggregate area occupied by roads and
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associated shoulders), but also the additional physical disturbance that may have occurred
in association with the road, such as vehicle-based camping and wood gathering. This
additive effect would be expected in association with public use roads. Miles of road
open to public access (currently estimated at 973 miles) would be reduced by about 36
percent (352 miles), and a total of 621 miles of public use roads would be retained (see
Table 3-6). The surface area occupied by all remaining active roads would be reduced by
about 30 percent to approximately 5,687 acres (based on the same conservative width
index of 30 feet). In range-wide terms, the estimated acreage occupied by roads would be
reduced from 0.47 percent to 0.33 percent of the total 1,733,921 acres within the range.

Nearly all of these public use roads to be closed and associated uses occur in areas
located within the broad alluvial valleys of the BMGR where soils characteristically
belong to the Torrifluvents, Tremont-Coolidge-Mohall, or SuperstitionRositas
associations. As determined by the NRCS, these associations all have dight to moderate
water erosion hazard potential or moderate to severe wind erosion hazard potential with
regard to the soil’s susceptibility to accelerated erosion when disturbed. Due to low
annual rainfall amounts and the fact that most roads traverse valley areas of little slope
but where soils sometimes have fine sandy and silty texture, wind erosion hazards are
generally of more concern than water erosion hazards. Nonetheless, the effects of erosion
have been observed along some of these road segments. In addition, erosional
downcutting and sheet wash effects have been noted along some road segments that
would be closed in mountain foothill areas with the proposed action, athough soil types
in these areas generally have no wind erosion hazard and dight water erosion hazards.
Another additive benefit could result in site-specific locations throughout the range, but
particularly in areas generally open to public access, as additional specia provisions
could be implemented to protect areas with easily damaged and slow-recovering desert
pavements, rock varnishes, and biological soil crusts (e.g., restricting camping within ¥+
mile of these areas or along road segments that are adjacent to these resources).

On the other hand, a change in the types and extent of impacts to earth resources could
also occur if activities become more compounded in localized areas if some activities that
are currently dispersed become more concentrated as a result of the proposed
management objectives. This additive effect could occur as the result of displacement of
activities from areas where they would be prohibited to areas where they would be
allowed (e.g., rockhounding, recreational driving, vehicle-based camping in areas that
would remain available for such use). That is, instead of these activities generally
occurring along the current estimated 973 miles open to public access, they would be
more concentrated along the 621 miles of road that would generaly remain open to
public access (but not along certain designated road segments or within ¥ mile of certain
sensitive resources). Additive effects could aso occur from the potential establishment of
designated areas for camping and recreational shooting (following the proposed
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evaluation of these activities). Similarly, the potential for soil contamination to occur
from chemicals used in vehicles, improper waste disposal, or lead shot would also be
more likely to occur within concentrated use settings, rather than in dispersed aress,
which offers some advantages in terms of management and clean up (if necessary).

Another additive and perhaps countervailing impact would potentialy result from the
combined effect of the requirement for a special use permit for single parties with more
than 20 or 10 vehicles in combination with visitor stay limits, which would reduce large-
scale and long-term recreational uses that can cause greater levels of localized
disturbance. The proposed definition and prescription of rules for waste disposal together
with various recreation services and use supervision objectives (e.g., the expansion of
public education and recreation use information programs and minimum numbers of law
enforcement personnel) would have greater combined potential for achieving compliance
and reducing potential impacts of illicit activities on earth resources. In the case of
rockhounding and continuing to prohibit entry to mines, the management objectives also
protect geological resources, in addition to restricting activities that could result in
increased rates of soil erosion.

Effects of Resource Inventory and Monitoring, Resource Management, and
Coordinated Regional Planning. Those management objectives of the proposed action
that have the greatest potential for direct impacts on earth resources management are
those objectives within the soil and water resources category, which essentially define the
resource management goals for earth resources. In addition to policies related to physical
distubance (as discussed in the proceeding paragraphs), the proposed management
objectives would continue existing earth resources management objectives, plus
implement new management objectives that would provide better information to be used
in management—including a range-wide soil survey using NRCS standards to provide
baseline information on the soil types, erosion risks, and suitability for various activities.
These management objectives have a combined effect with other resource management
objectives such as the redesignation of the expired ACECs and the HMA as specid

natural/interest areas and the proposed conservation of existing unroaded areas of 3,000
acres or more to the extent they are compatible with military or agency requirements. The
proposed dosing of a total of about 658 miles of road, including those within the
specia/natural interest areas, would decrease the number of unroaded areas of 3,000
acres or less by amost 67 percent from 526 to 171 areas and decrease the number of
unroaded areas greater than 3,000 acres in size by 44. By combining smaller blocks of
unroaded areas into larger blocks, the number of unroaded areas greater than 50,000 acres
in size would increase from five to eight areas. Conservation of these areas would benefit
earth resources because most closed roads would be expected to return to at least

predominantly natural condition over the long term and function under mostly natural

conditions, where wind and water erosion is not accelerated by the physical disturbance
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of roads and associated activities. A combined effect could result from the objectives for
perimeter land use, encroachment, and regional planning as they relate to the
management in concert with adjacent lands with similar unroaded attributes and
contiguous unroaded areas, such as the Cabeza Prieta NWR and the Area A portion of
Sonoran Desert NM.

Recreation services and use supervision is a resource category that is vita to nearly all
other potential beneficial effects identified under the 16 other resource management
elements considered. The benefits of use restrictions or limitations would not be realized
without also implementing means to control illicit use from occurring. Potential
aggregate impacts are numerous, and include management objectives related to vehicle
use, vehicle-based camping, rockhounding, improper waste disposal, and the objectives
for soil and water resources.

There is aso an intersection between elements of the proposed action that relate to
resource inventory and monitoring and those that relate to resource management. For
example, the inventory of soils using NRCS standards to provide baseline information on
soil types, erosion risks, and suitability for various activities (resource management
objective) provides better data to be applied together with the objectives managing use
(e.g., management objectives to restrict camping along certain roadways, or to prohibit
rockhounding in certain areas, or to determine prudent locations for designated areas for
camping or recreational shooting, if a decision is made in favor of their establishment).
This, in turn, ties in with the proposed limits of acceptable change monitoring system for
recreation use, which for example, could limit/reduce recreation wse in localized areas
based on information about soils that are at increased risk for erosion when disturbed,
such as those with biological soil crusts, desert pavements, and characterized as having
moderate/severe hazards for wind or water erosion (e.g., restricting camping within Y«
mile of these areas or along road segments that are adjacent to these resources).

5.2.18.2 Alternative Actions

Management Strateqy B

Management Strategy B would be less beneficial for earth resources, in aggregate, than the
proposed action. Although some of the impacts on earth resources would be the same as those of
the proposed action, general differences between this strategy and the proposed action are that it
would allow for increased public access and use opportunities and would continue most existing
conservation management practices rather than the more protective resource management
strategy objectives that were selected for the proposed action. Strategy B was selected for the
proposed action in only three cases: hunting, visual resources, and wildfire management and, for
both hunting and wildfire management, Strategy C is the same as Strategy B. The following key
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differences between the consequences to earth resources from Strategy B and from the proposed
action have been identified:

Effects of Physical Disturbance. Strategy B could result in greater levels of physical
disturbance than the proposed action. The greatest single difference regards the lack of
road closures and potential for additional roads and road use in this strategy. There would
be at least an estimated 2,229 miles of roads covering an estimated 8,105 acres with this
strategy, which is about 60 percent more than what would remain after the proposed road
closures associated with the proposed action and about 0.3 percent more than the no-
action aternative (see Table 3-6). Range-wide, the aggregate acreage occupied by roads,
based on the conservative width index of 30 feet and including the Cabeza Prieta NWR
bypass roads, would comprise about 0.47 percent of the total range acreage (8,105 of
1,733,921 acres). Roads open to general public access would remain unchanged. Unlike
the proposed action, there would be no creation of additional unroaded areas or provision
for the conservation of unroaded areas greater than 3,000 acres in size. Associated
disturbance, including camping and wood gathering, would be expected in excess of
current levels, particularly in that vehicle-based camping would be alowed within 100
feet rather than 50 feet of roads. Unlike the proposed action, there would be no
restrictions on camping along certain road segments or in certain areas for resource
protection purposes other than within ¥+ mile of a wildlife waters, and fewer restrictions
on wood cutting, gathering, and use. As a result, there would not be the potential for
physica disturbance from recreational shooting and camping to be shifted from widely
dispersed to localized areas as there would be with the proposed action.

In addition, this strategy would allow for the travel in designated washes when dry,
potentialy allow for ORV travel to be permitted in certain areas (following evaluation
thereof), only restrict or prohibit recreational shooting and rockhounding if a compliance
or incompatibility issue arises, and would allow consideration of additiona
utility/transportation corridors as compatible with the military mission. Rather than
expanding management objectives for soil and water resources as proposed (including
provisions to minimize erosion), this strategy would add to the existing management
provisions only as needed to comply with statutory requirements and to prevent erosion
in areas of cultural resource sensitivity. Each of these effects must also be considered in
terms of the fact that the minimum number of law enforcement officers (two) would not
provide the higher degree of protection as would the proposed action as a greater law
enforcement presence would correspond to more effective implementation of
management measures.

Effects of Resource Inventory and Monitoring, Resource Management, and

Coordinated Regional Planning. Rather than expanding management objectives for
soil and water resources as proposed, this strategy would add to the existing management

W \01016\800\Draft El SClean\Chapter 5.doc 538



BMGR INRMP 5.2 Earth Resources
Draft EIS February 2003

provisions only as needed to comply with statutory requirements and to prevent erosion
in areas of cultural resource sensitivity. There would not be the range-wide soil survey
using NRCS standards and there would also be less inventory and monitoring and fewer
regional and ecosystem management objectives for perimeter land use, encroachment,
and regional planning than with the proposed action. As compared to the proposed action,
there would be fewer aggregate beneficial impacts to earth resources from continuation or
changes in management through improved inventory, monitoring, and/or adaptive
management.

Management Strateqy C

There would be few differences between the potential aggregate effects to earth resources from
the implementation of Management Strategy C and the proposed action. Strategy C was
incorporated, at least in part, in all resource categories except for air resources and visual
resources, although additional objectives were proposed for resource inventory and monitoring
of soil and water resources beyond what would be implemented in Strategy C. Key differences,
in aggregate, between the consequences of Strategy C on earth resources versus those of the
proposed action are as follows:

Effects of Physical Disturbance. Differences in aggregate from the proposed action in
terms of physical disturbance would be expected to be minimal and difficult to predict in
any quantitative sense. There are a few management objectives that could result in greater
physical disturbance, as compared to the proposed action, and these would be minor even
in aggregate. These include the potential for greater physical disturbance from larger
group sizes as a special use permit would be required for any single party with more than
20 vehicles rather than for more than 10 vehicles (except for in Management Unit 2) as
proposed and the effects of rockhounding, which would be allowed to occur outside of
specia natural/interest areas and other designated areas within al units (rather than just
Units 2 and 3 as proposed).

Effects of Resource Inventory and Monitoring, Resource Management, and
Coordinated Regional Planning. Resource inventory and monitoring and perimeter
land use and regional planning objectives would be somewhat less comprehensive, and
therefore, less beneficial under Strategy C than the proposed action in that the ecosystem
wide efforts would not be prescribed. In addition, there would be less protective
objectives with regard to soil and water resources management, including that there
would be no prescribed range-wide soil survey using NRCS standards. Similarly,
Strategy C would not include coordination on issues such as pesticide drift and
groundwater management.
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Management Strateqy D

The consequences on earth resources from this strategy would differ from the proposed action
mainly in that there would be less physical surface disturbance expected under Strategy D.
Strategy D was selected for the proposed action range-wide in the resource inventory and
monitoring; soil and water resources, and perimeter land use, encroachment, and regional
planning resource management elements. With the exception of wood cutting, gathering, and
firewood use, and collection of native plants, Strategy D was aso applied to most units in those
resource management elements where unit-specific selections were made (recreation services
and use supervision and rockhounding). The difference between the proposed action and
Strategy D for specia status species and wildfire management is nonexistent and it is minor for
camping and visitor stay limits and hunting. The following key differences summarize the main
differences, in aggregate, between the consequences of Strategy D on earth resources versus
those of the proposed action:

Effects of Physical Disturbance. The benefits to earth resources as compared to the
proposed action would be commensurate with the additional combined potential
reduction in surface disturbance that would result from implementing Strategy D range-
wide. As with the other strategies, the key difference in terms of physical disturbance is
in the reduction of roads. Applying Strategy D for motorized access and unroaded areas
would result in about 107 additional miles of road closures, which (based on the
conservative width estimate of 30 feet) occupy an estimated upper estimate of 389 acres
in the roads and associated shoulders. Range-wide, roads would occupy an aggregate area
of 5,298 acres, or 0.31 percent of the range, as compared to 5,687 acres or 0.33 percent of
the range under the proposed action. These roadways would be restored (by natural or
potentially augmented means) and create additional or larger unroaded areas as compared
to the proposed action By consolidating small blocks into larger blocks, there would be
seven fewer unroaded areas greater than 3,000, eliminating one unroaded area falling in
the 10,001 to 50,000-acre category. Other potentially disruptive activities that would
continue to be alowed on a limited basis with the proposed action (including
rockhounding, recreational shooting, amd nongame species collection) would be
prohibited under this strategy (although the appropriateness of allowing recreational
shooting to occur in designated areas would be assessed and the Arizona Game and Fish
Commission would need to approve a petition to close the BMGR to non-game species
collection). As compared to the proposed action, 67 more miles of road generally open to
public access would be closed, or 43 percent of those roads currently open to public
access would be closed (as compared to 36 percent with the proposed action). In addition,
a specia use permit would be required for any single party with more than 10 vehiclesin
all areas of the range. The aggregate effects of these objectives on earth resources as
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compared to the proposed action would be less widespread physical disturbance,
correlating to lower intensity effects on soil resources.

Effects of Resource Inventory and Monitoring, Resource Management, and
Coordinated Regional Planning. Higher management standards for air resources and
visual resources could have minimal indirect effects benefiting earth resources. These
include designating former SRMAs and EI Camino del Diablo Backcountry Byway as
special natural/interest areas, reducing erosion via restoring and remediating closed roads
where feasible, the use of dust palliatives on heavily traveled routes, restricting norn
military activities that would further deteriorate visual resource qualities within or visible
from unroaded areas, and restoring the effects of visual disturbances to the extent
compatible with the military mission.

5.2.18.3 No-Action Alternative

The consequences on earth resources from selection and implementation of the no-action
alternative rather than the proposed action are that resource management would continue under
applicable provisions the Goldwater Amendment, HMPs, and various compliance decisions. The
no-action alternative was only selected as the proposed action in one instance—for air resources.
Although the proposed action differs from Strategy A in all other 16 resource management
elements, the key differences between the no-action and proposed action in terms of
consequences on earth resources, in aggregate, are summarized as follows:

Effects of Physical Disturbance. In the short-term, this strategy would not have any of
the potentia benefits of the proposed action in terms of road closures and restoration. As
the transportation plan is eventually developed and implemented, however, roads would
more likely be reduced than increased (as could potentially occur with Strategy B).
Rather than further restricting/limiting other types of public use that cause physica
disturbance (e.g., vehicle-based camping, rockhounding, and recreational shooting),
existing limitations/restrictions would be retained. Recreation services and use
supervision would not be expanded as proposed and there would be no minimum number
of law enforcement positions required, making the effective implementation of
management objectives via enforcement less likely than with the proposed action. Public
travel may be alowed in dry streambeds and wash bottoms in accordance with the
finalization of the draft Barry M. Goldwater East HMP. There would not be the potential
for physical disturbance from recreational shooting and camping to be shifted from
widely dispersed to localized areas as there would be with the proposed action.
Consequently, cumulative surface disturbance under this alternative would be potentially
greater than under the proposed action.
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Effects of Resource Inventory and Monitoring, Resource Management, and
Coordinated Regional Planning. Continued management under existing guidance
would have fewer beneficia effects in terms of resource inventory and monitoring and
management of visual resources and wildfire. There would not be the additional
objectives for soil and water resources that could provide for additional reduction of
erosion and would include a range-wide soil survey using NRCS standards. Objectives
for unroaded area conservation and perimeter land use, encroachment, and regional
planning would be nonexistent.

The difference, in aggregate, in magnitude in effects of the no-action alternative versus the
proposed action to earth resources is difficult to assess given the unknowns regarding the
eventual road closures under the transportation plan.

5.3 WATER RESOURCES

The analysis of potential environmental effects to BMGR water resources includes not just the
few permanent surface waters, intermittent surface waters associated with rainfal, and
groundwater, but also the watersheds and maor drainages that are integral components of
BMGR water resources, even when they are dry. Also considered, are hydrological regimes as
they relate to natural communities, as discussed in Section 4.3.

53.1 Resour ce I nventory and M onitoring

5.3.1.1 Proposed Action (Strategy D)

The proposed action (Strategy D range-wide) would have a beneficia effect on water resources.
This is because inventory and monitoring of BMGR water resources is principally limited to
regulatory requirements, such as the operation of the wastewater treatment area at Gila Bend
AFAF and the inventory of BMGR wells and wetlands for the renewal of the land withdrawal.
Although best management practices such as berms to control stormwater runoff are
implemented with military activities, where appropriate, there are no requirements for
monitoring their effectiveness. Regardless of management strategy selected, the DoD would
continue to be responsible for ensuring that al activities (individually and cumulatively) on the
BMGR comply with state water quality standards per the Clean Water Act and its provisions.
However, the proposed management objectives for resource inventory and monitoring could lead
to additiona monitoring of water resources (e.g., water quality in surface waters or the
conditions of maor drainages) and the development of adaptive management responses as
needed. Although the proposed action as it relates to resource monitoring does not pertain
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specifically to water resources, management objectives included for this element of the proposed
action that could benefit water resources include the following:

development and implementation of systems to monitor the effectiveness of compliance
actions

use of limits of acceptable change system to monitor key indicators of environmental
effects of ongoing military and civilian use of the BMGR

use of the findings of monitoring to devel op adaptive management responses to emerging
resource conservation and protection problems

expansion of the monitoring system to detect trends within the BMGR ecosystem that
would indicate overall biodiversity and health

specific monitoring of ecological recovery and trends in locations where uses have been
limited relative to locations where such activities continue

development of the ecosystem monitoring system for the BMGR within the context of
monitoring and management activities elsewhere within the greater Sonoran Desert
Ecoregion

Because these objectives are programmatic in nature, the level of beneficial effect to water
resources cannot be reliably assessed; but, in context of the full range of alternatives analyzed,
the proposed resource inventory and monitoring approach offers the most potential for beneficial
impacts on water resources. More definitive impacts can be predicted with regard to the
aggregate effects on water resources from this element of the proposed action in combination
with other components of the proposed action (see Section 5.3.18.1).

5.3.1.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy C)

Regardless of management unit, implementing Strategy B for this resource category would have
fewer benefits for water resources than the resource monitoring programs established under the
proposed action. This is because the inventory and monitoring program would be less
comprehensive as compared to the proposed action. Presumably, the more comprehensive the
inventory and monitoring program, the greater the potential for identifying and addressing water
resource management concerns. However, this strategy would have greater potential benefits
than the existing condition because, in addition to those objectives that have been established in
prior planning efforts, Strategy B includes the development and implementation of systems to
monitor the effectiveness of compliance actions. Like the proposed action, the level of associated
effect is more definable in context of the aggregate impacts of this strategy (see Section 5.3.18.2)
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Strategy C would further the benefits of Strategy B by establishing a limits of acceptable change
system and using findings from monitoring key indicators of environmenta effects to determine
an appropriate management response for ongoing military and civilian use of the BMGR and to
detect trends within the BMGR ecosystem that would indicate overall biodiversity and health. It
would have most of the potential benefits of the proposed action for water resources, but not
include a few additional objectives that include monitoring the recovery of heavily used sites
compared to relatively unused sites and developing a monitoring system that considers the
BMGR in the context of the greater ecoregion for which it is a part. Thus, the benefits of this
strategy for this resource element would probably be somewhat less than those of the proposed
action.

5.3.1.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action aternative (Strategy A) would have considerably less potential benefit for water
resources than the proposed action. This is based on the presumption that the more
comprehensive the inventory and monitoring program, the greater the potential for identifying
and addressing water resource management concerns. Resource inventory and monitoring under
this strategy would include implementation of those activities established or planned under the
Goldwater Amendment RMP, Lechuguilla Mohawk HMP, and Draft Barry M. Goldwater East
HMP. Water resource monitoring caled for in the Goldwater Amendment was limited to
monitoring water table levels and assessing erosion potential at project sites. The HMPs were
focused primarily on management specific to game or specia status species and did not include
any inventory and monitoring objectives parallel to those management objectives listed for the
proposed action in Section 5.3.1.1.

532 Special Natural/lnterest Areas

This resource category has little correlation with BMGR water resources and therefore there is
little difference in foreseeable environmental consequences with the proposed action, aternative
actions, or no-action aternative. There are two notable exceptions. The first regards any
aternative action that would apply Strategy B, which allows for the ACECs to expire and be
managed without special provisions. The Tingjas Altas Mountains ACEC was established in
large part for the protection of the natural deep-water tingjas, or slick rock water tanks, for which
the ACEC was named. It is not the expiration of the ACEC, as such, that would have the
potential for negative impact on the tingjas, but rather the discontinuation of special management
provisions for this area, which is a relatively popular visitor use site. However, this effect would
probably be minimal as resource management provisions as they relate to water resources are
being otherwise addressed in management objectives for other resource elements (e.g., campsite
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restrictions within % mile of water resources, motorized public access, and soil and water
resource management).

The second regards the component of Strategy C (selected for the proposed action) and
Strategy D (an aternative) to evaluate the potential for atering existing or establishing additional
specia natural/interest areas based at least in part on the natural communities and species
conservation elements or to better manage special geologic, scenic, cultural, or other resource
areas. This objective could potentially have beneficia effects to water resources, particularly if
specia/natural area designations were altered or established in recognition of the Valley Bottom
Floodplain Complex, Valley Xeroriparian Scrub, and Mountain Xeroriparian Scrub, and/or
Desert Playa and Desert Tingja/Spring natural community conservation elements, which are all
largely characterized by their hydrologic components.

533 M otorized Access and Unroaded Area M anagement

Roads can affect the hydrologica regimes of natural drainage flows and systems and natural
communities. As explained in Section 5.2.3, depending on soil conditions, slope, and rainfall,
roads can cause accelerated rates of erosion, potentially exacerbating the effects well beyond the
road itself and increasing sedimentation in rainwater runoff. Accelerated erosion has occurred in
association with some roads on the range. This localized phenomenon occurs most often in
locations where road beds divert water from natural drainages of low slope within aluvia plains
or where roads run parallel to steep sopes in upper bgjadas and mountain foothill areas or at
major wash crossings. Most roads on the BMGR were developed without engineering support,
including consideration of drainage patterns or erosion potentials. Nearly all roads have at- grade
drainage crossings and are prone to flooding in response to rain. Given appropriate slope and
precipitation conditions, these roads can accelerate soil erosion by providing smooth, relatively
impermeable channels for rainwater runoff. Infrequent rainfal and the fact that most roads
traverse areas of little ope, however, are factors that have minimized road- induced erosion on
the range.

Unpaved roads, which comprise the vast majority of BMGR roads are more susceptible to
erosion, particularly those that are wider, more heavily used, and regularly maintained such as
U.S. Border Patrol drag roads. Once in suspension, sediment can degrade the physical, chemical,
or biological quality of surface water. Most frequently used unpaved roads require periodic
maintenance to correct ruts and maintain road grade and ditches for surface water runoff. Over
the years of use, these roads can become eroded downward and entrenched ard further impede or
divert runoff. In valleys, roads can accelerate rill and gully erosion. (Rills are smaller channels
that form to carry surface water runoff; these can widen into larger gullies that cut more deeply
into the soil.) Most BMGR roads that are used by agencies are regularly maintained. BMGR
roads that serve no agency purpose and those agency-use roads that are infrequently used,
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however, are not regularly maintained and are generally less disruptive to natural surface water
drainage patterns.

5.3.3.1  Proposed Action (Strategy C)

The proposed action would have the effect of closing an estimated 658 miles of road. The
estimated cumulative 1,564-mile road network that would remain represents a 30 percent
decrease from the existing BMGR road network. The upper estimate of the aggregate area
occupied by roads (based on the conservative road width index of 30 feet, which includes road
shoulders) would congtitute 0.33 percent of the range rather than the existing 0.47 percent of the
1,733,921-acre range. Assuming that these closed roads return to a natural condition over the
long term, the proposed action would reduce the number of unroaded areas in the BMGR of
3,000 acres or less by 67 percent from 526 to 171 and atotal of 77 unroaded areas of 3,000 acres
or more would be conserved. Of these 77 unroaded areas, eight unroaded areas would be larger
than 50,000 acres. The largest unroaded area would be increased from about 95,000 acres to
dlightly more than 102,000 acres (see Figures 33, 3-4, and 3-5). These large unroaded areas
provide a greater degree of conservation in the context of watershed protection and conservation.

In general, the roads that would be closed are roads that are used on a relatively infrequent basis
and are not regularly maintained. Nonetheless, eroded conditions have been observed along some
of these road segments resulting in localized impacts to individual, minor drainages. New roads
would not be precluded, but the development of additional roads would be evaluated for their
foreseeable need and for their generalized effect. If needed, proposals for construction of new
roads would be reviewed in accordance with NEPA and other regulatory requirements on a case-
by-case and site-specific basis. Site-specific planning is proposed for two bypass roads, totaling
approximately 7 miles, which would reroute vehicular traffic around rather than through the
northwest corner of the Cabeza Prieta NWR.

The proposed reduction of roads is of benefit to surface water resources. Although at a watershed
scale the subject roads are not having deleterious effects (erosion rates are relatively stable and
water and nutrients are distributed from the upper to the lower watershed at rates to which
community components are adapted), localized effects are nonetheless occurring due to roads.
Changes in watershed condition at any particular location can have effects on downstream and/or
upstream conditions, as disturbances downstream may influence upstream ecological processes.
Effects are more pronounced where hydrological regimes serve an important function in the
natural community. Those natural communities more vulnerable to the effects from hydrological
regimes atered by roads that would particularly benefit from the reduction of roads are as
follows:

Valley Bottom Floodplain Complex. This natural community occurs in the San
Cristobal and Growler valleys (in Management Units 4 and 5, respectively). Because of
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the topography and relatively thick vegetation within the community, roads within the
floodplain are minimal. With the proposed action, about 10 miles of road would be closed
within this natural community. Although this is comparatively less than the road closures
that are proposed in other natural communities and a small effect on a range-wide basis
as the surface area occupied by these roads is little relative to the range size, the benefit is
notable because this natural community is more fragile than most other natural
community types as associated soils tend to be erodible. Furthermore, this community is
relatively uncommon (it is estimated to cover 29,000 acres or 1.7 percent of the range)
and the roads to be closed congtitute dlightly less than one half of al BMGR roads
currently occurring within this natural community. Within the ecosystem, the best
remaining examples of this natural community occur in the San Cristobal and Growler
valleys on the BMGR and Cabeza Prieta NWR. Sheet flow is the dominant hydrological
regime and roads that cross more or less perpendicular to the flow gradient may capture
and reduce/eliminate sheet flow, particularly where erosional downcutting occurs. Roads
causing soil compaction that negatively impacts water infiltration rates are considered by
some experts to be a potential source of stress to this natural community (Hall and others
2001).

Paloverde-Mixed Cacti-Mixed Scrub on Bajadas. Within this natural community,
which is best represented in the Sauceda Mountains, about 20 miles of road would be
closed. The surface area occupied by these roads is little relative to the range size and the
estimated 210,000 acres of this natural community on the BMGR. However, the road
closures would represent an estimated 9 percent decrease in roads in this natural
community on the BMGR, which is considered an important community for healthy
functioning watersheds. The observed condition of some of the roads is eroded, with
washouts along some roads, such as the road along the southeastern edge of the Mohawk
Mountains. Most of the roads to be closed are within the Sauceda Mountains area, which
is one of the few remaining unfragmented representations of the entire paloverde- mixed
cacti ecological system, extending from the upper mountain slopes to lower bagjadas, in
the entire ecoregion (Hall and others 2001).

Valley Xeroriparian Scrub. For this linear natural community, it is the closure of roads
that intersect with this natura community rather than miles of roads that is relevant.
Although this community occurs throughout the matrix of communities in the ecoregion,
past and current road development has directly altered the flow regime, composition, and
structure of many examples outside of the BMGR (e.g., throughout the border area of
Arizona-Mexico and extending a relatively short distance to the north, especialy aong
the Gila River). Channe-constricted flow is the dominant ecological process in this
community and roads can disrupt this flow and disrupt the rate of distribution of water
and nutrients from the upper to the lower watershed (Hall and others 2001). Currently, it
is estimated that points of intersection between roads and this natural community total
about 28 miles or about 1.2 percent of the estimated 2,325 linear miles of this natural
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community of the BMGR. With the proposed action, it is estimated that this would be
reduced by about 8 miles (or about 29 percent) from the proposed closure of roads that
intersect with this natural community, reducing the miles of road intersecting this linear
community range-wide from an estimated 1.2 percent to 0.8 percent.

Desert Playa. There are very few playas and roads potentialy affecting playas on the
BMGR. There is about a 5 mile road to Mohawk Playa within an area that is generally
accessible to the public, but this road is and would continue to be restricted to
government use only. In addition, there are two roads leading to Aguila Playa, located in
the southwestern corner of North TAC in an area closed to the public, one of which
bisects the playa for about 1 mile. With the proposed action, these two roads would be
closed (although they could be used by agencies, if determined appropriate for resource
protection). Limiting the road-related disturbance in and around playas may be of benefit
to these intermittent waters in that it would minimize any disruption of their natural
hydrological function. Little is known about the hydrology of the desert playas within and
near the BMGR because extremely few playas are found in the Sonoran Desert. Of the
1,733,921 acres of the BMGR, just 170 acres are estimated to be within this natural
community. Thus, even though these changes would be small, they may be important. .

The act of closing the subject roads would eliminate some of the effects that roads currently have
on water resources. It is expected that most benefits to water resources would occur only over
time as these roads begin to naturally recover rather than continue to erode from ongoing use.
Natural recovery would include revegetation, which would add stability to the roadway surface
and lessen the effects of runoff an watercourses. The mgjority of the types of roads that are
proposed for closure (i.e., infrequently used roads that are not currently maintained) generally
have fewer of the kinds of effects on water resources that might warrant restoration (e.g.,
entrenched roads and areas with accelerated rill and gully erosion) than other areas of the range
that support more intensive uses, such as the tactical ranges.

The potential establishment of the bypass roads to reroute vehicular traffic around rather than
through the northwest corner of the Cabeza Prieta NWR would potentially cause minor increases
in sediment suspended in storm water drainage due to erosion and minor disruption of drainage
northward to the Mohawk and Coyote washes due to soil entrenchment and compaction These
effects would be more pronounced than those with other range roads because the roads would be
used on a relatively frequent basis and regularly maintained (as they would be used by the
Border Patrol during periodic ground surveillance). These bypass roads would be more or less
perpendicular to the natural flow gradient, and could capture and disrupt natural flow patterns.
The affected area is within the Gunsight-Rillito-Pinal Soil Association, which has a dlight water
erosion hazard (U.S. Air Force 1986), and has little slope or annual rainfall, so such effects are
expected to be minimal. Erosion rates would be expected to remain relatively stable and the
distribution of water and nutrients from the upper to the lower watershed would not be affected.
These effects are balanced with those related to the discontinued use of the roads within the
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Cabeza Prieta NWR wilderness. Further analysis and determinations with regard to level of
effect and mitigation, as necessary, would occur with the site-specific planning for these roads.

In summary, there would be a low level of beneficial effect expected for water resources from
the proposed action for motorized access and unroaded area management. Within localized areas,
however, benefits may be moderately to greatly beneficial, depending on the effects roads have
on water resources (including drainage patterns and hydrological regimes) within the natura
community and the relative significance of the natural community in the context of the greater
ecosystem.

5.3.3.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

With alternative Strategy B for this resource category, the existing road network and unroaded
areas would remain unchanged and there would be no provision for the conservation of unroaded
areas greater than 3,000 acres. There would not be the benefits for water resources with the
reduction of roads as discussed for the proposed action. The differences between the proposed
action and this aternative action within those natura communities more vulnerable to the
hydrological effects of roads are as follows:

Valley Bottom Floodplain Complex. Within this natural community, the approximately
21 miles of roads that traverse this community would remain open. Whereas under the
proposed action 10 miles, or almost half of these roads, would be closed.

Paloverde-Mixed Cacti-Mixed Scrub on Bajadas. Within this natural community, no
roads would be closed and this community would continue to be bisected by an estimated
215 miles of roads; whereas, under the proposed action about 20 miles or 9 percent of
these roads would be closed.

Valley Xeroriparian Scrub. An estimated 28 miles of road would continue to intersect
with this natural community, whereas with the proposed action roads intersecting with
this natural community would be reduced by an estimated 8 miles or about 29 percent.

Desert Playa. Two roads leading to Aguila Playa, one of which bisects about 1 mile of
the playa, would not be closed. The disruption to this natural community as a result of the
existing roads and associated use is unknown, but of concern because of the rarity of
playas and their biological importance and potential hydrological importance. The road to
the Mohawk Playa would continue to be restricted to government use only.

In summary, the application of Strategy B would not have the beneficial effects of the proposed
action and could eventually have negative impacts, which can only be assessed at the
programmatic level herein. As with the proposed action, site-specific planning for the seven
miles of road to bypass the northwest corner of Cabeza Prieta NWR would be implemented.

W:\01016\800\Draft EI SClean\Chapter 5.doc 549



BMGR INRMP 5.3 Water Resources
Draft EIS February 2003

Similarly, additional roads for motorized public or agency use would be evaluated and negative
effects to water resources could occur, but the level of effect would be determined in future
anaysis.

With the implementation of Strategy D, there would be dightly more benefit for water resources
than with the proposed action. The difference between implementing the proposed action and
Strategy D within those natural communities more vulnerable to the hydrological effects of
roads, as further described for the proposed action, are as follows:

Valley Bottom Floodplain Complex. There is no difference between the roads that
would be closed within this natural community under Strategy D versus the proposed
action.

Paloverde-Mixed Cacti-Mixed Scrub on Bajadas. Within this natural community, a
few additional roads would be closed (about 3 miles) in addition to the road closures that
would occur under the proposed action

Valley Xeroriparian Scrub. An additiona 9 miles of roads that intersect with this
natural community would be closed, representing a total estimated 61 percent decrease in
existing roads intersecting with this natural community. Thisis approximately 29 percent
few road intersections with this natural community as compared to the proposed action.

Desert Playa. The effects to this natural community would be the same as those of the
proposed action

The benefits to water resources from unroaded area management would be similar as described
for the proposed action. However, this strategy would reduce the number of unroaded areas in
the BMGR of 3,000 acres or less by about 72 percent from 526 to 145 as compared to 67 percent
from 526 to 171 under the proposed action. There would be seven fewer unroaded areas of 3,001
to 10,000 acres and one additional unroaded area of 10,001 to 50,000 acres. Like the proposed
action, the largest unroaded area would be slightly more than 102,000 acres located in BMGR—
East to the west of North and South tactical ranges (see Figures 3-3, 3-4, and 3-5).

Under Strategy D the development of new public roads would be prohibited and closed roads
would be restored where feasible and prudent to remediate a degraded ecological process or
enhance wildlife usage. As discussed for the proposed action, most roads to be closed would
probably not warrant remediation and benefits to water resources would be realized through
natural recovery. However, additiona benefit could be realized through restoration because
effects to altered drainage patterns could be mitigated in the affected areas.

Site-specific planning for the bypass roads to reroute vehicular traffic around rather than through
the northwest corner of the Cabeza Prieta NWR would not be implemented and the potential
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effects of such roads, assessed at a programmatic level for the proposed action, would not occur.
Agency (Border Patrol) and illegal use of the roads within the northeast corner of the Cabeza
Prieta NWR Wilderness would continue.

5.3.3.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action dternative, which employs Strategy A range-wide, would have
considerably less benefit for water resources than the proposed action. The 2,222 miles of
roads in the current inventory would be retained and there would be no provision for the
conservation of unroaded areas greater than 3,000 acres as with the proposed action. The
difference between the proposed action and this alternative action within those natural
communities would be similar to that described for Strategy B, at least in the short-term.
Implementation of the proposed transportation plan to close roads not meeting land
management, public, or military needs may eventualy have similar benefits to those
described for the proposed action.

This aternative does not include site-specific planning for bypass roads to reroute vehicular
traffic around rather than through the northwest corner of the Cabeza Prieta NWR. However,
such road development would not be precluded under this strategy and the transportation plan
may or may not consider such an action in a similar manner to that of the proposed action.

534 Camping and Visitor Stay Limits

5.34.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

Potential impacts of the proposed action for camping and visitor stay limits (Strategy C range-
wide) on water resources could result from each objective of this strategy. Direct beneficial
effects could result from the objectives to define and prescribe reasonable rules for the disposal
of human sewage and solid waste in accordance with applicable federal, state, and loca
regulations and the continuing requirement for all campsites to be more than % mile away from
water sources. Both would minimize the potential for degradation of surface water quality that
could result from these activities. At one site in particular, the Baker Tanks, there have been
problems with users of the picnic facilities leaving litter behind that may have impacts on the
quality of the surface water in the tanks.

The other objectives, related to where and how vehicle-based camping can occur, could have
indirect impacts on water resources. Potential impacts to water resources from camping result
from the potential for surface disturbing activities to change natural rates of suspended sediment
in storm water runoff and increase natural rates of erosion and/or natural drainage patterns.
These effects are much more likely to occur with vehicle-based camping than self-contained
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camping. The proposed action would continue to allow vehicle-based camping within 50-feet of
most roads designated as open to public use. Dispersed disturbance from this activity would
continue to occur at a low level aong most roadways throughout the areas of the range that are
generally accessible to the public. Currently, there is an estimated 973 miles of roads that are
open to public access, but the proposed action would reduce this by 36 percent, to 621 miles (see
Table 3-6). Because hydrological regimes are first and more dramatically atered by the roads
themselves, it is difficult to discern the effects from the vehicle-based camping from the effects
of the roads. However, the effects on water resources from camping are currently low to
negligible and widely dispersed, with more effects observed in popular camping areas such as
the foot of the Tingjas Altas Mountains. If camping activity occurs within areas having soils with
severe potential for water erosion, there may be more of an effect on down gradient surface
water resources; however, no such areas have been identified on the BMGR and this potential is
minimized by the requirement that all campsites be located at least ¥4 mile from water sources
and other designated natural and cultural resources. Similarly, by continuing the policy of
limiting vehicle-based camping stays to 14 days within a 28-day period without a special use
permit, long-term camping use on the BMGR would continue to be discouraged. The more
consecutive days a camp site is used, the greater potential there is for soil compaction and soil
disturbing activities that could affect natural water infiltration and runoff patterns and increase
sediment in runoff in these highly localized aress.

Lastly, designated camping areas could eventualy be established as a result of the proposed
assessment of the benefits and effects of such an action. Lacking the proposed assessment, the
effect of establishing designated campsites can only be evaluated at a programmatic level at this
time. Designated camping areas would have the effect of concentrating camping activity and
associated disturbance in localized areas. Thus, there could potentially be dlightly greater effects
to water resources within these localized areas and equally lesser effects dispersed aong
roadways. The proposed assessment would consider the soil composition and water resources
within the areas for the establishment of designated camping areas as well as their suitability for
such use, and would recommend any measures to control storm-water runoff, if necessary. At a
minimum, the proposed management measures for soil and water resources (Strategy D) would
need to be met.

534.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Strategy B differs from the proposed action in that vehicle-based camping would be alowed
within 100 feet of the road, there would be no restrictions on camping along certain road
segments for resource protection purposes, and there would be no assessment of establishing
designated camping areas. Together, these would result in more widely distributed impacts of
vehicle-based camping described above to include new disturbance within the area beyond the
current 50-foot limit. The level of impact to water resources would likely be dightly greater than
that expected with the proposed action. The benefits from the proposed rules for the disposal of
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human sewage and solid waste, the requirement for all campsites to be more than ¥x=mile away
from water sources (but not other designated natural and cultural resources), and the stay limits
described for the proposed action would also occur under this strategy.

The only difference between Strategy C and Strategy D in this resource category is the limits on
consecutive days of vehicle-based camping stays within a 28-day period without a special use
permit. With Strategy C, like the proposed action, the limitation is 14 consecutive days, whereas
with Strategy D it is seven consecutive days. While the benefit of limitations on long-term
camping stays on water resources is noted for the proposed action, there would be no measurable
difference in consequences to water resources if the limitation were to be seven days rather than
14 days.

5.34.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action alternative does not include the proposed prescription of rules for human
sewage/solid waste disposal, the requirement that all campsites be more than ¥4 mile away from
designated natural or cultural resources, or the assessment of the benefits and effects of
establishing designated camping areas. Nonethel ess, some rules for waste disposal would remain
in the range rules provided in the permit application, visitor stay limits would remain the same
(as proposed), and camping within ¥ mile of water sources would continue to be prohibited
under state law. Thus, other than the potential effects related to the establishment of designated
campgrounds discussed for the proposed action, there would be little difference between the
level of effect of the no-action alternative and the proposed action for camping and visitor stay
[imits on water resources.

5.35 Recreation Services and Use Supervision

5.3.5.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C in Unit 2, Strategy D in All Other Units)

The benefits of the proposed action for this resource category relate to the restriction or
prohibition of activities that could result in physical surface disturbance and resultant
degradation of surface waters. The proposed action would continue the benefit of existing
management objectives to prohibit on and off-road racing and public ORV travel and require
compliance with general vehicle operating rules. It would restrict driving in washes except where
the wash is a designated part of the road system open to the public and is dry and require a
gpecia use permit for a single party with 10 or more vehicles (for al units except for Unit 2,
where the threshold would be 20 or more vehicles). The proposed expansion of public education
and recreation use information programs, to include information about road restrictions and
resource sengitivities and requiring a minimum number of law enforcement officers, increases
the chances that these beneficia effects would be realized through effective implementation of
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policy. As noted by other agencies with ORV use management responsibility, law enforcement
presence, user education clarifying rules and promoting user etiquette and environmental ethics,
signs identifying rules, and route marking can assist in compliance with established policy (U.S.
DOI, BLM 2001li and Arizona State Parks 2000). In addition, the development and
implementation of alimits-of-acceptable change monitoring to guide recreation use management
and protect natural and cultural resources could benefit water resources by identifying where
recreation use is potentially affecting water resources and using adaptive management techniques
to address these effects. The application of Strategy C to Unit 2 and Strategy D to all other
resource units would not have differing consequences for water resources. The overall level of
beneficial effect, as far as it can be assessed at this programmatic level, is expected to be low in
most areas of the BMGR, but comparatively moderate to high in localized areas frequently used
for recreation.

5.3.5.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and/or Strategy D, Depending on
Unit)

Regardless of management unit, there would be no measurable difference in potential water
resource effects for Strategy C and Strategy D for this resource category. The only differences
between the two is the requirement for a special use permit for a single party with 20 or more
vehicles under Strategy C and 10 or more vehicles with Strategy D and in the minimum number
of law enforcement officers (which is irrelevant because this is a range-wide management
objective).

Similarly, regardless of management unit, application of Strategy B would have some of the
same benefits of the proposed action in that on and off-road racing would continue to be
prohibited and that there would be some public education and recreation use information
programs (although as compared to the proposed action, these education/information programs
could be less effective because they would not include increased public education and recreation
use information programs, particularly to inform the public about road restrictions and resource
sensitivities as prescribed for the proposed action and the minimum number of law enforcement
officers would be two). However, this aternative could also have potential negative impacts on
water resources. First, this strategy would allow motorized public travel in designated washes
when dry, which could have negative impacts on some drainage systems if such use were to
cause increases in the suspension of sediment in drainage flows, cause soil compaction and affect
water infiltration in the wash beds, or otherwise interfere with natural hydrological regimes.
Erosion aong wash banks, particularly at points of ingress and egress and narrow wash
corridors, would be of particular concern. There is also a concern that potential Eakage of
chemical fluids from vehicles within washes would have a greater potential to directly affect
water quality, although such a risk is considered to be low. These potential effects, however,
would presumably be minimized, as the vulnerability of wash systems would be considered in
the process whereby designated washes would be selected. Furthermore, the potential for some
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of these effects would be minimized because driving in washes would not be allowed when they
are wet and most vulnerable to compaction/entrenchment or more ready pathways for transport
of chemicals (although underlying soils can remain vulnerable to such effects even when the
wash appears dry).

Second, because this strategy includes an objective to evaluate the need for and effects of
allowing public ORV travel in designated areas, authorized ORV travel could eventualy be
permitted in certain areas. If this were to occur, there could be negative impacts to water
resources from increased erosion rates and associated increased sediment in surface water runoff
and/or other means of disruption of hydrologica regimes; but, if these potential effects were
mitigated properly, such effects could be minimized.

5353 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action aternative for this resource category would have similar effects on water
resources as described for an aternative employing Strategy B for this resource category.
However, public ORV travel would be flatly prohibited and motorized public travel would only
be alowed in dry streambeds and wash bottoms in accordance with the Draft Barry M.
Goldwater East HMP. Specific washes are not designated in the Draft Barry M. Goldwater East
HMP, which applies to BMGR—East. Thus, unless addressed in the transportation plan
management objective, washes vulnerable to impacts from driving in them (e.g., because of
conditions that could degrade water quality or affect hydrological functions) could be more
negatively impacted as compared to the proposed action and Strategy B. One other distinction
between this strategy and Strategy B is that there would be no minimum number of law
enforcement positions for enforcing visitor rules and regulations. Along with no increased public
education measures to inform the public about road closures and resource sensitivities and
associated benefits, the potential benefits of these management actions on water resources, as
described for the proposed action, would not occur.

5.36 Rockhounding

5.3.6.1  Proposed Action (Strategy C in Units 2 and 3 and Strategy D in All Other Units)

Current rockhounding activity is not known to have any impact on water resources and would
not be expected to unless it became a common activity in alocalized area near a water source, in
which case activity levels could result in increased rates of erosion and degraded water quality.
The proposed action (Strategy C in Units 2 and 3 and Strategy D elsewhere) would restrict
rockhounding activity from locations where it is currently permitted to occur (e.g., Unit 6,
including Area B), in designated specia natural/interest areas (Mohawk Mountains and the
Tingjas Altas vicinity, per the proposed action for specia natural/interest areas), and in areas that
are designated as a natural or cultural resource area that is senditive to impacts arising from
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humaninduced disturbance. Closing areas to this activity and alowing the potential for closure
to occur if water sources are being affected provides previously unafforded protection to water
resources potentially impacted by this activity.

5.3.6.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and/or Strategy D, Depending on
Unit)

The differences between the proposed action and alternative actions for rockhounding in terms of
consequences to water resources are minimal. Under Strategy B, the activity would only be
restricted if a compliance issue arises. Since water resources can be negatively impacted without
there being a compliance issue, this strategy is less protective of water resources than the
proposed action, regardless of management unit. The difference between Strategy D and
Strategy C for rockhounding in terms of potential consequences to water resources is miniscule,
regardless of management unit. Although both strategies provide unprecedented protection from
impacts from this activity, Strategy D could potentially provide more protection if there are
adverse impacts to water resources occurring from this activity because this strategy flatly
prohibits the activity. However, under Strategy C, prohibiting this activity outside of
specia/natural interest areas and other designated areas would have to be based on a finding of
adverse impact.

5.3.6.3  No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

With the no-action alternative, rockhounding would be allowed to continue under existing
management in al publicly accessible portions of the BMGR with no specia provisions for
excluding the activity from special natural/interest and other designated natural and cultural
resource areas that are sensitive to impacts arising from human-induced disturbance. Thus, as
compared with the proposed action, the no-action aternative would have a greater potentia to
affect water resources if impacts associated with the activity caused disturbances such as
increased erosion. The level of impact to water resources, if any, would be expected to be minor
within localized areas and negligible on a scale of hydrological regimes affecting watersheds.

537 Wood Cutting, Gathering, and Firewood Use and Collection of Native Plants

The proposed action (Strategy D in Unit 1 and Strategy C in all other units) and alternatives for
this resource category (including the no-action alternative) would not have an effect on water
resources. There is no measurable direct or indirect correlation between these aternative
management strategy objectives and surface or ground water resources.
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5.38 Hunting

Similar to the previous resource category, there is no direct or indirect correlation between any of
the alternative management strategy objectives for hunting and water resources. Although, if
implemented, the special hunting program (a management objective included in the proposed
action and all alternative strategies except for the no-action aternative) could be used for habitat
improvements (including wildlife waters); these potential effects are separately addressed in
Section 5.3.11, General Vegetation, Wildlife, Wildlife Habitat, and Wildlife Waters. One minor
distinction is that, if non-game species collection were having an adverse effect on water
resources (e.g., @llection of amphibians at water sources), all strategies except for Strategy A
would alow for some form of protection (the restriction or limitation of this activity under
Strategies B and C and proposed objective to petition the Arizona Game and Fish Commission
for closing the BMGR for this activity under Strategy D). Although this is not currently thought
to be a management issue on the BMGR, the assessment called for in the proposed action
(Strategy B) and Alternative Strategy C would provide more information and the ability for
range managers to implement adaptive management for the benefit of water resources, if
warranted.

5.39 Recr eational Shooting

5.3.9.1  Proposed Action (Strategy C)

The primary effect of recreational shooting on water resources is the potentia for lead
contamination from spent munitions, which has occurred in off-range areas where this activity is
concentrated over long periods of time but is not known to be problematic on the BMGR (see
Section 5.19.9 for more detail). The proposed action for recreational shooting (Strategy C range-
wide) would continue to allow recreational shooting to occur under existing regulations as long
as it is compatible with military use, public safety, and no significant resource issues are
identified. It also calls for an assessment of the importance and character of recreational shooting
as an activity/issue to determine the appropriateness of this activity on the BMGR and implement
a decision based on the findings and includes consideration of designating specific shooting
area(s). Currently, recreational shooting occurs in a dispersed fashion, but no data are available
to indicate where and how often this activity occurs on the BMGR. The effect of alowing the
activity to continue, as compatible, while the assessment is completed cannot be accurately
assessed without information about the occurrence of this activity on the BMGR, but it is
expected to be minimal. Assessing the importance and character of recreationa shooting would
be of benefit by providing the needed information on which to make an informed decision and to
respond appropriately (using adaptive management) if lead contamination from recreational
shooting is an issue on the BMGR. If designated areas for recreational shooting are established,
best management practices could be implemented to minimize lead contamination and other
potential impacts to water resources.
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5.3.9.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Strategy B would not provide the advantages stated above for assessing the impacts of this
activity and further decisionr making. Strategy B would allow recreational shooting to continue to
occur unless significant resource issues are identified, which would potentially be less protective
of water resources than the proposed action (in that if impacts are occurring, they would more
likely be overlooked under this strategy). Conversely, Strategy D would potentialy be more
protective of water resources. By prohibiting the activity and assessing the appropriateness of
allowing the activity in designated areas, the activity would be more tightly controlled and any
potential contamination from spent munitions would be addressed through best management
practices.

5.3.9.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no action aternative would potentially provide less protection for water resources than the
proposed action. Contamination from this activity is not considered to be problematic on the
BMGR. However, without further understanding of how and where recreational shooting is
occurring or the ability to control this activity, it could become problematic.

5.3.10 Utility/Transportation Corridors

5.3.10.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

The proposed action for utility/transportation corridors would protect BMGR water resources
from the effects of corridor establishment beyond what has already occurred and been proposed
with the Yuma ASH. The impacts of disrupting natural water drainage patterns on the BMGR are
currently most dramatic along State Route 85, where road surface engineering and culverts were
designed to divert rainwater runoff in a controlled, but unnatural manner. Additiona
development within this corridor, as permitted with certain restrictions under the proposed
action, would be comparatively minor. The Yuma ASH could have similar impacts on xeric
drainages in the western BMGR. The specific impacts and any required mitigation for this
corridor are being addressed in the NEPA analysis for this road and will be further addressed in
terms of cumulative impactsin this EIS.
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5.3.10.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Strategy B would have potentially greater consequences on water resources than the proposed
action in that proposals to develop additional transportation/utility corridors would be evaluated.
BMGR watersheds have been relatively unaffected by transportation/utility corridors, whereas
these types of corridors have had far-ranging effects on other areas of the Sonoran Desert. Even
with this provision, any additional corridor development is expected to be rather limited based on
the requirements to be compatible with the military mission. Nonetheless, the more corridors
there are, the more cumulative disruptions there are to natural drainage flow patterns and, thus,
this strategy would not povide the benefits of limiting the corridors as the proposed action
would.

Strategy D would be more beneficial to water resources than the proposed action in that it would
preclude the development of the Yuma ASH. The State Route 85 corridor would continue to be
the only transportation/utility corridor bisecting the BMGR and the existing and potential future
effects to water resources from the use and further development of this corridor would continue.

5.3.10.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The consequences on water resources from the no-action alternative would be similar to those of
the proposed action in terms of managing the existing corridors and allowing for the Yuma ASH.
However, like Strategy B, the no-action aternative would allow for new corridor proposals to be
examined, which could result in additional transportation/utility corridors and associated impacts
to water resources.

5.3.11 General Vegetation, Wildlife, Wildlife Habitat, and Wildlife Waters

5.3.11.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

There are several management objectives for the proposed action for general vegetation, wildlife,
wildlife habitat, and wildlife waters (Strategy C range-wide) that could potentially impact water
resources directly and indirectly. The greatest potential direct impact relates to the wildlife water
development provisions. The proposed action would allow for the implementation of up to six
high priority wildlife water developments projects described in the Lechuguilla=Mohawk and
Draft Barry M. Goldwater East HMPs during the first five years of the INRMP. Currently, little
is understood about the effects of the water development projects, such as putting in dams to
create catchments or tingja modification, on the hydrological regime and natural composition,
structure, and function of Mountain Xeroriparian Scrub and Desert Tingja/Spring natural
communities. By design, the wildlife water developments would impede natural flows and,
depending on where these waters are located and how they are constructed, impacts could
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negatively affect hydrological regime and drainage patterns within localized areas. Despite the
current water developments on the BMGR, the watershed condition is such that the functional
atributes of the community are maintained across the landscape (Hall and others 2001).
Accordingly, the impacts of six wildlife water development projects would not be expected to be
major, either individualy or cumulatively. These potential effects, however, would be further
assessed and mitigated, as appropriate, on site-specific basis.

At the same time as allowing the construction of up to six water devel opments and continuing to
allow for the maintenance and repair of existing water developments, the proposed action also
cals for the review of available data and recommendations regarding water developments to
provide for the compilation of better information to base a decision about whether or not to
suspend planned water developments, remove existing developments, or add new developments.
Monitoring of the six water developments to be implemented could provide baseline information
on natura hydrological regimes and be used to track the effects that occur with the water
developments. Effects to water quality would likely be among the issues studied in the
prescribed study of the benefits and effects of wildlife water developments (see Section 5.6.11.1
for more details).

Other indirect positive impacts to water resources could result from the following management
objectives in this resource category:

The proposed development of procedures to control al trespass grazing by livestock and
feral burros because livestock/feral burro grazing can negatively impact water resources
by affecting water quality, and changing vegetation and natural hydrological patterns.

The proposed invasive species strategy because invasive species could change natural
hydrological regimes as they can affect water retention rates in soils and increase
vulnerability of natura systems to fire (which can further disrupt watershed function).

The proposed vegetation and wildlife habitat restoration efforts for areas that have been
damaged by a discontinued military, agency, or intensive public use could improve
ecosystem function and, thereby, the natural structure and function of water resources
within the affected areas.

The identification of key areas for the implementation of restrictions on activities as
needed to protect and conserve habitat, ecosystems, and biodiversity could be applied to
areas that would be protective of water resources, whether or not they are critica
components of the protection and conservation goals.
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53.11.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Strategy B would allow for the construction of up to 17 new water developments; the repair,
redesign, or redevelopment of 16 existing water developments, and the consideration of
additional wildlife water developments. Based on expected rates of wildlife water development
construction, over the first five years of the INRMP, a similar number of new wildlife water
developments and repair, redesign, or redevel opment projects would probably be implemented as
prescribed with the proposed action. As the number of wildlife water developments to be
constructed under the proposed action thereafter are dependent upon the results of the prescribed
review of available data, it is unknown at this time whether the findings would suspend planned
water developments, remove existing developments, or add new developments. Thus, no
difference between the potential consequences of this objective on water resources as compared
to the proposed action can be assessed at this time. However, because this strategy does not call
for the studies on the effects of water devel opments as the proposed action does, there would not
be the potential for an increased understanding of the effects of associated activities (such as
diverting natural flow patterns in water collection catchments or tingja modification) on the
hydrological regime and natural composition, structure, and function of Mountain Xeroriparian
Scrub and Desert Tingja/Spring natural communities.

Strategy D isidentical to the proposed action with respect to wildlife water developments except
for that no new developments would be allowed prior to the first five-year review of the
proposed INRMP. Under Strategy D, the construction of water developments and any localized
impacts to water resources that would occur at up to six sites prescribed under the proposed
action would either be delayed up to and perhaps beyond the first five years of the INRMP or not
occur, if it is determined that some or al projects would not be implemented. As stated above,
because wildlife water developments to be constructed under the proposed action beyond six
sites are dependent upon the results of the prescribed review of available data, it is unknown at
this time whether the findings would suspend planned water developments, remove existing
developments, or add new developments. Thus, at this time, no comparative assessment can be
made for the period following the first five years of the INRMP.

5.3.11.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action alternative would have the same impacts on water resources with regard to
wildlife water developments as described for Strategy B. It would also not have the management
objective and benefits from the invasive species strategy or the vegetation and wildlife habitat
restoration. In comparison to the proposed action, there would be fewer potential benefits for
water resources than with the proposed action.

W:\01016\800\Draft EI SClean\Chapter 5.doc 561



BMGR INRMP 5.3 Water Resources
Draft EIS February 2003

5.3.12 Special Status Species

The only potential for impact of the proposed action (Strategy C) and alternative actions
(Strategy B and Strategy D) and no-action aternative (Strategy A) for specia status species
management as they relate to water resources is the development of low-elevation waters as a
part of the Sonoran pronghorn recovery effort. Although use is expected to be minimal, these
water developments would potentially affect groundwater by establishing new wellheads and
creating new artificial water sources on the BMGR. Because these water developments would
almost certainly be implemented under Sonoran pronghorn management programs whether or
not they were included in this EIS, they are discussed in the cumulative impacts section rather
than here.

5.3.13 Soil and Water Resour ces

5.3.13.1 Proposed Action (Strategy D)

The proposed action objectives for this resource category are the most direct and applicable
effects on water resources, and all are beneficial. The proposed action for soil and water
resources (Strategy D) is the most protective in the full range of alternatives analyzed in this EIS
process. The objectives of the proposed action pertaining to minimizing surface disturbance are
as follows:

Restrict the operation of motorized vehicles and heavy equipment to established roads
and previously impacted areas, except when it relates to a specific permitted project

Assess project site soils for their vulnerability to soil disruption and subsequent wind and
water erosion; take measures to minimize soil disturbances

Use specific techniques to minimize soil disturbance on previously unimpacted soils

Restrict or modify activities as necessary to comply with statutory requirements for soil
and water resources and to prevent erosion in areas of cultural resource sensitivity

Take measures to minimize soil/water contamination or erosion resulting from vehicle
use or other activities

Temporarily restrict vehicular and construction activities when soils are susceptible o a
heightened risk erosion, such as following heavy rain

Restore areas where vehicle use has caused excessive surface damage, temporarily
closing roads if necessary
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From these objectives, surface water resources would potentially benefit from the reduced or
minimized impact of increased erosion and vehicle use effects that may cause: (1) degraded
surface water quality (primarily from erosion and increased sedimentation, the greatest threats to
surface water quality on the BMGR), and (2) impediments to natural flow, and/or other natural
hydrological functions. Benefits would be moderate to high in localized areas and low in the
larger scale context of the watershed. In addition, objective for inventory and monitoring of soils,
including the range-wide soil survey could have indirect beneficial effects by providing better
information about erosion risks that could be used in making decisions about range management
activities.

The objectives to monitor water table levels and to keep groundwater development and
exploration to a minimum in the former ACECs and other environmentally sensitive areas would
directly benefit water resources by discouraging types of use that could impact groundwater
resources and providing data to understand how groundwater use on the BMGR or in the BMGR
region is affecting the resource. Because groundwater at the BMGR has been found to be of poor
quality (with high concentrations of total dissolved solids and fluoride) and because the
withdrawal and reservation of the BMGR precludes surface water or groundwater developments
to support non-appropriative land use activities, future groundwater development is not expected
to be large scale. Federal agencies may continue to develop surface water or groundwater at
selected areas to meet management objectives.

5.3.13.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy C)

As with the proposed action, Strategy B and Strategy C would provide some protection of water
resources, but to a lesser degree. The primary difference between these two strategies and the
proposed action is in how they would address surface disturbing activity. Neither alternative
strategy would include measures to temporarily restrict vehicular and construction activities
when soils are susceptible to a heightened risk of eosion or to restore areas where vehicle use
has caused excessive surface damage. While Strategy C includes a general measure for the
minimization of soil contamination or erosion resulting from certain activities, such activities
would only be restricted or modified to comply with statutory requirements under Strategy B. In
addition, neither would include the soil survey and the connected benefits to water resources that
would occur with the proposed action.

5.3.13.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)
The no-action alternative also includes measures that are protective of water resources; however,

this strategy is the least protective of those strategies considered in that it offers the fewest
objectives for soil and water resources management of those alternatives considered.
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5.3.14 Air Resources

5.3.14.1 Proposed Action (Strategy A)

The provisions in the proposed action (Strategy A) include continuing to control fugitive dust at
construction sites and recreation activity areas, which could have indirect impacts on water
resources. BMGR groundwater resources would continue to be used at current rates to minimize
fugitive dust emissions. Applying water to control dust would continue to result in surface-water
runoff with high levels of suspended sediment; however, runoff is minimal as there is little
excess water applied.

5.3.14.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and Strategy D)

With Strategy B, unlike the proposed action, there would not necessarily be the continued control
of fugitive emissions which is one of the few ways in which BMGR groundwater is used for
military purposes. Although runoff with high rates of sediment may or may not occur in runoff
associated with water applications, surface water runoff from rainwater could nonetheless have
similar high sediment rates as the proposed action since the surface disturbing activities that
would be the source of the emissions would be the same.

With both Strategy C and Strategy D, dust palliatives would be used in some aress.
Environmental impacts of such control measures would be evaluated should either strategy be
selected. At a programmatic level, the effects of these strategies on water resources would be the
same: dightly more beneficial to water resources than the proposed action. Where dust
paliatives are used, there would be less sediment generated from the roadway surface. There
would aso be less infiltration of water where the palliatives (other than water as a paliative)
have been applied and commensurately less potential increased disturbance from driving on a
wet roadway. However, because there would be less infiltration, the volume of roadway runoff
would be dlightly increased. Under certain slope conditions and where roadway ditches are not
present, rates of water erosion can be accelerated by increased runoff. Overall, however, rates of
wind and water erosion would be expected to decrease with the application of dust palliatives.

5.3.14.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

Because the proposed action for air resources is the no-action alternative, the effects of the no-
action aternative on water resources are the same as described for the proposed action.
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5.3.15 Visual Resour ces

For the most part, the management objectives for visual resources would not have an effect on
water resources regardless of management strategy. However, the objective to use already
disturbed and impacted land areas, which is a continuation of an objective from the Goldwater
Amendment and is included in the proposed action (Strategy B) as well as al other alternative
strategies, could continue to have indirect beneficial effects by minimizing the disruption of
natural surface waters in previously undisturbed areas.

5.3.16 Wildfire Management

5.3.16.1 Proposed Action (Strategy B)

The proposed action for wildfire management would have overal beneficial effects on water
resources. Although wildfire management techniques may have impacts on water resources, the
effects of wildfire occurring in natural communities that are not adapted © fire could have
greater impacts on water resources from increased erosion and changes in the natural distribution
of nutrients from the upper to lower watershed. The fire management plan would include an
evaluation of how water resources may be used or dfected by fire prevention, suppression,
recovery, mapping, monitoring, and possible mitigation protocols for both human and non
human caused fires in accordance with the threat to human life, property, and natural and cultural
resources.

5.3.16.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy C and Strategy D)

The alternative strategies and potential effects on water resources are the same as the proposed
action.

5.3.16.3 No-action Alternative (Strategy A)
The no-action would potentially be less protective of water resources in that it is less

comprehensive in its stated goa and because it does not include the benefits that the proposed
action would from the development of the fire management plan.
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5.3.17 Perimeter Land Use, Encroachment, and Regional Planning

5.3.17.1 Proposed Action (Strategy D)

The proposed action for perimeter land use, encroachment, and regiona planning would
potentially have indirect benefits to water resources that are difficult to quantify or qualify in that
they are largely beyond the control of the DoD. Nonetheless, the proactive approach of
Strategy D would potentially be of benefit because watersheds are interconnected with perimeter
lands and there are other interrelationships and interactions between outside water resources that
could affect BMGR water resources. Of note are the objectives regarding pesticide drift and
groundwater management.

5.3.17.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy C)

Strategy B and Strategy C would have smilar potential for beneficial effects but would have
respectively less potentially beneficial effects than the proposed action, as fewer management
objectives are proposed under each.

5.3.17.3 No-action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action aternative would not have the potential benefits of the proposed or alternative

actions for this resource category.

5.3.18 Adgregate Effects on Water Resour ces

5.3.18.1 Proposed Action

The potential aggregate effects on water resources from the proposed action are overall
synergistic beneficial effects. Taken together, the combined benefits of the objectives in the 17
resource management categories would be considerably greater than the individua effects. Firgt,
the objectives for soil and water resources management, the most direct and applicable effects on
water resources, have additive and interactive benefits with those objectives that address
management of forms of physical disturbance (motorized access and unroaded areas, camping
and visitor stay limits, recreation services and use supervison, rockhounding, recreational
shooting, and utility/transportation corridors). As previously stated, physical disturbance could
affect the limited surface water resources at the BMGR in two main ways. (1) by increasing
waterborne sediment in storm-water runoff and thereby degrading water quality of receiving
waters and (2) by changing natural flow patterns in a manner that could affect the hydrological
regime of surface waters in the context of their role in the structure and function of the natural
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communities. Additive beneficia impacts of the proposed action in terms of surface-water
management result from the combined effect of the resource management and the use
management objectives. For example, the inventory of soils using NRCS standards to provide
baseline information on soil types, erosion risks, and suitability for various activities (resource
management objective) would provide better data that could be applied together with the
objectives managing use (e.g., management objectives to restrict camping along certain
roadways, or to prohibit rockhounding in certain areas, or to determine prudent locations for
designated areas for camping or recreational shooting, if a decision is made in favor of their
establishment).

Second, there are additive and interactive impacts within the motorized access and visitor
camping and public use management strategies. Since there would be a potential for a large
number of aggregate effects within the proposed action for these resource categories, a few
examples (which are meant to be illustrative rather than comprehensive) are provided. The
proposed definition and prescription of rules for waste disposal together with various recreation
services and use supervision objectives (e.g., the expansion of public education and recreation
use information programs and maintaining minimum numbers of law enforcement personnel)
would have greater combined potential for minimizing wildcat dumping and the associated
potential effects to water resources, such as the prevention of littering that has been observed and
is potentially impacting water quality at the Baker Tanks. Similarly, the requirement for a special
use permit for single parties with more than 20 vehicles in Units 2 and 3 (where Strategy C
would be implemented) and more than 10 vehicles elsewhere (where Strategy D would be
implemented) in combination with visitor stay limits would reduce large-scale and long-term
recreationa uses of the BMGR. Because large-scale and long-term recreational uses correlate to
greater levels of localized disturbance, there would be resultant preventative benefits to water
resources, particularly from the effects of increased erosion. The combined effects of the
proposed road management strategy and the vehicle-based camping management objectives
would be a reduction by not only the discontinued use and natural restoration of the affected 658
miles of roads, but also in the area affected by roadside vehicle-based camping along the publicly
accessible roadways which would be reduced by 352 miles, 36 percent less than that available
under the existing condition. Thus, benefits of reduced surface disturbance would potentialy be
in excess of the estimated 2,393-acre reduction of the upper estimate of surface area occupied by
BMGR roads, which is based on a 30-foot conservative road width index (see Table 3-6). Some
aspects of these management objectives could have additive effects of localizing potential
impacts on water resources from public use that are currently dispersed (i.e., by designating areas
for camping and recreational shooting after the proposed evaluation). This is not necessarily a
benefit or an adverse impact, but a change in the type of effect.

Third, there are the further additive indirect benefits of the proposed objectives for management
of other BMGR resources (genera vegetation, wildlife, wildlife habitat, and wildlife waters; air
resources, and wildfire management) and perimeter land use, encroachment, and regiona
planning, which would potentially work together to provide a more comprehensive program for
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water resource protection. For example, there would potentially be synergistic beneficial effects
for groundwater resources as groundwater monitoring in concert with perimeter land use,
encroachment, and regional planning would alow for a better understanding on how perimeter
water use may be affecting water reserves on the BMGR. Together, these objectives could also
be applied to monitor all geophysica and legal aspects of groundwater management for any
potential changes thet may impact BMGR water resources. The prescribed study of the benefits
and effects of wildlife water developments could provide better information about impacts to
water quality. The development of the six proposed wildlife waters could potentially be hastened
or supported by the use of fees that could be collected through special permits to hunt on the
BMGR and used for habitat management, but the overall effect to water resources would be the
same regardless.

Finally, but perhaps most importantly, are the additive effects of the proposed resource inventory
and monitoring objectives and the tools they provide for applying adaptive management with
regard to all resource management objectives. The development and implementation of a limits
of-acceptable change monitoring to guide recreation use management and protect natural and
cultural resources could benefit water resources by identifying where recreation use is potentialy
affecting water resources and using adaptive management techniques to address these effects.

5.3.18.2 Alternative Actions

Management Strategy B

While Management Strategy B would have some of the same impacts on water resources as the
proposed action, this strategy would potentially be less beneficia for water resources in
aggregate than the proposed action. In brief, the combined effect of this strategy differs from the
proposed action in that it would allow for increased public access and use opportunities and
would continue most existing conservation management practices rather than the more protective
resource management strategy objectives that were selected for the proposed action. Strategy B
was selected for the proposed action in only three cases: hunting, visua resources, and wildfire
management and, for both hunting and wildfire management, Strategy C was the same as
Strategy B. The following summarizes the main differences, in aggregate, between the potential
consequences to water resources from Strategy B and as compared to the proposed action:

Effects of Physical Disturbance

There are many ways in which this management strategy could result in greater levels of
physical disturbance than the proposed action. The greatest single difference regards the lack of
road closures and potential for additional roads and road use in this strategy. There would be 665
more miles of road and an upper estimate of 2,418 acres more of surface disturbance from roads
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and associated shoulders than with the proposed action (based on the 30-foot conservative road
width index, see Table 3-6). In addition, this strategy would alow for the travel in designated
washes when dry, potentially alow for ORV travel to be permitted in certain areas (following
evauation thereof), only restrict or prohibit recreational shooting and rockhounding if a
compliance issue arises, alow vehicle-based camping within 100 feet rather than 50 feet of a
road and not restrict it along certain road segments for resource protection purposes, and would
allow consideration of additional utility/transportation corridors. Rather than expanding
management objectives for soil and water resources as proposed (including provisions to
minimize erosion), this strategy would add to the existing management provisions only as needed
to comply with statutory requirements and to prevent erosion in areas of cultural resource
sengitivity. There would not be the potential for physical disturbance from recreational shooting
and camping to be shifted from widely dispersed to localized areas as there would be with the
proposed action. Each of these effects must also be considered in terms of the fact that the
minimum number of law enforcement officers (two) would not provide the higher degree of
protection as would the proposed action, as a greater law enforcement presence would
correspond to more effective implementation of management measures.

As Tingjas Altas Mountains ACEC and special management provisions for this area would
expire, there could be more potentia for adverse impacts to the Tingjas Altas than with the
proposed action, as with the proposed action there would presumably be less tolerance for
deterioration or damage and perhaps increased attention focused on the monitoring and adaptive
management program in areas redesignated as special natural/interest areas. Although this
strategy authorizes the long-term development of 11 more wildlife water developments than the
six authorized under the proposed action, there would probably be a similar number of waters
constructed during the first five years of the INRMP as under the proposed action. Comparative
effects beyond the five- year time frame cannot be assessed at this time.

Effects of Resource Inventory and Monitoring, Resource Management, and Coordinated
Regional Planning

Rather than expanding management objectives for soil and water resources as proposed, this
strategy would add to the existing management provisions only as needed to comply with
statutory requirements and to prevent erosion in areas of cultural resource sensitivity. There
would not be the range-wide soil survey using NRCS standards and there would also be less
inventory and monitoring and fewer regional and ecosystem management objectives for
perimeter land use, encroachment, and regional planning than with the proposed action,
including monitoring and coordination objectives related to groundwater and surface water
resource management issues. As opposed to the proposed action, there would also not be the
study of the benefits and effects of wildlife water developments and any associated findings that
could be applied to better understanding of water resource impacts.
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Management Strategy C

There would be even fewer differences in the consequences to water resources, in aggregate,
from the implementation of Management Strategy C range-wide and the proposed action.
Strategy C was incorporated, at least in part, in al resource categories except for air resources
and visual resources, although additional objectives were proposed for resource inventory and
monitoring and soil and water resources beyond what would be implemented in Strategy C.
Where the management strategy selected for the proposed action was unit-specific rather than
range-wide (as for recreation services and use supervision; rockhounding; and wood cutting,
gathering, and firewood use and collection of native plants), Strategy C was sometimes, but not
always, sdlected for those units publicly accessible and most frequently used (Units 2, 3, and 6).
Thus, generally speaking, Strategy C would provide a balanced mix of public access and use
opportunities and resource protection priorities similar to that of the proposed action, but would
not include the shift towards resource protection and conservation management as the proposed
action does in these instances. The following key differences summarize the main differences, in
aggregate, between the consequences of Strategy C on water resources versus those of the
proposed action:

Effects of Physical Disturbance

To the extent that larger group sizes correlate with physical disturbance, there would be more
physical disturbance as a special use permit would be required for any single party with more
than 20 vehicles rather than with more than 10 vehicles (except for in Management Unit 2).
Effects of rockhounding, though minimal, would continue to occur outside of special
natural/interest areas and other designated areas within all units rather than just Units 2 and 3.

Effects of Resource Inventory and Monitoring, Resource Management, and Coordinated
Regional Planning.

The resource inventory and monitoring would be somewhat less beneficial under Strategy C in
that there would not be the ecosystemwide efforts that are included in the proposed action. It
would not include the range-wide soil survey using NRCS standards. Similarly, perimeter land
use and regional planning objectives would not include coordination on issues such as pesticide
drift and groundwater management.
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Management Strategy D

The consequences on water resources from this strategy would differ from the proposed action
mainly in that there would be less physical surface disturbance as Strategy D would maximize
resource protection and conservation management practices at the expense of some public access
and use opportunities. Strategy D was selected for the proposed action range-wide in the
resource inventory and monitoring; soil and water resources, and perimeter land use,
encroachment, and regional planning resource categories. Strategy D was also applied to most
units in those resource categories where unit-specific selections were made (motorized access
and unroaded aress; recreation services and use supervision; rockhounding; and wood cutting,
gathering, and firewood use and collection of native plants). The difference between the
proposed action and Strategy D for special status species and wildfire management is nonexistent
and it is minor for camping and visitor stay limits and hunting. The following summarizes the
main differences, in aggregate, between the consequences of Strategy D on water resources
versus those of the proposed action:

Effects of Physical Disturbance

The benefits to water resources as compared to the proposed action would be commensurate with
the combined potential reduction in surface disturbance that would result from implementing
Strategy D range-wide. As with the other strategies, the key difference in terms of physical
disturbance is in the reduction of roads. Applying Strategy D range-wide for motorized access
and unroaded areas in Unit 2 in addition to all other areas of the BMGR would result in 42
additional miles of roads closed and restored (by natural or potentially augmented means) than
with the proposed action, most of which would be roads generally open to public access. This
trandates to 152 fewer acres of surface disturbance than the proposed action, plus the reduced
disturbance from vehicle-based camping along the subject roadways. Other potentially disruptive
activities that would continue to be alowed on a limited basis with the proposed action
(including rockhounding, recreational shooting, and non-game species collection) would be
prohibited under this strategy (although the appropriateness of allowing recreational shooting to
occur in designated areas would be assessed and closing the BMGR to nongame species
collection would require approval of the proposed petition to the Arizona Game and Fish
Commission). A special use permit would be required for any single party with more than 10
vehiclesin al areas of the range, including Unit 2.

As construction of new waters would be suspended r the first five years of the INRMP, the

potential localized impacts of the six waters that would be constructed on water resources with
the proposed action would not occur.
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Effects of Resource Inventory and Monitoring, Resource Management, and Coordinated
Regional Planning

Higher management standards for air resources and visual resources under this strategy could
have indirect impacts benefiting water resources such as reducing erosion via the use of dust
palliatives as well as restricting non military activities and restoring visual resource qualities in
unroaded areas. The study of wildlife water developments would probably provide better
information regarding the water quality and the effects of these types of developments on
hydrological regimes.

5.3.18.3 No-Action Alternative

The consequences on water resources from selection and implementation of the no-action
aternative rather than the proposed action is that natural and cultural resources management
would continue under the guidances provided by the Goldwater Amendment, HMPs, and various
compliance decisions. DoD agencies would adopt the provisions of these plans, as modified to
comply with Sikes Act requirements. The only resource category where the no-action alternative
was selected as the proposed action is air resources. Although the proposed action differs from
Strategy A in all other 16 categories, the key differences between the no-action alternative and
the proposed action in terms of consequences on water resources, in aggregate, are summarized
as follows:

Effects of Physical Disturbance

In the short-term, this strategy would not have any of the potentia benefits of the proposed
action in terms of road closures and restoration. As the transportation plan is developed and
implemerted, however, roads would more likely be reduced, athough it cannot be quantified if
there would be more roads or fewer roads than with the proposed action. Other public use that
causes physical disturbance (including vehicle-based camping, rockhounding, and recreational
shooting) and recreation services and use supervision would continue to occur under current
management provisions. There would be no minimum number of law enforcement positions,
making the effective implementation of management objectives via enforcement less likely than
with the proposed action. Public travel would be alowed in dry streambeds and wash bottoms in
accordance with the Draft Barry M. Goldwater East HMP. There would not be the potential for
physical disturbance from recreatioral shooting and camping to be shifted from widely dispersed
to localized areas as there would be with the proposed action. During the first five years of the
INRMP, the same number of surface waters as the proposed action would likely be implemented
(sx), potentially affecting water resources in localized areas to probably the same extent as the
proposed action.
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Effects of Resource Inventory and Monitoring, Resource Management, and Coordinated
Regional Planning

Continued management under existing guidance would have fewer beneficia effects in terms of
resource inventory and monitoring and management of visua resources and wildfire. There
would not be the additional objectives for soil and water resources that could provide for
additional reduction of erosion and would include a range-wide soil survey using NRCS
standards. Objectives for perimeter land use, encroachment, and regional planning would be
nonexistent. The proposed studies to better understand the benefits and effects of wildlife waters
would not be implemented. Any associated benefits would not occur.

54 CLIMATE AND AIR RESOURCES

54.1 Resour ce M onitoring

54.1.1  Proposed Action (Strategy D)

Applying resource monitoring Management Strategy D range-wide could potentially result in
minor impacts on the air quality. Potential impacts could result from increases in fugitive dust
emissions from additional resource monitoring activities that involve traveling within the BMGR
on unpaved roads. However, monitoring activities would generally vary in location and time and,
with the vast size of the BMGR, effects would be considered short term and temporary.

54.1.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

With the range-wide application of Management Strategy B or Management Strategy C, there
would still be an increase in monitoring activity compared with the no-action alternative, and this
could have minor impacts on the air quality similar to those described for the proposed action.
However, these impacts would be less than those of the proposed action and commensurate with
the reduced level of resource monitoring proposed in those strategies.

54.1.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)
Under the no-action alternative, resource monitoring activities would essentially be the same as
those currently in effect or planned. Thus, associated impacts would not be expected to differ

greatly from the existing conditions. By comparison, this alternative would have less impact on
the air quality than that of the proposed or alternative actions.
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542 Special Natural/lnterest Areas

There is no measurable direct impact from either the proposed action, aternative actions, or no-
action aternative attributable to special natural/interest area management. The selection and
range-wide application of Management Strategy C (proposed action), Strategy B or D
(alternative actions), or Strategy A (no-action aternative) is not expected to result in a change in
the number of persons who visit the range and the associated travel on unpaved roads.

543 Motorized Access and Unroaded Area M anagement

54.3.1  Proposed Action (Strategy C)

Under the proposed action, Management Strategy C would be implemented for this resource
management element. Air resource impacts from this management strategy principaly are
defined by potential changes in the public access. Those units that are generally accessible to the
public are Units 2, 3, 6, and a small part of Units 1 and 7. As discussed in Section 4.12.1.4,
available recreation use data indicate that more visitation occurs in BMGR—West than in
BMGR—East and that the predominant use (at least in BMGR—East) is for hunting.

With the application of Management Strategy C, roads would be reduced by an estimated 658
miles occupying an upper estimate of about 2,400 acres of roadbed and associated shoulders (see
Table 36 and Figures 31 and 3-2), but most roads that would be closed are redundant roads.
Although most areas would remain accessible, the available road network in areas accessible to
the public would be reduced. Adverse effects to air resources may potentially increase under this
scenario if the number of vehicles that utilize the road system remains constant but these vehicles
are required to use the remaining open roads; this may reduce impacts in one area but increase
impacts in those areas of open roads from the increased concentration of vehicular emissions and
fugitive dust. In publicly accessible areas, however, the proposed road closures may also reduce
vehicle miles traveled in recreationa driving involving recirculating vehicle use on redundant
routes, which could reduce associated emissions. Although resulting dust from such use would
be lessened on the BMGR, users could, however, engage in similar use within the airshed.

Another factor would be the relative susceptibility of soils to be suspended in the form of dust
when disturbed. Use of roads in more stable, rocky, gravelly, loamy soils having low wind
erosion hazard rather than sandy, silty soils having moderate to severe wind erosions hazards
would reduce generation of fugitive dust. Under the proposed action, this would be the case,
particularly in the vicinity of Yuma Mesa and Fortuna, San Cristobal, Ten Mile, Growler, and
Midway wash systems, which have soils characterized as having moderate b severe wind
erosions hazards.
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54.3.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

The consequences of the alternative actions for roaded and unroaded areas on the air resources
are comparatively assessed by again focusing on the consequences in terms of public access if
Management Strategies B or D were applied range-wide.

If Management Strategy B were applied range-wide, the 2,222 miles of existing roads would
remain open. As compared with the proposed action, vehicular emissions and fugitive dust
would likely be more dispersed because of the greater number of roads available for travel (see
Table 36 and Figures 31 and 3-2). In addition, new roads could potentially be developed for
public access and/or future motorized public access to currently restricted aress if there is a
change in military security restrictions. However, only 7 miles of additional road are currently
proposed and these roads would not be available for public access. Should there be future
increases in motorized public access as compared to the proposed action, this could potentially
encourage more public visitation. Emissions would not be expected to increase, however, unless
there is a positive correlation between the number of publicly accessible roads and the amount of
public visitation and recirculating vehicular traffic.

Compared to the proposed action, the application of Management Strategy D would decrease the
road network by an additional 107 miles compared to the proposed action application of Strategy
C, of which 67 miles are roads generally accessible to the public (see Table 3-6 and Figures 3-1
and 32). As with the proposed action, the additional decrease in the miles of available road
would increase concentration of emission along the open roads. This additioral decrease in the
road network may further reduce the number of vehicle miles traveled in recreational driving
involving recirculating vehicle use. Any resultant difference in emissions would likely be too
small to result in an appreciable difference compared to the proposed action.

54.3.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

Management Strategy A would retain the current 2,222-mile road network with no proposa to
add roads or close existing roads until such time as a transportation plan could be completed. As
compared with the proposed action, vehicular emissions and fugitive dust would likely be more
dispersed because of the greater number of roads available for travel. If no roads were closed,
BMGR vistation would likely continue to increase as it has in recent years and recirculating-
type recreationa vehicular use would continue on redundant roads; therefore, the overall
guantity of vehicle emissions might be expected to be higher than with the proposed action.
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544 Camping and Visitor Stay Limits

54.4.1  Proposed Action (Strategy C)

The range-wide application of Strategy C, would not result in any substantive change from the
existing conditions in alowable camping locations or terms of stay, and would therefore not
result in any noticeable change to air resources. If the evaluation of designated camping areas
results in their establishment and favored use over other areas available for vehicle-based
camping, there could be more localized air quality impacts from vehicular emissions and dust at
the designated camping areas in comparison to more widely dispersed impacts.

5442  Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

An aternative action implementing Strategy D would have the same potential impacts as the
proposed action, except that it would restrict vehicle-based camping stays to 7 consecutive days,
as opposed to 14 consecutive days with the other three alternatives. To the extent that campers
would select a different camping location where they could stay longer, this alternative could
result in areduction in the number of people who camp on the BMGR and the number of vehicle
miles traveled on unpaved roads. If vehicular use were to decrease, this would reduce vehicular
emissions and fugitive dust on the BMGR.

An alternative action implementing Strategy B would not change the camping stay limits, but
would alow vehicle-based camping within 100-feet of roads rather than 50 feet, changing the
potential extent of associated surface disturbance, but not the frequency or type of use or vehicle
miles traveled. Any change in air quality would be minimal, limited to the extent that the
additional disturbed soils would result in additional fugitive dust emissions.

54.43 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)
No changes in camping patterns would be expected with the no-action alternative; therefore, no
effect on air quality would occur. This would be the same as compared to the proposed action,

with the exception that there would be no potential for changes in emissions due to the
establishment of designated camping areas.
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545 Recr eation Services and Use Supervision

5451 Proposed Action (Strategy C in Unit 2 and Strategy D in All Other Units)

Under the proposed action, Management Strategy C would be applied to Unit 2 and Management
Strategy D would be applied to al other areas of the BMGR. Air resource impacts from these
management strategies principally are defined by the continued prohibition of high emission
producing activities such as off-road travel and on and off-road racing and potential changes in
public access and vehicular travel. The number of vehiclesin a single group that would require a
special use permit distinguishes these two strategies with 20 vehicles the threshold with Strategy
C and 10 vehicles the threshold with Strategy D. Requiring a specia use permit for groups with
relatively large numbers of vehicles would potentially act as a deterrent and reduce the frequency
of such use and thereby help to minimize the concentrations of fugitive dust and vehicular
emissions. In addition, application of either of these strategies may reduce impacts to air
resources through the expressed restriction of public vehicular access to all washes that are not
part of the designated road system open to the public. However, this effect is expected to be
negligible because there are only a few washes on the range wide enough to accommodate this
activity and the activity is not associated with high levels of emissions as gravel cover in wash
beds reduces the airborne suspension of underlying fine silt and sand particles.

54.5.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and/or Strategy D, Depending on
Unit)

Under the alternative Management Strategy B, motorized public travel in dry, designated washes
would be allowed, and the potential for allowing public off-road travel and access to mines in
designated areas would be evaluated. Parties with up to 30 vehicles would be allowed without
the need for a specia use permit. The application of any of these actions may increase adverse
effects on the air resources compared to the proposed action due to increases in vehicular travel
and the generation of fugitive dust.

As previoudy stated, there is little distinction between Strategy C and Strategy D. Given that
there are few groups of range visitors that have between 10 and 20 vehicles (see Section 5.12.5),
there would be no measurable difference in potential consequences on air resources with
implementing Alternative Strategy C in Unit 1 and Units 3 though 7 and Alternative Strategy D
in Unit 2.

5453 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)
The no-action alternative would have a greater potential for adverse effects on air resources than

the proposed action, primarily due to the less restrictive requirements for public access and
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travel. Groups would not be required to obtain a specia use permit unless there were more than
50 vehiclesin asingle party (as compared to 10 or 20). Single parties with more than 50 vehicles
are more rare than those with more than 10 or 20 (see Section 5.12.5). There would aso be the
potential for driving in some washes, pending the finalization of the Draft Barry M. Goldwater
East HMP.

546 Rockhounding

Management strategies associated with rockhounding would have little, if any, effect on air
resources because any allowable rockhounding would be limited to surface collection of less
than 25 pounds for persona use. It is unlikely that allowing this activity or prohibiting it would
change vehicular use patterns, which is the primary influence on air quality.

54.7 Wood Cutting, Gathering, and Firewood Use, and Collection of Native Plants

54.7.1  Proposed Action (Strategy D in Unit 1, Strategy C in All Other Units)

Under the proposed action, Management Strategy D would be applied to Unit 1 and Management
Strategy C would be applied to al other areas of the BMGR. Allowing wood gathering could
encourage vehicular use to access areas with denser concentrations of dead and downed wood.
However, because the use of any wood collected would be limited to campfires, any additional
vehicular use would likely be minor. Campfires would continue to be alowed under any
alternative; however, the prohibition of wood gathering and native wood campfires with Strategy
D could discourage some campers from building a campfire when camping in the vicinity of
Tingjas Altas as they would have to haul wood in from off of the range. This could reduce the
amount of air pollutants associated with open burning generated from campfires in the publicly
accessible portion of Unit 1. However, any impact would minor.

54.7.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and/or Strategy D, Depending on
Unit)

Management Strategy B would allow wood cutting, gathering, and firewood use and may have
more impact to the air quality than Strategy C, which prohibits al forms of wood cutting or
wood collection not associated with currently dead and downed wood. This could result in
additional vehicular use for these activities and resulting emissions. If aternative Strategy D
were applied in the other publicly accessible units of the range (i.e., primarily Units 2, 3, and 6),
there could be minor reductions in emissions from campfires in these areas as the prohibition of
native wood campfires may reduce campfires using wood from other off-range sources or
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charcoal. Conversely, if Strategy C were applied in Unit 1, there could be minor additiona
emissions, as compared to the proposed action, from native wood campfires in this unit.

54.7.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action alternative would not change the existing air resource conditions of the BMGR.
Because the no-action alternative would continue to prohibit collection of firewood within the
former ACECs, this would prohibit native wood campfires within these areas. Compared to the
proposed action, which prohibits native wood campfires primarily in the vicinity of the former
Tingja Altas ACEC, the no-action alternative could potentialy result in dightly more campfires
and the associated pollutants from burning. However, the difference would be so slight that it
would be unmeasurable except in the most localized sense.

5.4.8 Hunting
54.8.1  Proposed Action (Strategy B)

The proposed action would include the assessment of the need for a special hunting permit
program for the BMGR that requires payment of nomina fees to be used for the protection,
conservation, and management of wildlife. If such a program were implemented as a result of
this assessment, it is possible that fewer hunters would visit the BMGR, thereby reducing
vehicular traffic within the BMGR and associated vehicular emissions and fugitive dust impacts.
However, hunters may still be active and generate emissions elsewhere in the airshed.

5482  Alternative Actions (Strategy C and Strategy D)

Strategy C would be identical to the proposed action and would result in the same effects.
Strategy D would be similar, but would also potentialy close the BMGR to nongame species
collection (subject to Arizona Game and Fish Commission approval of the proposed petition).
To the extent that this prohibition would reduce vehicular activity, it would further reduce
impacts to air resources.

54.83 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action alternative would continue existing game management programs. While this
alternative would not change the current air resource conditions of the BMGR, it would be less
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likely than the proposed action or other action aternatives to reduce vehicular emissions and
fugitive dust.

549 Recreational Shooting

54.9.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

To some degree, the analysis of air resource impacts associated with the proposed action,
Management Strategy C, cannot be determined until the assessment of the importance and
appropriateness of recreational shooting on the BMGR has been completed and a decision is
made to allow, prohibit, or restrict this activity. The assessment of air resources is focused on the
potential for changes in public access and vehicle use. To the extent that recreational shooting
encourages increased visitation and results in more vehicle miles traveled, it potentially could
adversely affect air quality; conversely, placing restrictions on the type of weapons that can be
used, the area of use, and the time frame for their use, may discourage visitation and vehicle
activity on the BMGR resulting in reduced impacts on the air quality. The only immediate
restrictions—requiring a specia use permit for shooting automatic weapons and shooting at
night—are thought to be uncommon activities not associated with substantive vehicle use.

5492  Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Strategy B would alow for recreational shooting on the range as long as it is compatible with
military use, public safety, and no significant resource issues are identified. Strategy B would not
change the current effect on air resources, as this strategy is similar to the current practice.

However, because urban growth is encroaching on established shooting ranges and some
shooting ranges near urban areas are closing, there potentially could be increased interest in
recreational shooting on the BMGR in the future if Strategy B were selected and recreational

shooting opportunities were retained.

Strategy D, on the other hand, would prohibit all recreational shooting activities on the range.
An assessment to determine the appropriateness of allowing the activity in designated areas
would be conducted to determine if recreational shooting should be allowed in designated areas.
Strategy D could potentially cause a decrease in the number of recreational shooters and
associated vehicular activity on the BMGR, thereby reducing the impact on the air resources to a
greater extent than the proposed action.
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5493 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)
Under the no-action alternative, recreational shooting would be allowed under the existing
regulations. Thus, there would be no change in existing air resource impacts related to this

activity. If demand for recreational shooting on the BMGR increases, there could be some future
air quality degradation to the extent that vehicular use on the range increases.

5.4.10 Utility/Transportation Corridors

5.4.10.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

With implementation of the proposed action, the only new transportation corridor that would be
allowed is the Yuma ASH, which would pass through a portion of the westernmost part of the
BMGR. All other future utilities or transportation developments or improvements would be
restricted to the existing corridors. Highway construction associated with the Yuma ASH would
include grading and other earthwork, introduction of construction vehicles, and other ground
disturbances that would be expected to result in short-term increases in fugitive dust and other
emissions. The introduction of the Yuma ASH would result in long-term impacts from vehicular
traffic on a paved highway through the BMGR. Air quality implications are being addressed in a
separate Environmental Assessment for the Yuma ASH. Some degradation of air quality
resulting from vehicle emissions can be expected, but no air quality compliance issues are
anticipated.

New utility development proposals would be restricted to existing corridors and the proposed
actions would be subject to NEPA and/or other regulatory requirements. Any effects on air
quality from utility instalations and transportation corridor improvements (e.g., widening of
State Route 85) would generally be expected to be limited to the construction period, but would
be addressed through project-specific NEPA documentation.

5.4.10.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Strategy B would alow development of additional utility/transportation corridors on a case-by-
case basis. Because of the degree of planning already accomplished for the Yuma ASH, it is
likely that this proposed transportation corridor would be allowed, resulting in the same potential
effects as described for the proposed action. Other corridor development could occur, but would
be constrained by requirements to be compatible with the military mission and environmental
review.

Strategy D would restrict all future utility/transportation corridors to existing corridors. This
would preclude development of the Yuma ASH. Compared to the proposed action, Strategy D
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would result in less effect on the air quality within the BMGR, but could actually result in
degradation of the regiona air quality. Without the Yuma ASH, vehicles would be forced to use
existing streets and highways; if this results in traffic congestion, vehicles emissions would
increase and degrade air quality in the region.

5.4.10.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)
Under the no-action alternative, utility developments would be treated the same as the proposed
action, except that new transportation corridors could potertially be developed subject to

compatibility with the military mission and environmental review. Thus, impacts to air resources
would be the same as the proposed action unless new corridors were established.

5411 General Vegetation, Wildlife, Wildlife Habitat, and Wildlife Waters

54.11.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

A number of new programs are proposed in Strategy C, including conducting surveys,
monitoring, developing strategies to control the spread of invasive species, restoring habitats,
and identifying sensitive habitat areas. Most of the objectives proposed would not directly affect
air quality, but increase vehicular activity to implement the objectives related to additional
surveys, monitoring work, and other actions may impact air resources. Constructing up to six
wildlife water developments could involve surface disturbance, which contributes to fugitive
dust. Such actions would be subject to additional NEPA review and site-specific air quality
effects would be addressed at that time.

54.11.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Management Strategies B and D would also involve the implementation of additional surveys,
monitoring work, and other actions. Increases in vehicular access to conduct these activities
could also impact the air resources. Under Strategy B there would be up to 17 wildlife water
developments, which could have localized, short-term impacts on air quality to be addressed in
ste-specific NEPA documentation. As compared to the proposed action, impacts during the first
five years of the INRMP would be comparable to those of the proposed action since it is unlikely
that more than six water developments would be implemented during the first five years of the
INRMP. Under Strategy D, however, there would be ro wildlife water developments during the
first five years of the INRMP.
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54.11.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)
Under the no-action alternative, the focus of new work would be on finalizing and implementing
the habitat management plans, which address new wildlife water developments. While

developing up to 17 wildlife waters could include surface disturbing activities, additional NEPA
documentation on the site-specific proposals would address air resources effects.

5412 Special Status Species

The proposed action, aternative actions, and no-action aternative would all allow for some
species monitoring and recovery efforts. To the extent that these efforts result in an increase in
vehicular activity, there could be some degradation of air quality from vehicle emissions and
fugitive dust. The degree of differences in the number of activities that might require vehicular
access cannot be distinguished clearly enough to differentiate the air quality effects of the
management strategies.

5413 Soil and Water Resour ces

The proposed action, Strategy D, is distinguished from the other strategies in that it includes
conducting a range-wide soil survey, restricting vehicular and construction activities when soils
are susceptible to erosion, and restoring areas where vehicle use has caused excessive surface
damage. If the soil surveys involve increased vehicular activity on the BMGR, this may
adversely impact the air quality; however, the improved understanding of the soils of the range
could lead to better management decisions such as avoiding ground-disturbing activities in areas
where the soils are susceptible to erosion, which would benefit air quality in the long term. The
restoration of surface-damaged areas would help to prevent suspension of dust and could result
in an improvement to the overal air quality.

These distinguishing factors associated with the proposed action would generally benefit air
guality in the long term more than the other alternatives. Overall, however, the benefits of
Strategy D over the alternative strategies would be minor and air quality impacts would be
comparable regardless of whether the proposed action, an aternative action, or no-action
management strategy is implemented.
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5414 Air Resources

5.4.14.1 Proposed Action (Strategy A)

The range-wide application of Management Strategy A would continue to minimize impacts to
the air resources through the control of fugitive dust emissions at construction and recreational
gtes.

54.14.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and Strategy D)

Of the alternative management strategies, Strategy D may be the most effective at reducing
impacts to the air resources by monitoring air quality trends, avoiding activities in areas of
deteriorating air quality, and using dust palliatives on heavily traveled roads. Compared to the
proposed action, Strategy C would be better at controlling fugitive dust through the use of dust
palliatives on heavily traveled roads as well as at construction sites. Strategy B would have more
adverse impact than any of the other alternatives because it offers no management objectives to
control dust.

5.4.14.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)
The proposed action for air resources is the no-action alternative. The effects would be the same

as described for the proposed action.

5415 Visual Resources

None of the management strategies proposed for visual resources with the proposed action,
alternative actions, or no-action alternative would have a measurable effect on air resources. All
strategies would include making efforts to use land areas that are already disturbed and impacted
over undisturbed areas, which would potentialy help to prevent new sources of fugitive dust.

5416 Wildfire Management

54.16.1 Proposed Action (Strategy B)

Management Strategy B would include developing a fire management plan that establishes fire
prevention and suppression practices based on the best known science. This could potentialy
reduce impacts to air resources caused by uncontrolled burning.
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54.16.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy C and Strategy D)

Management Strategies C and D (the alternative actions) are identical to the proposed action and
would have the same effects.

5.4.16.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)
Under the no-action alternative, wildfire management suppression would continue to be managed

under the existing objective and no change in effects would be expected.

5417 Perimeter Land Use, Encroachment, and Regional Planning

54.17.1 Proposed Action (Strategy D)

Air quality is a regional issue because air is not stagnant so sources of air pollution do not stay
within the immediate area of where they are generated. While DoD cannot control the sources of
air pollution that are outside of the BMGR, working with the agencies and organizations
responsible for land uses along the BMGR perimeter and in the region could help to ensure that
the parties are coordinating to help prevent or minimize deterioration of the air quality. The
proposed action, Strategy D, includes assessing the implications of adjacent land use plans and
developing management responses (as necessary) to protect and conserve BMGR natural and
cultural resources. If such an assessment determines that adjacent land use plans could result in
asignificant adverse effect on air resources, management responses would be prepared.

5.4.17.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy C)

Management Strategies B and C would be similar to the proposed action in that they also include
assessing the implications of adjacent land use plans and developing management responses (as
necessary) to protect and conserve BMGR natural and cultural resources. These strategies
include fewer monitoring and coordination activities than Strategy D, but most of these
differences would not appreciably change the effect on air resources compared to the proposed
action.
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5.4.17.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

Under the no-action alternative, no local or regiona coordination would necessarily occur.
While air resource effects would not differ from the existing condition, the benefits of such
coordination would not be realized as with the proposed action.

5418 Aqoregate Effects on Climate and Air Resour ces

The impacts associated with the various management strategies are directly related to public
access and any associated vehicular activity or action that contributes to the emission of fugitive
dust. None of the proposed or aternative strategies are expected to have any measurable or long-
term impact on the air quality of the BMGR principally due to the limited and isolated activities
associated with each strategy in relation to the near pristine nature and vastness of the BMGR. It
is impossible to quantify impacts because no data are currently available to accurately quantify
the amount of vehicular use on the BMGR or on which specific roads such use occurs. The
gualified assessment of the potential impacts is sufficient to discern possible difference in the
proposed management strategies, but with no clear measurable degree on the amount of
difference between the strategies. The discussion that follows addresses the minimal differences
in impact that may be expected among the strategies proposed in aggregate and is based on
differences that may be expected in public access, vehicular activity, or other action that may
cause or contribute to particulate emissions; emissions of other criteria pollutants are expected to
be indiscernible.

5.4.18.1 Proposed Action

The resource management elements that would likely decrease current levels of impacts to air
resources through implementation of their respective proposed management strategies include
the following:

Motorized Access and Unroaded Area Management

Recreation Services and Use Supervision

Woodcutting, Gathering, and Firewood Use, and Collection of Native Plants

Soil and Water Resources

Air Resources

Wildfire Management

Perimeter Land Use, Encroachment, and Regional Planning

The strategies proposed for each of these resources contain measures that limit or reduce public
access, vehicular activity, or other actions that may cause or contribute to increases in fugitive
dust.
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Those resource management elements that may produce negative impacts to the air quality
through the use of the proposed strategies include:

Resource Inventory and Monitoring
Genera Vegetation, Wildlife, Wildlife Habitat, and Wildlife Waters
Special Status Species

The management strategies associated with each of these resource categories contain measures
that increase public access, vehicular activity, or other actions that may cause or contribute to
increased impacts to fugitive dust emissions on the BMGR.

Those resource management elements that may provide no change in impacts to the air quality
through the use of the proposed strategies include:

Special Natural/Interest Areas
Camping

Rockhounding

Hunting

Recreationa Shooting
Utility/Transportation Corridors
Visual Resources

While constructing the Yuma ASH is not an element of the proposed INRMP, the proposed
management strategy provides for a management policy that would alow for a portion of the
highway to pass through the BMGR. The Yuma ASH would introduce short-term adverse
impacts during highway construction and long-term adverse impacts from the emissions of the
vehicles traveling on this highway for the portion that passes through the BMGR. However, the
regional air quality would be expected to improve with the Yuma ASH by relieving traffic
congestion on other travel corridors.

Because the net amount of change in vehicular use and other activities that may influence air
guality cannot be quantified based on available data, there is no method for quantifying the net
aggregate effect. However, net effects would probably be dightly more beneficial to air
resources than the existing condition; the overall quality of air in the airshed would not change as
a result. As most air quality impacts would be short term, intermittent, and localized, additive
and/or interactive types of aggregate impacts would be the exception rather than the rule. An
example where both additive and interactive impacts could occur and result in a greater
combined reduction in air emissions and improve air quality would be the closing of redundant
roads in combination with requiring specia use permits for single parties with more than 10 or
20 vehicles. Here, the combined impact of these two objectives could be realized in localized
areas of portions of the BMGR open to public access where larger-sized groups could be
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deterred, plus the reduction of vehicle miles traveled in association with recirculating-type
vehicle use that would be precluded by road closures, resulting in less net emissions.

5.4.18.2 Alternative Actions

Strategy B

With the application of Management Strategy B range-wide, the following may result in
increased impacts to air quality compared to the proposed action due primarily to less restrictive
measures affecting fugitive emissions.

Motorized Access and Unroaded Area Management (which alows for new road
development, including the #mile Cabeza Prieta NWR bypass roads, and allows for
higher vehicle miles traveled in recreational driving in recirculating patterns on redundant
road networks and on roads with moderate to severe potential for wind erosion)

Recreation Services and Use Supervision (which allows for the possible establishment of
a designated ORV use area and travel in designated washes when dry and does not
require a special use permit until there are 30 or more vehicles in a single party)

Wood Cuitting, Gathering, and Firewood Use, and Collection of Native Plants (which
allows for wood gathering and campfires range-wide)

Recreational Shooting (which continues to allow for recreational shooting anywhere on
the range where it is compatible with military operations and public safety rather than
limiting the activity to designated areas)

Air Resources (which has no regquirement to control fugitive dust at construction sites or
recreation activity areas)

Compared to the proposed action, the range-wide application of Management Strategy B may
result in decreased air quality impacts for the following resource management elements due to

more restrictive measures affecting fugitive emissions.

Resource Inventory and Monitoring (which would minimize the number of additional
vehicular trips on the BMGR because there would be fewer inventory and monitoring
activities)

Management Strategy B would result in similar air resource effects as the proposed action for the
following resource management elements:

Special Natural/Interest Areas
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Camping and Visitor Stay Limits

Rockhounding

Hunting

Utility/Transportation Corridors

Genera Vegetation, Wildlife, Wildlife Habitat, and Wildlife Waters
Special Status Species

Soil and Water Resources

Visual Resources

Wildfire Management

Perimeter Land Use, Encroachment, and Regional Planning

As compared to the proposed action, the net aggregate effect on air quality from Strategy B
would be dlightly greater based on the relative degree of vehicular use and other activities that
may influence air quality (in particular, the emissions from recirculating type driving and not
requiring a special use permit until there are 30 or more vehicles in a single party), plus the
absence of any special management objective for air resources.

Strateqy C

Compared to the proposed action, the application of Management Strategy C range-wide may
result in decreased air quality impacts for the following resource management elements due to
more restrictive measures affecting fugitive emissions:

Resource Monitoring (which would potentially result in less vehicular trips on the BMGR
because there would be fewer inventory and monitoring activities)
Air Resources (which would include the use of dust palliatives on heavily traveled roads)

Management Strategy C would result in similar air resource effects as the proposed action for the
following resource management elements:

Motorized Access and Unroaded Area Management

Special Natural/Interest Areas

Camping and Visitor Stay Limits

Recreation Services and Use Supervision

Rockhounding

Wood Cutting, Gathering, and Firewood Use, and Collection of Native Plants
Hunting

Recreational Shooting

Utility/Transportation Corridors

Genera Vegetation, Wildlife, Wildlife Habitat, and Wildlife Waters
Special Status Species
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Soil and Water Resources

Visual Resources

Wildfire Management

Perimeter Land Use, Encroachment, and Regional Planning

As compared to the proposed action, the net aggregate effect on air quality from Strategy C
would be dlightly improved over that of the proposed action, principally due to the management
objective that would call for the use of dust palliatives on heavily traveled roads.

Strategy D

The range-wide application of Management Strategy D, which generally maximizes resource
protection, is not expected to cause or contribute to increased impacts to the air quality for any of
the resource management elements as compared to the proposed action.

Compared to the proposed action, Management Strategy D may result in decreased impacts to
the air quality for the following resource management elements due to more restrictive measures
affecting fugitive emissions:

Camping and Visitor Stay Limits (which would limit the duration of the camping stay,
perhaps discouraging the number of campers and thus the number of vehicle miles driven
on the BMGR)

Recreation Services and Use Supervision (which would require a special use permit for a
single party with 10 or more vehicles, thus limiting the number of vehicles generating
dust in a given location)

Recreational Shooting (which prohibits recreational shooting, thus eliminating any
vehicular trips for this purpose)

Rockhounding (which prohibits rockhounding, thus eliminating any vehicular trips for
this purpose)

Utility/Transportation Corridors (which would eliminate the introduction of the Yuma
ASH within the BMGR and the associated vehicular traffic, short-term impacts
associated with construction would not occur, but long-term impacts from traffic
congestion in other areas could occur from not constructing the highway)

Air Resources (which would avoid new activity in areas of deteriorated air quality)

The application of Management Strategy D range-wide would have air quality effects that are
similar to the proposed action for the following resource management elements:

Resource Monitoring

Special Natural/Interest Areas
Motorized Access and Unroaded Area Management
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Wood Cutting, Gathering, and Firewood Use, and Collection of Native Plants
Hunting

Genera Vegetation, Wildlife, Wildlife Habitat, and Wildlife Waters

Special Status Species

Soil and Water Resources

Visual Resources

Wildfire Management

Perimeter Land Use, Encroachment, and Regional Planning

As compared to the proposed action, the net aggregate effect on air quality from Strategy D
would probably be indiscernible from that of the proposed action, based on the relative degree of
vehicular use and other activities that may influence air quality (in particular, the short-term
impacts of the Yuma ASH and further limiting recreational opportunities such as driving,
camping, rockhounding, etc.)

5.4.18.3 No-Action Alternative

Applying Management Strategy A range-wide, which continues the existing management
practices, may result in increased impacts to the following resource management elements as
compared to the proposed action:

Motorized Access and Unroaded Area Management (which would alow for higher
vehicle miles traveled in recreational driving on recirculating patterns within redundant
road networks with moderate to severe potential for wind erosion)

Recreation Services and Use Supervision (which would allow for motorized access of dry
streambeds and washes and would not require a special use permit unless a single party
has 50 or more vehicles)

Wood Cutting, Gathering, and Firewood Use, and Collection of Native Plants (which
would allow native wood campfires range-wide)

Recreational Shooting (which would allow recreational shooting where compatible with
military use and public safety)

Perimeter Land Use, Encroachment, and Regional Planning (which does not provide for

local ad regional coordination with other agencies and organizations for resource
management on aregional basis)
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With the application of Management Strategy A range-wide, the following resource management
elements may result in decreased impacts to air quality compared to the proposed action due to
more restrictive measures affecting fugitive emissions:

Resource Inventory and Monitoring (which would have the least amount of inventory and
monitoring activity, thus reducing the need for vehicular trips)

The range-wide application of Management Strategy A would result in similar impacts to the
proposed action for the following resource management elements:

Special Natural/Interest Areas
Camping and Visitor Stay Limits
Rockhounding

Hunting

Utility/Transportation Corridors
Genera Vegetation, Wildlife, Wildlife Habitat, and Wildlife Waters
Special Status Species

Soil and Water Resources

Air Resources

Visual Resources

Wildfire Management

The net aggregate impact from the no-action alternative would be similar to the proposed action,
but perhaps result in less beneficial impacts because there would be fewer restriction on some
activities that could result in greater vehicle miles traveled and associated emissions (the
opportunity for recirculating driving in redundart road networks located and use of roads in areas
with moderate to severe potential for wind erosion with no special use permit requirement until a
group has 50 or more vehiclesin asingle party).

55 GENERAL VEGETATION

55.1 Resour ce I nventory and M onitoring

55.1.1  Proposed Action (Strategy D)

The proposed action (Strategy D range-wide) would emphasize resource protection and
conservation priorities, and reflects a shift from single-species, compliance-driven natura
resource management approaches towards broader, ecosystem based management approaches.
Of the alternative strategies considered, this approach is the most comprehensive, and best
satisfies the intent of DoD Instruction 4715.3 and the associated ecosystem management

W:\01016\800\Draft EI SClean\Chapter 5.doc 592



BMGR INRMP 5.5 General Vegetation
Draft EIS February 2003

principles. A monitoring system that sets limits of acceptable change and uses adaptive
management would be implemented. Assuming that the proposed monitoring program identifies
detrimental impacts to vegetative resources, an adaptive management response is developed and
implemented, and the management response is effective, there would be the potentia for
beneficial impacts to vegetative resources. This strategy also recommends development of a
monitoring system that integrates with existing monitoring and management activities within the
greater Sonoran Desert ecoregion. This would alow for management of vegetative resourcesin a
landscape context, and provide a better basis for coordinating management with managers of
lands adjacent to the BMGR. In thisway, this strategy may be viewed as an opportunity to create
a comprehensive, landscape-scale monitoring program for the portion of the Sonoran Desert that
crosses agency boundaries. Resource management decisions made to benefit plants and plant
communities based on this monitoring could extend beyond the BMGR.

TNC's study (Hall and others 2001) and the management data gaps and issues identified in
Section 4.5.4 may serve as a basis for the monitoring program. Accordingly, the proposed action
would lead to increased knowledge of the composition, structure, and function of the natural
plant communities, and would help characterize their response to disturbance as well as a better
understanding of the effects of invasive species. The biology of crucifixion thorn (the only plart
species identified by TNC as a conservation element in Hal and others 2001) is largely
unknown, and questions about this endemic species and its potential association with significant
archeological sites could be investigated under this action.

55.1.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy C)

Strategy C primarily differs from the proposed action in that it does not promote the integration
of monitoring and management plans for the BMGR with those of the greater Sonoran Desert
ecoregion. In addition, Strategy C would not compare the ecological trends between low- use and
high-use locations. In comparison to the proposed action, there would be less potential for
general vegetative resources to benefit from management actions that may be developed & a
result of such monitoring programs.

In contrast to Strategies C and D, Strategy B involves compliance-driven monitoring only, and
would therefore focus monitoring on protected plant species, instead of on the natural plant
communities of which they are a part. As compared to the proposed action, there would be less
potential for monitoring to identify adverse effects to general vegetative resources and to benefit
from any management actions developed in response. It is difficult to further assess within any
degree of certainty how general vegetation might benefit less from these alternative strategies
versus the proposed action.
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55.1.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action aternative (Strategy A) is focused on single species, compliance-driven
monitoring, and does not promote ecosystem management principles. Inventory and monitoring
of vegetation would be limited to that necessary to address the occurrence of protected plant
species on the BMGR and the potential effects on those species, as required by law or through
consultation with the USFWS. As compared to the proposed action, there would be less potential
for monitoring to identify adverse effects to general vegetative resources and to benefit from any
management actions developed in response.

55.2 Special Natural/l nterest Areas

55.21  Proposed Action (Strategy C)

Applying Strategy C range-wide would redesignate the three ACECs and the flat-tailed horned
lizard HMA as “special natural/interest areas,” but allow the SRMAs and Backcountry Byway to
expire. By redesignating the ACECs as specid/natural interest areas, it is expected that there
would be less tolerance for deterioration or damage in these areas than in other locations and the
monitoring and adaptive management program would have increased attention focused on these
areas. For vegetative resources, this would be beneficia because several native plant
communities located within the proposed special natural/interest areas have special qualities or
attributes recognized with their former ACEC designation. The proposed action would also
evaluate the potential for altering existing or establishing additional special natural/interest areas,
which could aso be beneficial to other plants or plant communities.

As further detailed in Sections 4.5.1.3 and 4.11.1.3, each of the dune complexes on the BMGR
(located within the former Gran Desierto Dunes ACEC and Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes
ACEC) has a distinctive plant species composition, and both complexes would likely benefit
from management as special/natural interest areas. The Gran Desierto Dunes have a plant
community that is an unusual assemblage of species found nowhere else in Arizona. These dunes
are within the flat-tailed horned lizard HMA so the proposed redesignation of the HMA would
also provide extra protection for the dune vegetation by treating the dunes not as an isolated
system, but as an integral part of the larger landscape. HMA management provisions, which
would be retained under the proposed action, would be expected to continue to benefit vegetative
resources by limiting disturbance within this area. The Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes
ACEC encompasses the largest and least-disturbed dune system in Arizona. This area contains
stands of the crucifixion thorn (identified as a conservation element) located west of the Mohawk
Dunes and along the margins of the Mohawk Playa, just east of the dunes. The semi-stabilized
sand dune system is covered with biological soil crust and supports two other species of interest,
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Schott’s wire lettuce and Spanish needle. A recent survey found 120 plant species in 35 families
present within the Mohawk Sand Dunes alone (Felger and others 1998).

The Tingas Altas Mountains ACEC contains a unique assemblage of plant species adapted to
extremely hot and arid conditions, including the Davis Plain ironwood tree population and an
example of the Elephant Tree-Limberbush on Xeric Rocky Slopes natural community. The
ironwood population within the Davis Plain has been previously subject to poaching, with
reports of both live and dead ironwood being trucked into Mexico for use as domestic and brick
kiln fuel in the past. Ironwood stumps in this area have been estimated to be 900 to 1500 years
old (BLM 1990). Thus, any increased management attention that may be associated with the
redesignation of this ACEC as a specia natural/interest area would help to protect these plant
Species.

The two SMRAS that would be permitted to expire without being granted any specia designation
are not currertly open to public access, and their SRMA designation was primarily assigned to
recognize the presence of geologically outstanding volcanic formations. While the Sentinel Plain
Lava Flow SRMA has some noteworthy native plant assemblages including creosotebush-big
gdleta scrub (see Section 5.5.2.2), the Crater Range SMRA is primarily vegetated by
creosotebush-white bursage scrub, which is widely represented throughout the BMGR.
Similarly, there are no vegetative resources of specia note along EI Camino del Diablo
Backcountry Byway. Thus, allowing these areas to expire is not expected to result in impacts to
general vegetative resources.

5,5.2.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

All aternatives would include the redesignation of the Flat-tailed Horned Lizard HMA and
would equally benefit vegetative resources within this area as management provisions limit
disturbance within this area.

Strategy D differs from the proposed action because it would redesignate all ACECs, SRMAS,
and the Backcountry Byway as special natural/interest areas, instead of allowing the SRMAs and
Backcountry Byway designations to expire. If increased management attention were focused on
these areas as a result of the specia natural/interest area designation, this strategy would
potentially be more protective of native vegetation within these areas than would the proposed
action. Although most of these areas within the SRMAs and the Backcountry Byway corridor do
not contain outstanding vegetative resources, genera vegetative resources within these areas
could still benefit from the increased management attention that may be associated with a special
natural/interest area designation. The redesignation of the Sentinel Plain Lava Flow SRMA as a
specia natural/interest area could garner attention to and possibly result in monitoring of the
only documented occurrence of the CreosotebushBig Galleta Scrub Natural Community found
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on the BMGR and development of adaptive management responses. Given that this portion of
therange is closed to public access, any management action could nonetheless pertain to military
and/or agency usein this area.

Strategy B would potentially be less protective of native vegetation than the proposed action
because it would allow the ACECs, SRMAs, and Backcountry Byway to expire without
assigning them any special designation, and would therefore not necessarily result in increased
management attention focused on these areas. This has the potentia to negatively affect the
native vegetation of these areas and the Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes ACEC and the
Tingas Altas Mountains ACEC, in particular, because both areas have plant communities of
relative significance and are (at least in part) accessible for outdoor recreation and disturbance
that can be associated with certain types of recreation activity (e.g., illicit ORV use, which has
historically been documented to have impacts on vegetative resources within Tingjas Altas
Mountains ACEC). Unlike the proposed action and Strategy D, this aternative does not include
any provision for evaluating the potential for altering existing or establishing additional specia
natural/interest areas; vegetative resources within any additional special natural/interest area
could benefit from increased resource monitoring and management attention.

5,5.2.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

Under Strategy A, the designations and applicable special management provisions of existing
ACECs, SRMAs, the HMA, and the Backcountry Byway would be retained. The vegetation
resources in these areas would be managed and protected to the same extent that they are
currently. As compared to the proposed action, the no-action alternative protects general
vegetation in these areas through management prescriptions that, athough sometimes
inappropriate (e.g., addressing recreation use within SRMASs where there is no public access),
limit surface disturbing activities. Unlike the proposed action, the no-action aternative does not
include a provision for atering existing or establishing additional special natural/interest areas
and any potential associated impacts to vegetation.

553 M otorized Access and Unroaded Area M anagement

55.3.1  Proposed Action (Strategy C)

As detailed in Section 3.4.4.2, the proposed action for this resource management element would
keep the principal components of the existing network open for vehicular use but would close
vehicle access to redundant roads, particularly in local areas with dense road networks. The
closure of the 658 miles, or 30 percert, of BMGR roads as prescribed by the proposed action
would generally be beneficial to vegetation on the BMGR. The upper estimate of the surface area
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occupied by roads and associated shoulder areas would be reduced from 0.47 percent to 0.33
percent of the 1,733,921-acre range (based on the conservative 30-foot road width index, see
Table 36). There is little available data or documentation of the effects of BMGR roads on
vegetation and natural communities, but there were many scoping comments submitted specific
to concerns that the proliferation of roads on the BMGR is detrimental to vegetative resources.
Most of the data that are available for the BMGR pertain to the well established and frequently
used roads that support the military or agency missions ad would not be closed under the
proposed action (e.g., Malusa and others 2001, Hall and others 2001). This can be supplemented,
to some extent, by other studies in the southwestern United States that provide some applicable
data as well as field observations and aerial photography. Using this information as a basis for
assessment, closing roadways and eliminating associated vehicular traffic and other associated
activities as proposed under Strategy C for motorized access and unroaded area management
would have the potential to:

Prevent physical damage to plants from uses that occur in association with the road,
physical damage can kill plants, or weaken them such that they are more susceptible to
the elements, disease-causing pathogens, or attack by insect pests

Reduce dust accumulation on leaves, which can restrict photosynthetic activity (this has
not been identified as an issue on the BMGR, but could potentially be an issue in some
areas of the BMGR)

Prevent potential damage that may be occurring to biological soil crusts (a significant
source of nitrogen in some plant communities) that could be occurring in association with
some of the roads (no data are currently available on this subject on the BMGR; however,
in other areas of the Southwest the proliferation of roads for ORV travel have caused
such damage)

Prevent vehicles from introducing seeds of weedy or nonnative species that may be
carried on their tires or frames, particularly species that are known to prosper in disturbed
soils [such as Sahara mustard, which has been documented by Malusa and others (2001)
to be occurring in the Mohawk and San Cristobal valleys]|

Prevent soil compaction, which may alter the water relations of some vegetation (i.e., the
process by which plants take up and use water) (no data are available on how BMGR
vegetation may be affected by soil compaction in association with roads)

Reduce changes in rainwater runoff patterns (e.g., flooding caused by at-grade stream

crossings that are not designed to handle flows created by rain events), which could either
wash out vegetation, or affect the distribution of water or nutrients to vegetation (which
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has been documented by aerial photograph interpretation in various areas of the BMGR,
primarily along well-established and frequently used roads)

Reduce the chance of fire introduced by hot vehicle components or cigarette smoking
(although this has never been a documented cause of fire on the BMGR)

Limit the areas that people can access on the BMGR via motorized means, therefore
reducing any associated disturbance to vegetation, including illegal collection of cacti or
other plant species (which may occur on the BMGR, but has not been identified as an
ongoing problem)

As to be discussed further in Section 5.5.18, Aggregate Effects on Genera Vegetation, some of
the benefits related to disturbance that may be associated with roads would be expected to be
more pronounced along public use roads (e.g., from uses such vehicle-based roadside camping).
Under the proposed action, 621 miles of roads would be available for general public access under
the proposed action, which is 352 miles or 36 percent less than is currently available under the
existing condition. Conversely, such effects could become more pronounced along the roads that
would remain open as such uses and associated disturbance could become more concentrated.

Road closures would have the additional effect of increasing the size of unroaded areas on the
BMGR; Strategy C includes an objective to conserve existing unroaded areas of 3,000 acres or
more to the extent they are compatible with military or agency missions. The number of
unroaded areas of 3,001 acres or more would decrease by 44 as a result of combining smaller
areas into larger blocks of unroaded area. This includes an increase in unroaded areas greater
than 50,000 acres in size from five to eight to include contiguous areas primarily in
creosotebush-bursage desert scrub natural community. Large unroaded areas provide a greater
degree of conservation and protection for vegetation than areas where vegetative communities
may be disturbed (or possibly fragmented) by roads and their associated impacts on vegetation.
While BMGR roads have caused physical damage to vegetation in and sometimes near
roadways, most plant communities on the BMGR are not known to have been affected to any
large degree by such fragmentation effects. To the extent that roads are associated with the
spread of invasive plant species, plant communities in unroaded areas may be less impacted by
these invasive species.

Natural vegetative communities that have the most roads, and would therefore benefit most from
their closure include:

Creosotebush-Bursage Desertscrub. Being the most common vegetation type on the
BMGR and the most prevalent in valley areas where most roads to be closed are located,
the creosotebush-bursage desertscrub natural community would potentially benefit from
the reduction in any adverse effects associated with roads to a greater degree than any
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other natural plant community. Closure of roughly 550 miles of the 1,800 miles of road
within this vegetation type (a reduction of about 31 percent range-wide) is to be
implemented under the proposed action, primarily within Management Units 1, 2, and 5.
In localized areas, benefits may be pronounced, but on a range-wide basis the benefits
would likely be relatively low. When trandated into the upper estimate of surface area
occupied by roads and associated shoulders within this natural community, there would
be a reduction from about 6,540 acres to 4,540 acres within the estimated 1.29 million
acre area occupied by this natural community range-wide. In other terms, rather than 0.5
percent of the occurrence of this natural community on the BMGR being occupied by
roads, 0.3 percent of it would be occupied by roads under the proposed action. Unroaded
areas of more than 3,000 acres in this natural community that would be conserved to the
extent compatible with the military or agency missions include areas in the Davis
Plain/Yuma Desert, Lechuguilla Desert, San Cristobal Valey, Childs Valley, and
Sauceda Valley. Another potential benefit would be less disturbance and natural recovery
of biologica soil crusts (which influence nitrogen and water relations, soil erosion, and
seedling germination/establishment, as well as providing food and nesting materials for
insects and wildlife). These biological soil crusts frequently occur in this community
type, and they are vulnerable to disturbance. Also, roads may facilitate invasion of this
natura community by non-native species such as Sahara mustard, red brome, and
buffelgrass, which can build up to densities that carry fire and lead to destruction of
native vegetation that is critical for wildlife. Other plants associated with this vegetation
type are ocotillo, cacti, ironwood, mesquites and paloverde, al of which are protected by
the Arizona Native Plant Law.

Paloverde-Mixed Cacti-Mixed Scrub on Bajadas. Management Units 4, 5, 6, and 7
contain the maority of this natural community type, and it has more miles of roads
embedded within it than any other vegetation type on the BMGR except for
creosotebush-bursage desertscrub. If the proposed action were implemented,
approximately 20 miles of the approximately 215 miles of road within this vegetative
community would be closed (a 10 percent reduction range-wide). Benefits would occur
within the localized affected areas, but would be minor on a range-wide basis. In range-
wide terms, the upper estimate surface area occupied by these roads and associated
shoulders currently represents about 780 acres and would be reduced to about 710 acres
of the estimated 210,000 acres of the range-wide occurrence of this natural community.
In other terms, the current 0.4 percent of this community occupied by roads range-wide
would be reduced to 0.3 percent. Foothill paloverde, mesquite, ironwood, ocotillo, and
many cacti occur in this native community type, and al are considered vulnerable to
illegal salvage or harvest and are therefore protected under the Arizona Native Plant Law.

Elephant Tree-Limberbush on Xeric Rocky Sopes. This vegetation occurs within
Management Units 1 and 2, and the proposed action would lead to a closure of about half
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of the roads (about 55 of about 105 miles) within this natural community type (a 52
percent decrease). Range-wide this natural community occupies 90,600 acres of the
BMGR and the upper estimate of the surface area occupied by existing roads and
associated shoulders is 380 acres; the proposed action would reduce this to about 205
acres. Range-wide the percent of this natural community occupied by roads would be
reduced from 0.4 percent to 0.2 percent. Although this may be viewed as a small effect in
these terms, there may be moderate benefits in that the BMGR and Cabeza Prieta NWR
contain the only representations of this community in the United States. A portion of this
natural community within the Tingjas Altas and Gila mountain areas is currently exposed
to heavy recreationa vehicle use, relative to the other areas in the United States where
this natural community occurs (Hall and others 2001). Recreation use in this area has
resulted in some reported damage to vegetation in the vicinity of Tingas Altas, although
the level of effect has not been quantified. Reduction in redundant roads and better
control of motorized vehicle use would therefore be expected to have moderate benefits
in localized areas, such as near Tingjas Altas. Elephant tree, Kearney sumac, and Bigelow
beargrass, which are species restricted from salvage by the Arizona Native Plant Law, are
dominants in this plant association.

Other natural communities that contain fewer miles of road relative to those listed above, and yet
may benefit somewhat from the road closures included in the proposed action are discussed
below.

Creosotebush-Big Galleta Scrub. This community type occurs on deep, sandy soils and
has been mapped in only one area on the BMGR — the Sentinel Plain area within
Management Unit 5, although it may also be found near the Dune Complex and Dune
Endemics community type. While relatively few roads currently exist in this community
type (about 28 miles), the proposed action would have the effect of reducing the length of
roadways by about 20 miles (68 percent), which would contribute to its protection from
any related disturbance. Because these roads do not serve a military or agency purpose
and are closed to public use, they are infrequently used and have relatively low levels of
disturbance associated with them. Range-wide, the upper estimate of surface area
currently occupied by roads and associated shoulders within the 24,500-acre occurrence
of this natural vegetative community on the BMGR is about 100 acres; the proposed
action would reduce this to about 30 acres. The estimated area of this natural community
occupied by roads would be reduced from 0.4 percent to 0.1 percent. Thus, benefits are
expected to be minor on this scale, but greater benefits may occur in localized areas
affected by the subject roads. In first-order drainages or bottomlands within this natural
community, velvet mesquite (a species protected from harvest by the Arizona Native
Plant Law) may provide the tree canopy layer. The big galleta, which occurs in relative
abundance in this plant community, is a rhizomatous species, meaning it has an
underground horizontal/compressed stem that bears shoots along its upper surface, which
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contributes to soil stabilization and erosion prevention. Thus, reducing any impacts on
this species may also potentially benefit earth and water resources within affected aress.

Valley Xeroriparian Scrub. This community contains several plant species restricted from
salvage or harvest by the Arizona Native Plant Law. The proposed action, if
implemented, would lead to a closure of approximately 8 miles of road in this natural
community (an approximately 28 percent decrease from the existing road network
located within this community). Range-wide this community is estimated to occupy
2,325 linear miles in the BMGR. The approximately 28 miles of road currently n this
community is 1.2 percent of this area; the proposed action would reduce this area to 0.9
percent. This community also occurs in many of the unroaded areas that would be greater
than 3,000 acres and thus conserved to the extent compatible with the military and
agency missions. Since road development in this natural community has the potential to
alter the flow regime, as well as the composition and structure of this community type, it
would benefit at low levels, primarily in localized areas, from the proposed road closures
and prohibition of further road development for public use.

Valley Bottom Floodplain Complex. Approximately 10 miles of road within this
community type, primarily located within Management Units 4 and 5, are subject to
closure under the proposed action (a reduction of close to one half). This community is
relatively uncommon (it is estimated to cover 29,000 acres or 1.7 percent of the range)
and the proposed road closures would reduce the acreage within this community from
about 75 to 40 acres. The range-wide percent of this natural community occupied by
roads would be reduced from 0.3 percent to 0.1 percent. The proposed action would have
the effect of making the occurrence of this natura community on the BMGR amost
entirely unroaded (the remaining roads that would traverse this community would total
less than 10 miles and cover a surface area dlightly more than 35 acres). Because this
vegetation provides forage, cover, nest sites, and perches that are scarce in adjacent
communities, it is of high value to wildlife. According to Hall and others (2001), the
BMGR contains some of the best remaining examples of this community in Arizona, and
perhaps the entire Sonoran Desert. Roads are potentially correlated with spread of
invasive species in this community because non-native seeds may be transported and
distributed via vehicles and the seeds are more likely to germinate in the Valley Bottom
Floodplain Complex where water is more accessible. In particular within this natural
community, there is concern regarding invasive species such as Sahara mustard and
buffelgrass reaching densities sufficient to carry fire that could kill the native species,
which are especialy not fire-adapted (Hall and others 2001). For these reasons, the
benefits to this natural community associated with the proposed road closures would
potentially have greater benefits for vegetation than similar closures proposed in other
natural communities, but in view of the small area of this community occupied by roads,
the total magnitude of the benefits would be very modest.
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If the closed roads were permitted to recover naturaly, they would eventually revegetate,
although there could be some problems created by non-native species, which could colonize such
corridors even in the absence of their active use because seeds can be distributed by wind or
water and some invasive plant species are known to colonize and prosper in disturbed soil
environments.

The proposed action would allow for site-specific planning to establish the Cabeza Prieta NWR
bypass roads within Management Unit 2. The 7 miles of roads that would be built to bypass the
Cabeza Prieta NWR would necessitate the clearing of some vegetation, and would therefore
create some localized negative effects on vegetation in the area. These added roads, would
primarily traverse creosotebush-bursage desertscrub vegetation and create one additional
unroaded area in each of the 101- to 500-acre, 1001- to 3,000-acre, and 3,001- to 5,000-acre
categories, but would do so a the expense of eliminating an unroaded area from the 5,001- to
10,000-acre category (see Figures 34 and 35) primarily within this natural community (see
Figure 2-5). Some eephant tree-limberbush vegetation in the southern Copper Mountains would
also be potentially affected by the east-west bypass road (see Figure 2-5).

5532 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Strategy B would result in the retention of al roads that would be closed under the proposed
action, plus implementation of site specific planning for the Cabeza Prieta NWR bypass roads, a
difference of 665 miles (see Tables 3-6 and Figures 3-1 and 3-2). The subject roads are mostly
located within the creosotebush-bursage desertscrub natural community, a difference of about
560 miles as compared to the proposed action (including the Cabeza Prieta NWR bypass road).
Within the elephant tree- limberbush on xeric rocky slopes natura community, there would be a
about 50 more miles of road as compared to the proposed action, within the paloverde- mixed
cacti-mixed scrub on bajadas there would be about 20 more miles of road as compared to the
proposed action, and within the creosotebushtbig galleta scrub natural community there would
be about 20 more miles as compared to the proposed action. The surface area occupied by these
roads in each natural community in relation to the area occupied by these natural communities
range-wide is discussed in Section 5.3.3.1.

Retaining the existing road network (rather than reducing it) would not have the potential
beneficial impacts to vegetation as described for the proposed action. As noted, most of these
roads are likely having minor localized effects on vegetation within localized areas, but under
this strategy any effects that the subject roads were having on native plant communities would
continue. The predicted effects of continued use of these roads and associated activities (e.g.,
vehicle-based camping) include some physical damage to vegetation (including biological soil
crusts) and, depending on site-specific conditions, the potential spread of non native species or
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for changes in distribution of water in the community due to disruption of natura runoff patterns.
These effects are likely greatest in areas where road concentrations are greatest (i.e., whereillicit
ORV travel has occurred in the past and caused the proliferation of roads, such as in the Gila
Foothills and the Tingjas Altas areas). Many of the roads that would be closed under the
proposed action but remain open under this aternative strategy are redundant to other roads
within the same localized plant community, particularly within the creosotebushbursage desert
scrub natural community.

In addition, Strategy B would allow future motorized public access to currently restricted
locations if changes in military activities permit. If implemented, this action could further effects
of these existing roads by potentially introducing additional uses and types of uses along these
roadways which could have minor negative effects on vegetation (e.g., vehicle-based roadside
camping). Strategy B lacks the provision for conserving existing unroaded areas of 3,000 acres
or more that the proposed action includes. Thus, the potential benefits to vegetative resources as
described for the proposed action would not occur under this alternative strategy.

Strategy D, in comparison to the proposed action, would have greater potential for beneficial

impacts to vegetative resources affected by the roads that would remain open under the proposed
action, but would be closed under this strategy. Strategy D would close a total of approximately
765 miles of road, reducing the existing road network by about 34 percent. Strategy D would
close 107 more miles of road than the proposed Strategy C, resulting in about a 4-percent
difference between Strategies C and D. Differences between unroaded areas under this strategy
and the proposed action are too dight to discern a difference in impacts to vegetation as
compared to the proposed action. About 82 miles (or 77 percent) of this 107-mile difference in
roads to be closed under Strategy D but not under the proposed action is within the creosotebush
bursage desert scrub vegetative community. When translated into the upper estimate of surface
area occupied by these roads and associated road shoulders within this natural community, the
difference between Strategy D and the proposed action is about 300 acres within the estimated
1.29 million-acre area occupied by this natura community range-wide (or from 0.4 percent to
0.3 percent of the occurrence of this natural community that would be occupied by roads).

Within the elephant tree-limberbush on xeric rocky slopes natural community, an additional 15
miles of road would be closed. When translated into the estimated upper estimate of surface area
occupied by these roads and associated road shoulders within this natural community, the
difference between Strategy D and the proposed action is about 55 acres within the estimated
90,600 acres of this natural community range-wide. Within the valley xeroriparian scrub natural

community, about 9 more miles of road would be closed under this strategy as compared to the
proposed action. Whereas the proposed action would reduce this area of roads within this 2,325-
linear-mile natural community on the BMGR to 0.9 percent, Strategy D would reduce the area
occupied by roads to 0.5 percent of this natura community on the BMGR. While some of the
benefits that may be realized under this strategy, but not the proposed action may be measurable
in localized areas, the difference in range-wide benefits to general vegetation would be minor.
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Site-specific planning for the bypass roads to reroute vehicle traffic around rather than through
the northwest corner of the Cabeza Prieta NWR would not be implemented and the potential
effects of such roads, assessed at a programmatic level for the proposed action, would not occur.
Agency (Border Patrol) use of the roads within the northeast corner of the Cabeza Prieta NWR
Wilderness and any associated impacts to vegetative resources would continue.

The benefits to vegetative resources from unroaded area management would be similar to that
described for the proposed action. However, this strategy would reduce the number of unroaded
areas in the BMGR of 3,000 acres or less by about 72 percent, from 526 to 145, as compared to
67 percent, from 526 to 171, under the proposed action (see Figure 3-5). There would be seven
fewer unroaded areas of 3,001 to 10,000 acres and one additional unroaded area of 10,001 to
50,000 acres.

Unlike the proposed action, this alternative includes objectives to prohibit development of new
public use roads and to restore closed roads where feasible and prudent to remediate a degraded
ecological process or enhance wildlife usage. Both would have the potential for additional
beneficial impacts as compared to the proposed action. New roads of any kind would destroy
vegetation within the roadway and potentially have effects that extend beyond the road (e.g.,
possibly due to change in natural drainage patterns or introduction of non-native species). While
most roads to be closed would probably not warrant remediation, where a formalized restoration
effort is implemented, there would likely be quicker vegetative recovery and better control to
prevent the introduction and/or spread of non-native species. This is because remediation may
include actions to promote the propagation of native species rather than leaving disturbed soil
potentially vulnerable to propagation by nonnative species, which are known to take root in
disturbed soils prior to and out compete native species, thus allowing them to spread.

55.3.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

Under the no-action aternative (Strategy A range-wide), all 2,222 miles of roads in the current
inventory would be retained, and unroaded areas greater than 3,000 acres would not be
conserved. Overal, this action would not result in any of the benefits for vegetation that were
discussed in Section 5.5.3.1 for the proposed action, at least until completion of a future
trangportation plan. Probably the greatest difference between the proposed action and this
aternative would be noted within the creosotebushbursage desertscrub natural community type
because about 550 miles of roads would not be closed. Within the elephant tree-limberbush on
xeric rocky slopes natural community, about 50 miles of road would not be closed. A collective
total of about 56 miles of road closures proposed in the creosotebushtbig galleta scrub,
paloverde-mixed cacti-mixed scrub on bajadas, valley xeroriparian scrub, and valley bottom
floodplain complex would not be closed. However, in the long-term, completion of a
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trangportation plan could result in the closure of some roads not meeting military, agency, or
public use needs. Without an understanding of what that transportation plan might include, the
specific long-term effects of the no-action aternative on general vegetation cannot be eval uated.

554 Camping and Visitor Stay Limits

55.4.1  Proposed Action (Strategy C)

Application of Management Strategy C range-wide would continue to permit dispersed self-
contained camping within areas open to the public. It aso would alow vehicle-based camping
within 50 feet of most roads that are open to public use for up to 14 consecutive days within a
28-day period (smilar to the existing situation). Camping would continue to affect vegetation at
low levels and in a dispersed fashion as vegetation is trampled or removed by vehicles and
people at and near campsites, particularly from vehicle-based roadside camping. The proposed
action would require that all campsites be more than ¥4 mile away from designated natural and
cultural resources that are sensitive to human-caused disturbance. Camping may be restricted
along certain 1oad segments (e.g. if there is a cultura resource site or a special-status plant
population located nearby). This action would benefit vegetation because it would reduce the
stress that vehicles and people impose on areas with unique or sensitive flora.

The proposed assessment of the effects of establishing designated camping areas would
determine the relative impacts to vegetation that are caused by concentrated, rather than
dispersed camping activity and assist in the implementation of a camping policy that would be
protective of biological resources.

55.4.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Management Strategy D for this resource element would potentially be more protective of
vegetation than the proposed action because, in addition to the benefits outlined above, it would
limit the duration of vehicle-based camping to 7 consecutive days, which is a reduction from the
14-day limit identified for the proposed action. This would have the effect of limiting the
duration of each localized disturbance event, thus possibly reducing the stress on vegetation and
potentially providing time between disturbance events sufficient to alow the vegetation to
recover.

By contrast, the application of Management Strategy B could potentially cause more damage to
vegetation as compared to the proposed action because it would alow vehicle-based camping
within a 100-foot zone adjacent to existing roads, which is double the area currently allowed.
Unlike the proposed action or Strategy D, Strategy B would not restrict camping along road
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segments where sensitive biological or cultural resources are located nor would an assessment of
effects of establishing designated campsite be conducted.

55.4.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action alternative would have fewer potential benefits to vegetation than the proposed
action because it would not include management objectives to (1) restrict camping along certain
road segments for resource protection purposes, (2) study the effects of designated camping sites,
and (3) restrict camping within ¥ mile of natural and cultural resources that are determined to be
sensitive to human-caused disturbance. However, an action smilar to item 1 may be
implemented through a future transportation plan.

555 Recreation Services and Use Supervision

5551  Proposed Action (Strategy C in Unit 2 and Strategy D in All Other Units)

This management element includes consideration of vehicular travel; access permits; law
enforcement; signs, gates, and fences; and mine access. Currently, the vast magority of
Management Units 4, 5, and 7 are closed to public access, while the mgjority of Units 2, 3, 6, and
the southeastern portion of Unit 1 are generally open to visitors with a BMGR permit.

The proposed action is to apply Management Strategy C to Unit 2 and Strategy D to all other
management units. These two management strategies are identical except that a single party with
10 or more vehicles would need a specia use permit to use most of the publicly accessible areas
of the BMGR, but the special use permit would not be required until 20 vehicles were traveling
in a single party within only Management Unit 2. The proposed action would also continue
range-wide objectives to prohibit public ORV travel and on and off-road racing and would
restrict motorized public travel in all washes, except where the wash is a designated part of the
road system open to the public and is dry.

As first explained in Section 5.2.5.1, the objective to restrict motorized public travel in all
washes, except for where the wash is a designated part of the road system open to the public and
when the wash is dry, is consistent with the Goldwater Amendment. Unrestricted driving in
washes large enough to accommaodate a vehicle is traditional among some BMGR users, but this
activity has not been previously authorized and BLM law-enforcement officers have enforced
restrictions on this activity in the past. The proposed action would have the potential to minimize
vehicle access to washes by clarifying the policy and implementing user education programs as
proposed. This would potentially benefit vegetation at low to moderate levels in localized areas
primarily by limiting disturbance to vegetation, particularly along the banks of the wash
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(especially in narrow washes), and in braided washes (where vegetation might occur within the
wash). Vehicles driving in washes could aso introduce invasive species to wash areas.
Vegetation that occurs within large wash beds, such as burrobush, could be affected by vehicle
use in washes, athough such species are fairly tolerant as they are adapted to scouring floods and
resprout after topkill (Hall and others 2001). However, it should be noted that such effects might
be lessened because, as noted in Section 4.12.1.3, the current BMGR Genera Vehicle Operating
Rules specify that “individuals must not operate a vehicle in a manner that is likely to
unnecessarily damage or disturb land, wildlife, or vegetation resources.” Further, Arizona laws
and regulations specify that “(i)t is unlawful for a person to drive an off-highway vehicle with
reckless disregard for the safety of persons or property.” (Arizona Revised Statutes, 28-1174A).
This action would also reduce the public’'s access to valley xeroriparian scrub habitat, which
includes vegetation that is highly variable due to a complex vegetative structure with multiple
layers that are often connected by vines, and includes plant species that are vulnerable to salvage
(e.g. blue paloverde, ironwood, cacti, and honey mesquite). If traditiona points of ingress and
egress to the wash are not located at road intersections, there could be additional effects to
general vegetation and biological soil crusts that may be present on banks outside the scour zone,
but this is not generally the manner in which washes are believed to have traditionally been used
for motorized travel on the BMGR.

Continuing to prohibit public ORV travel off-road and on and off-road racing, continuing to
require compliance with general vehicle operating rules, and providing for adequate law
enforcement, would continue to protect vegetation throughout the publicly accessible portions of
the range, particularly those species that are most sensitive to the types of disturbance that could
be caused by these activities, including the biological soil crusts found in creosotebushbursage
desertscrub.

Requiring a special use permit for larger group sizes could potentially benefit vegetation by
discouraging use by larger groups, which can create larger and more intense areas of vegetative
disturbance relative to smaller groups (e.g., vehicle-based roadside camping). Requiring the
retention of at least six law enforcement officers would continue to ensure that there would be
personnel to prevent/deter visitors from violating rules regarding protection of sensitive plant
resources (e.g., more law-enforcement officers to prevent poaching of ironwood). Other benefits
to vegetation may be derived from the proposed increase in public education information
programs and the development and implementation of limits-of-acceptable change monitoring to
guide recreation use management and protect natural resources (including vegetation).

W:\01016\800\Draft EI SClean\Chapter 5.doc 5107



BMGR INRMP 5.5 General Vegetation
Draft EIS February 2003

5,5.5.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and/or Strategy D, Depending on
Unit)

The primary difference between Strategy D and Strategy C is the requirement to obtain specia
use permits for parties with 10 vehicles with Strategy D instead of 20 vehicles with Strategy C.
Although the direct and indirect impacts of vehicles on vegetation may be more intense in
association with larger group sizes, no meaningful comparison of how potential effects to
vegetation might differ between these two aternative management strategies can be made. In
theory, two groups of 10 could have the same impacts on general vegetation as one group of 20.
Visitation by groups having more than 10 vehicles has historically been infrequent on the
BMGR. Thus, there would be no discernable difference in impacts to vegetative resources if
Strategy D were applied to Unit 2 instead of Strategy C (as proposed) or Strategy C were applied
to al other units rather that Strategy D (as proposed).

Compared to Strategies C or D, Alternative Management Strategy B would potentially be
generally less protective of vegetation because it would allow motorized public travel in
designated washes when dry, require fewer law enforcement officials, alow parties with up to 30
vehicles without a specia use permit, and consider the potential for public ORV use in
designated off-road areas. Opening areas to ORV use has the potential to negatively affect
vegetation through the direct physical damage that can be done to plants and the indirect effects
from increased vulnerability to invasion by non-native pest plant species (e.g. Sahara mustard)
and/or plant pathogens. Biological soil crusts (which play a number of important ecological roles
in many arid lands) are particularly vulnerable to ORV's and trampling, and once damaged can
take decades to recover. As described in Section 5.5.5.1, public access to washes can lead to
negative impacts on vegetation. However, these factors would presumably be taken into
consideration during the process of deciding which areas of the BMGR may be opened to ORV
use and which washes would be designated opened to motorized travel, and some of these
potential effects could therefore be minimized or eliminated. Further, if any significant adverse
impacts were identified, such uses would not be permitted. Thus, as compared to the proposed
action, Strategy B could have minor to moderate effects on vegetation in localized aress,
depending upon which areas are designated for these types of motorized public access.

5,5.53 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The main difference in potential impacts to vegetation resources from adopting the no-action
aternative, as compared to the proposed action, would arise from the rules regarding vehicular
travel. Similar to Strategy C and D, the no-action aternative would prohibit public ORV travel
and, as with all other alternatives, on and off-road racing would be prohibited and compliance
with general vehicle operating rules would be required. These objectives would continue to have
the previoudly noted benefits on general vegetation. The no-action alternative would allow
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motorized public travel in dry washes in accordance with the Draft Barry M. Goldwater East
HMP. As previously noted, driving in washes is not currently sanctioned on the BMGR and such
use, even within the vehicle operating guidelines, can disturb vegetation at low to moderate
levels in localized areas—particularly along the banks of the wash and in braided washes where
vegetation might occur within the wash—and potentially introduce invasive species to wash
areas. Because a special use permit would not be required for parties with fewer than 50 vehicles,
there would be a greater potential for large groups and the associated potential for increased
disturbance of individua plants within a short time (e.g., if the group camped in a localized
area); however, this is regarded as an unlikely impact since most parties that visit the BMGR
have fewer than 10 vehicles.

In comparison to the other management strategies, for objectives not related to motorized vehicle
access, and recreation services and use supervision, the no-action aternative would not include
an objective for a minimum number of law enforcement officers and there are fewer objectives
related to environmental education. Both of these could trandlate into less protection for general
vegetation as compared to the proposed action.

556 Rockhounding

55.6.1  Proposed Action (Strategy C in Units 2 and 3 and Strategy D in All Other Units)

Surface removal of rock would be prohibited under the proposed action (Strategy D) for
Management Units 1, 4, 5, 6, and 7. Although rockhounding is not believed to be an intensive
use of the BMGR, some rockhounding may occur within the publicly accessible portions of
Units 1 and 7 and within Unit 6. At current levels, rockhounding is not thought to be associated
with any measurable effects to general vegetation. However, prohibition of rockhounding would
also prevent the remova of rock-dwelling lichens from the BMGR (which has not been
identified as a management issue on the BMGR).

In Units 2 and 3 (which are generally located west of the Mohawk Mountains and open to public
access), the proposed action would be Strategy C, which would continue to allow surface
rockhounding for personal purposes, but restrict collection to no more than 25 pounds and
restrict the activity from special natural/interest areas (i.e., the Mohawk Mountains ACEC which
would be redesignated as a specia natural/interest area under the proposed action) and other
designated natural or cultural resource areas that are sensitive to impacts arising from human
induced disturbances. If there were unknown deleterious effects occurring as a result of
rockhounding, this strategy would potentially be less protective of vegetation than prohibiting
rockhounding. However, this activity is not known to be a concern for genera vegetation
(including lichens) on the BMGR and if effects were identified, the activity could be prohibited
in areas with sensitive plant communities under this management objective.
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55.6.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and/or Strategy D, Depending on
Unit)

Management Strategy B would limit rock remova to no more than 25 pounds, but would not
restrict surface rockhounding for personal (i.e.,, noncommercial) purposes from specia
natural/interest and other designated natural and cultural resource areas that are sensitive to
impacts arising from humaninduced disturbances. This action would not have the potential to
afford specia protection for general vegetation if such impacts were identified. Rockhounding
would only be prohibited if a compliance issue were to arise.

Another aternative for Units 2 and 3 is Strategy D, which would have more potential benefit to
vegetation than the proposed action in these areas by prohibiting rockhounding and, thus, any
associated effects to vegetation. Conversely, the alternative in all other unitsis Strategy C, which
would potentialy have less benefit to vegetation, as described for Units 2 and 3 in the proposed
action.

55.6.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action alternative would continue to limit rock removal to 24 pounds plus one piece, and
would not impose any other restrictions on rockhounding activity. In the event that rockhounding
is currently or were in the future causing impacts to genera vegetation, this strategy would
provide the least protective aternative for general vegetation.

557 Wood Cutting, Gathering, and Firewood Use, and Collection of Native Plants

55.7.1  Proposed Action (Strategy D in Unit 1, Strategy C in All Other Units)

Under the proposed action, within Unit 1 al cutting, collection, burning, or removal of native
wood would be prohibited. In all other units, the use of dead and downed wood for campfires
would be allowed, but all other wood cutting, collection, or remova from the BMGR would be
prohibited. Within Unit 1, any effects to vegetation as a result of alowed wood cutting,
gathering, and firewood use would no longer occur. This unit includes nearly al of the former
Tingas Altas Mountains ACEC, which is open to the public and where wood collection is
currently prohibited. Given that the Davis Plain area has been subject to over harvesting of
ironwood in the past (U.S. Department of Interior, BLM 1990); the demand for ironwood for
carving; their slow-growing nature; and several scoping comments that expressed concerns
regarding wood cutting, gathering, and firewood use in and around this area, this strategy would
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potentially provide needed protection for general vegetation associated with these types of uses
in this unit. For these reasons, the potential benefits to general vegetation are regarded as low to
moderate.

With the application of Strategy C in al other units, the use of dead and downed wood would be
allowed for campfires, but al other forms of wood cutting or wood collection and removal of
wood from the range would be prohibited.- Whereas currently collection of dead and downed
wood for campfires within expired ACECs and within 150 feet of EI Camino del Diablo is
prohibited, collection of dead and downed wood would be alowed along EI Camino del Diablo,
within that portion of the expired Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes ACEC within Unit 3, and
the small Unit 2 portion of the former Tingjas Altas Mountains ACEC. While wood cutting can
have deleterious effects on woody plant species, effects to general vegetation associated with
continuing to allow the collection of dead and downed wood throughout Units 2 through 7 are
regarded as minor. With the exception of the former ACECs areas and EI Camino del Diablo
corridor, effects would continue as the range-wide policy outside of these areas per the
Goldwater Amendment has been to allow the collection of dead and downed wood. Potential
effects would be limited to trampling of vegetation that may be caused by the search for and
dragging of larger pieces of firewood, which could damage some vegetation and potentially be
detrimental to biological soil crustsin affected areas. Additionally, any effects to plants that may
occur from the elimination of a source of nutrient to the soil that is produced through the natural
decay of dead and downed wood would also continue to occur. The objective to monitor native
wood supplies in high-use areas and restrict collection if resource conditions indicate would be a
new maregement objective for the BMGR that would be expected to have beneficial impacts on
general vegetation for any affected area.

The proposed action would continue to alow for wood campfires range-wide, but native wood
fires would be prohibited within Unit 1. Some concerns were raised in scoping that campfires
can kill biological soil crusts and potentially cause wildfires. The proposed action includes the
management objective to require all campsites to be more than ¥« mile away from designated
natural and cultural resources that are sensitive to impacts arising from humaninduced
disturbances. This objective could be applied to areas where biological soil crusts are located and
provide protection for these resources. In the absence of such protection, the impact to biological
soil crusts from campfires would be limited to localized areas of the campfires and is currently
not believed to be a management issue on the BMGR. The fact that a campfire-ignited wildfire
has never been reported on the BMGR is eviderce that this risk is low; however, as plant
communities on the BMGR are not fire resistant and are potentialy at increased risk for being
able to carry fire due to the spread of invasive species, the continued risk is notable.

With the proposed action (and al alternative actions) plants listed in the Arizona Native Plant

Law (including plant parts, seeds, or fruit) would be prohibited from collection (but not the use
of dead wood for permissible campfires as is specifically exempted in the law) unless for
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authorized salvage or Native American purposes. The Native Plant Law is designed to protect
certain plant species, particularly those that might be vulnerable for collection and use in

landscaping.

55.7.2  Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and/or Strategy D, Depending on
Unit)

While Strategy B would prohibit removal of wood from BMGR, it would allow the cutting and
gathering of wood, and firewood use in a sustainable manner. This represents the least protective
alternative for vegetation. In comparison to the proposed action, there could be low to moderate
impacts in localized areas, particularly from wood cutting, and aso the use of downed and dead
wood.

Applying Strategy D in Management Units 2 through 7 would have more benefit for vegetation
than the proposed action in that it would restrict wood collection and the use of native wood for
campfires, particularly given that these areas are generally open to public access, and most
firewood use occurs in these units. Benefits would be similar to those described for the proposed
action to apply this strategy in Unit 1; however, unlike Unit 1, over- harvesting of firewood has
not been noted as a resource management issue.

Applying Strategy C in Unit 1 would potentially be less protective of vegetation than the
proposed action (Strategy D). Due to the current management concerns regarding wood
collection within former Tingas Altas Mountains ACEC, this strategy could result in greater
impacts to vegetation than the proposed action since collection of dead and downed wood would
be allowed where it has previously been restricted. However, given the current management
concerns, wood collection may still be prohibited in this area under the Strategy C provision to
restrict wood collection if resource conditions dictate.

5,5.7.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

Currently, woodcutting or wood collection for commercial or domestic use is prohibited, but use
of dead and downed wood for campfires is alowed except within the former ACECs and within
150 feet of El Camino del Diablo Backcountry Byway. This aternative would likely be more
beneficia to vegetation than Strategy B because of its continued prohibition regarding wood
cutting and collection of dead and downed wood in certain areas, however, it would probably be
less protective of vegetation in Unit 1 and in high-use areas where wood collection may be
restricted if resource conditions dictate as described for the proposed action in Section 5.5.7.1.
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558 Hunting

None of the aternative management strategies would have a measurable effect on vegetation on
the BMGR because the objectives for each strategy are primarily focused on issues concerning
wildlife and the implementation of a hunting permit program. One potential result of making
changes to the current level of hunting management is that the implementation of a hunting fee to
be considered with Management Strategy B (the proposed action) and Management StrategiesC
and D (the aternative actions), or petitioning the Arizona Game and Fish Commission to close
the BMGR to non-game species collection (Management Strategy D) may indirectly benefit
vegetation by reducing the number of people incidentally disturbing plant resources. Any benefit,
however, would be minor.

559 Recr eational Shooting

The proposed action (Management Strategy C) may have a more beneficial effect on vegetation
than would either Management Strategy A or B because it would consider designating specific
shooting areas, and those could be located in areas lacking sensitive plant communities or
species. In some areas of the BMGR, saguaros and other cacti have been observed as damaged
from intentional or inadvertent recreational shooting. Although dispersed recreational shooting
would not necessarily be prohibited as a result of having designated areas, it would likely
decrease in favor of using designated areas where the activity could occur under safer conditions.

Management Strategy D would initially prohibit recreational shooting and therefore temporarily
eliminate any impact to vegetation that may be occurring due to current levels of recreational
shooting. If the shooting were eventually allowed to resume under this strategy, it would be in
designated areas only. Thus, any impacts to vegetation from recreationa shooting would be
confined to localized areas and would be expected to be minor.

55.10 Utility/Transportation Corridors

5.5.10.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

Management Strategy C would restrict al future utility/transportation corridor development to
existing corridors except for the Yuma ASH, which had an application filed prior to 6 November
2001. If the Yuma ASH is constructed as planned, some vegetation on the BMGR within the
creosotebush-bursage desert scrub natural community would be cleared and the roadway may
provide a new pathway for invasive species (particularly Sahara mustard), but no utilities would
be alowed to follow in that corridor. The effects of the Yuma ASH are being assessed in a
separate NEPA document, and will be further discussed in the cumulative effects analysis.
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The proposed action would aso continue to confine construction of nonmilitary overhead
transmission lines to aignments immediately parallel to the existing Gila Bend to Ajo line. Non
military underground facilities would continue to be restricted to the west of and paralel to the
Tucson Cornelia and Gila Bend Railroad. This would continue to be of benefit to vegetative
resources, asthisis a previously disturbed corridor, although further development of this existing
State Route 85 corridor may lead to some localized clearing of vegetation or other disturbance
that can directly affect vegetation and/or facilitate invasion by exotic species. If herbicides are
used in the maintenance of these corridors, they should be used in accordance with appropriate
best management practices and the manufacturers recommendations in order to prevent any
harmful effects on native vegetation. Proposals for the establishment or upgrade of
utility/transportation facilities within this corridor would be subject to a separate environmental
review and approval process, which would be expected to identify more specific vegetative
effects.

55.10.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Strategy D, which would restrict al future utility/transportation developments to existing
corridors, would be more protective of vegetation than the proposed action because it would not
allow vegetative clearing in undisturbed areas for the establishment of new corridors (including
the Yuma ASH). Management provisions for the State Route 85 corridor and associated impacts
to vegetation would be the same as noted for the proposed action.

Management Strategies B, which would not continue the existing management provisions of the
State Route 85 corridor and evaluate development of utility/transportation proposals on a case-
by-case basis, could potentially result in vegetative clearing for construction or maintenance
beyond what would potentially occur under the proposed action. The Yuma ASH would likely be
constructed and further corridors, as compatible with the military mission, could also be
established. Because new corridors beyond the Yuma ASH could be established, this alternative
has the greatest potential to reduce the quantity of vegetation ard to lead to the potentia
introduction of invasive plant speciesin affected aress.

55.10.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The effect of the no-action alternative on vegetation is similar to that of the proposed action.
However, additional clearing and potential introduction of invasive species could occur in the
development of future corridors, which would be considered on a case-by-case basis and could
be developed rather than precluded, as they would be (other than the Yuma ASH) with the
proposed action.
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5511 General Vegetation, Wildlife, Wildlife Habitat, and Wildlife Waters

55.11.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

The range-wide implementation of Management Strategy C would have a beneficial effect on
vegetation. Although it is current policy to control trespass grazing by livestock and feral burros,
this policy has not historically been effectively implemented as evidenced by ongoing issues
related to trespass livestock and feral burros. The proposed action would continue the objective
to develop procedures to control all trespass livestock and fera burros, plus includes Perimeter
Land Use, Encroachment, and Regional Planning objectives that include monitoring the quantity
of livestock permitted on perimeter grazing alotments and maintaining a list of names,
addresses, and brands of permitees to be able to respond to trespass grazing. In addition,
historically management of trespass grazing has been a BLM function, whereas with the MLWA
of 1999 as furthered by the INRMP, the military would assume this role. Range operators could
notify the appropriate military officials of any observed trespass grazing concerns (e.qg.,
livestock/feral burros observed, required fence maintenance) and provide the information
directly to the appropriate military department/function, which would presumably be a more
efficient and effective means for addressing this issue (see Section 5.5.18.1). If accomplished,
the ongoing control of trespass grazing would be of benefit to vegetative resources because
livestock consume native vegetation at rates in excess of what plants are adapted to from
consumption by native herbivores and omnivores. In addition, livestock and feral burro grazing
is a known cause of the introduction and spread of invasive species and has been noted as a
concern for the BMGR by some experts (Hall and others 2001).

The proposed evauation of cumulative impacts of land disturbance would provide new
information to land managers on the extent and level of impacts to vegetation from uses that
have never before been evaluated comprehensively (particularly effects from recreation, Border
Patrol activities, and UDAS). Based on this information, criteria would be established to protect
important habitat. Any resultant benefit would be dependent on the extent that such criteria
would benefit vegetative resources and cannot be further defined at this time. Similarly, the
objective to identify key areas and implement restrictions on activities as needed to protect and
conserve habitat, ecosystems, and biodiversity may benefit vegetative resources in varying
degrees within any identified key area where a management action restricts an activity that may
have an effect on vegetation. The objective to implement vegetation and wildlife habitat
restoration efforts for areas that have been damaged by a discontinued military, agency, or
intensive public use could have benefits similar to those described in Section 5.5.3.2 relative to
the restoration of roads. Where a formalized restoration effort is implemented, there would likely
be quicker vegetative recovery and better control to prevent the introduction and/or spread of
non-native species.
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Measurable and wide-ranging benefits for vegetation would be expected to potentially result
from the objective to conduct surveys for, establish control priorities for, prevent the introduction
of, and monitor populations of invasive species and develop coordinated strategies to locally
eradicate and/or control the spread of invasive species (e.g. Sahara mustard and buffelgrass)
commensurate with the threats they pose to natura resources on the BMGR and within the
greater Sonoran Desert ecoregion. The density and distribution of invasive species on the BMGR
is not accurately known, athough Sahara mustard is found in sandy soils in many areas
throughout the BMGR and buffelgrass is known to have invaded at least part of the BMGR.
Other non-native grasses including Lehmann lovegrass, red brome, and Mediterranean grass
have also been recorded on the BMGR. One study in the Mohawk Dunes (Malusa and others
2001) found that roads used by the Border Patrol may be the main vectors for the dispersal of
Sahara mustard in this area. This objective allows for the extent of the invasives to be identified
and controlled before they reach densities sufficient to carry fire, and before they become so well
established that they displace native plant species. In addition, the BMGR vegetation map would
be updated. All of these actions would aid in the conservation and preservation of native
vegetation, including species and natural community conservation el ements.

Lastly, the proposed development of six wildlife waters within the first five years of the INRMP
could result in short-term, minor localized impacts to vegetation that may be killed or physically
harmed in association with wildlife water development construction activities. Long-term minor
impacts to vegetation and plant communities in the vicinity of these wildlife waters may also
occur as these areas may be used for forage by some herbivores instead of other areas that are not
proximal to the water source. Krausman and Czech (1997) note this concern along with a need
for more data on the impact of ungulates on plant communities surrounding water devel opments.
These effects would be analyzed in more detailed and site-specific NEPA documentation to be
completed prior to the construction of the wildlife water projects. Because additiona wildlife
water developments beyond the first five years of the INRMP would be dependent upon the
findings of the proposed study of the benefits and effects of wildlife water developments, any
impacts of additional waters beyond these six developments cannot be evaluated at this time
even programmatically.

55.11.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

The elements of Management Strategy D that would affect vegetation are identical to the
proposed action and would have the same effects, with the exception of the management
objectives related to the number of wildlife water devel opments that would be constructed during
the first five years of the INRMP. Where six new waters would be developed under the proposed
action, no wildlife water developments would be constructed under Strategy D; therefore, there
would not be any impacts to vegetation in association with construction activities. Thereafter, the
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potential impacts of wildlife water developments are not known under any strategy, as they
would be dependent upon the proposed study efforts.

In regard to elements affecting vegetation, Strategy B would only differ from the proposed action
in that it would not identify key areas and implement restrictions on activities as needed to
protect and conserve habitat, ecosystems, and biodiversity. Both alternative actions would be
protective of vegetation, although Strategy C could potentially provide additional protection for
vegetation (which could include natural community and species conservation elements) in these
localized areas if restrictions on activities are implemented and are protective of vegetative
resources. Although 17 wildlife water developments would be implemented and additional
developments considered under this strategy, a similar number as the proposed action (Six)
would probably be implemented during the first five years of the INRMP. As stated previously,
because the potential impacts of wildlife water developments are not known under any strategy,
no comparative assessment can be made beyond the first five years of the INRMP. As with the
proposed action, wildlife water developments could damage or kill vegetation within the
localized areas impacted by the development activities and plant communities in the vicinity of
the water development may be affected by increased foraging rates. These impacts are regarded
as minor and localized.

5.5.11.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

With respect to vegetation on the BMGR, the no-action aternative would have many of the same
benefits as the proposed action. The main difference would be the lack of management
objectives regarding (1) the identification of key areas and implementation of restrictions on
activities as needed to protect and conserve habitat, ecosystems, and biodiversity; (2)the
implementation of vegetation and wildlife habitat restoration efforts for areas that have been
damaged by a discontinued military, agency, or intensive public use; and (3) the specific invasive
species management objective. The difference in level of beneficial effect of this aternative
relative to the proposed action would depend on the effectiveness of these three management
objectives in protecting vegetative resources beyond the protection that is afforded under current
management policy. Of these, the invasive species management objective has the greatest
potential to have measurable wide-ranging beneficial impacts on vegetation, which would not
necessarily occur under the no-action alternative. In addition, like Strategy B, the 17 remaining
wildlife water development projects proposed in the HMPs would be authorized, although a
similar number would probably be implemented during the first five years of the INRMP; thus,
effects to vegetation within localized affected areas would be the same as the proposed action (at
least for the first five years of the INRMP, which is al that can be assessed at this time).
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55.12 Special Status Species

5.5.12.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

The main effect that implementation of Management Strategy C would have on vegetation would
be to improve the available knowledge about special status plant species, some of which fave
never been formally surveyed for, and others which have not been the subject of surveys in
recent years. The surveys being proposed could therefore provide up-to-date information on the
distribution and abundance of four specia status plant species reported on the BMGR: Acufia
cactus, Pierson’s milkvetch, sand food, and individual crested saguaros, as well as severa more
species that are protected by the Arizona Native Plant Law (see Sections 4.7.1.3 and 5.7.12.1 for
details on protected plant species). During these efforts, additional insights could be gained
relative to genera vegetation resources and natural community and species conservation
elements. However, the survey activities themselves could cause minor localized impacts to
vegetation (from incidental trampling, collection of samples, etc.).

55.12.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Management Strategy D is identical to the proposed action and would therefore have the same
potential benefits and effects on plant species. Strategy B would not initiate or continue surveys
for special status plant species, and would therefore have less benefit to this resource category
than the proposed action. The potential environmental consequences of the aternative actions on
protected species are discussed in more detail in Section 5.7.12.2.

55.12.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)
The no-action alternative is more focused on wildlife issues (e.g. Sonoran pronghorn) and would
therefore have little direct benefit to special status plant species. The potential environmental

consequences of the no-action aternative for protected species are discussed in more detail in
Section 5.7.12.3.

55.13 Soil and Water Resour ces

5.5.13.1 Proposed Action (Strategy D)
Management Strategy D (and all other management strategies) would continue to restrict

motorized vehicles to established roads or previously impacted areas, and minimize groundwater
development and exploration in former ACECs and other environmentally sensitive areas. The
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benefits of restricting vehicular traffic would be similar to those described in Section 5.5.5.1 for
continuing to restrict ORV travel.

Groundwater development and exploration can have localized impacts of varying degree on
vegetation, largely dependent on whether existing roadways are used for access or if construction
of new roadways is deemed necessary Restricting the activity in former ACECs and other
environmentally sensitive areas would have benefits within these areas, but such effects could
nonetheless occur in other areas of the BMGR and have similar impacts on vegetation.

With the proposed action, a range-wide soil survey would be conducted, which could provide
valuable information about the relationship between plant communities of interest and the soils
on which they occur, although survey activities themselves could have minor short-term impacts
on vegetative resources. Areas where vehicle use has caused excessive damage would be
restored with the proposed action, and could have benefits similar to those described in Section
5.5.3.2 relative to the Strategy D provision for the restoration of closed roads. Where a
formalized restoration effort is implemented, there would likely be quicker vegetative recovery
and better control to prevent the introduction and/or spread of non-native species.

55.13.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy C)

Management Strategies B and C would still provide many of the same benefits listed above for
the proposed action. However these alternative strategies would rot include soil surveys or the
restoration of damaged areas and the associated benefits to vegetative resources.

5.5.13.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action alternative for soil and water resources would have the same effect on vegetation
as described for Management Strategies B and C.

55.14 Air Resources

5.5.14.1 Proposed Action (Strategy A)

The proposed action for air resources, Management Strategy A, includes dust control measures at
construction sites and recreation activity areas, and the development of best management
practices for activities that might potentially generate nonpoint source pollution. Dust control
indirectly benefits vegetation because it prevents accumulation of excessive amounts of dust on
leaves, which can interfere with photosynthesis. As stated in Section 5.5.3.1, this has not been a
documented problem for plants on the BMGR, but could be occurring in some areas of the range.
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55.14.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and Strategy D)

Management Srategies C and D would have essentially the same effect on vegetation as the
proposed action. The more aggressive use of dust palliatives to control dust on heavily traveled
roads could further limit the amount of dust that settles on leaves, potentialy resulting in a
dightly more beneficia effect than the proposed action.

Management Strategy B would be the least beneficial to vegetation because it would not involve
any particular management of excessive fugitive dust. If any effects to vegetation were occurring
due to dust settling on leaves and interfering with photosynthesis, this strategy would not
necessarily provide any benefits.

5.5.14.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The proposed action is the no-action alternative so effects for air resources would be the same as

those described for the proposed action.

55.15 Visual Resources

Management of visual resources has the potential to beneficialy affect vegetation whenever it
results in directing new activity or construction to already disturbed and impacted land areas. In
that sense, al the management strategies proposed would have the same potentia for
conseguences that would generally benefit vegetation on the BMGR.

55.16 Wildfire Management

55.16.1 Proposed Action (Strategy B)

Appropriate fire management has obvious benefits to vegetation. For plant communities that are
fire-adapted, fires can have the beneficial effects of reducing fuel load (thus keeping fire
temperatures low and rendering them less damaging to vegetation) and promoting the growth
and development of native species. In contrast, mart made fires in plant communities that are not
fire-adapted (e.g. the valley bottom floodplain complex) can have serious consequences for the
ecological hedth of the natural community because the species composition can be drastically
atered, often shifting from an assemblage of native species with high habitat value to a non
native dominated community of low value to both humans and wildlife. The proposed action,
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Management Strategy B, would lead to the development of a range-wide fire management plan
based upon the best scientific information available, which would be beneficial for vegetation on
the BMGR.

55.16.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy C and Strategy D)

Management Strategies C and D are identical to the proposed action and would have the same
effects.

5.5.16.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

This management strategy involves putting out fires as they occur, in order to achieve the lowest
acreage loss in the most cost effective manner. This strategy may not provide the same degree of
benefit when compared to the proposed action because most vegetation on the BMGR would

potentially be more vulnerable to the effects from wildfire, should one occur, as this fire
management policy is primarily driven by economic and safety concerns.

55.17 Peimeter Land Use, Encroachment, and Regional Planning

55.17.1 Proposed Action (Strategy D)

The proposed action, Strategy D, would be the most protective of vegetation resources because it
is more comprehensive than any of the aternatives, and yet it considers this issue from an
ecosystem management approach. This approach recognizes the BMGR as an integral part of the
larger region, and aims to monitor land use changes in perimeter areas and develop appropriate
management responses to those changes. In addition, this strategy would lead to participation as
a stakeholder in local and regional land-use planning processes as well as any regional ecosystem
management efforts. Coordination with adjoining property owners/managers, federal agencies,
and others involved in regiona or national conservation matters would lead to management of
the BMGR in a broader regional context. Issues such as groundwater management, soil or water
quality, use of agricultural chemicals, trespass grazing, and illegal immigration would all be
considered, and their effect on the cultural and natural resources of the BMGR assessed. The
proposed action emphasizes the ecological health of the BMGR in a broader context, rather than
focusing on piecemeal management of single species.
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5,5.17.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy C)

The aternative actions also embrace an ecosystem management approach, and share many of the
benefits of the proposed action The alternative strategies specifically do not include provisions
for examining the following issues. pesticide use, soil or water quality, geophysical/legal aspects
of groundwater management, and the interrelationship or dependence of resources on-and off-
range. The aternative actions would not identify threats to off-range resources that may
negatively affect BMGR resources, and would not take advantage of opportunities to coordinate
management with adjoining property owners (including permitees on perimeter grazing
allotments). The main difference between the alternatives is that Strategy B is more reactive to
existing or future land use plans, while Strategy C promotes more active participation in local or
regional planning efforts and coordination with other entities whose activities might affect
natural or cultura resources on the BMGR. Each of the aforementioned objectives could have
beneficial impacts to vegetation, depending on the type of coordinated efforts that are devel oped
and the degree that such actions could impact vegetation.

5.5.17.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action aternative would not result in any of the benefits described for the proposed
action. While some individua management plang/policies address perimeter land use,
encroachment, and regional planning on a formal and informa basis, no comprehensive
management strategies addressing natural resource conservation and preservation are currently in
place.

55.18 Aoqgoregate Effects on General Vegetation

55.18.1 Proposed Action

The aggregate, or combined, effects of the 17 resource management elements of the proposed
action on vegetation have the potential to be greater than the effects of individual management
elements alone. Overal, the effects associated with the proposed action for all management
elements taken together are expected to be beneficial for general vegetation. By and large, the
BMGR vegetative communities are in good overall health, with areas, such as the San Cristobal
Valley bottom floodplain complex, representing some of the best-preserved examples of specific
natural communities in the Sonoran Desert. All of the management alternatives would continue
to provide management that would be at least generally protective of general vegetation. In
genera, however, the proposed action advocates the more conservation-oriented management
strategies (i.e., Strategy D or C) and therefore it tends to be more protective of vegetation
resources than continuation of existing management practices (Strategy A) or consideration of
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additional public use opportunities (Strategy B). With the proposed action, the only management
elements for which Strategy C or D were not selected as the proposed action, were hunting
(Strategy B), visua resources (Strategy B), air resources (Strategy A), and wildfire management
(Strategy B). Although Strategy B was selected for hunting, there is no distinction between
Strategies B and C for that element and Strategy D differs only in terms of a proposed petition to
the Arizona Game and Fish Commission to close the BMGR to non-game species collection.
There are no distinctions between Strategy A and Strategies B, C, and D for air resources that
should meaningfully affect vegetation resources. The same conclusion can be drawn from
comparing Strategies B, C, and D for visua resources. Strategies C and D for wildfire
management are identical to Strategy B.

Many of the aternative resource management elements address varying levels of public access
and use of the BMGR including the following: motorized access and unroaded area management,
camping and visitor stay limits, recreation services and use supervision, rockhounding, and
recreational shooting. In addition to applying to the public, some management strategies apply
equaly to military and agency uses. As detailed in Section 5.5.3.1, potential benefits to
vegetation that would result from the 658 miles of road closures (representing a 30 percent
decrease from the existing BMGR road network or a decrease in terms of aggregate area
occupied by the 1,733,921-acre range from 0.47 percent to 0.33 percent). Related aggregate
impacts are likely in that, in addition to eliminating the effects on vegetation from the road, much
of the disturbance that may occur in these areas incidental to the roads themselves would also be
eliminated (e.g., from uses such as vehicle-based roadside camping or wood collection). Under
the proposed action, 621 miles of road would be available for genera public access under the
proposed action, which is 352 miles or 36 percent less than is currently available under the
existing condition. The approximately 7#mile Cabeza Prieta NWR bypass roads would have
localized effects on vegetation.

Conversely, effects associated with roads could become more pronounced along the roads that
would remain open as such uses and associated disturbance could become more concentrated.
Likewise, the potential establishment of designated areas for camping and recreational shooting
uses could shift any impacts that may currently be occurring to vegetation from dispersed
locations to localized areas. Given the low levels of recreation use of the BMGR, however, any
such impacts to vegetation would be minor, even in aggregate.

In addition to this aggregate effect related to the proposed decrease in motorized access and any
associated effects on vegetation, aggregate effects could occur from other restrictions or
limitations on public, military, and/or agency use that could reduce or eiminate any effects to
vegetation that may be occurring as a result of these activities. Some of these are continuations
of existing policy, some are part of the proposed action, and some could be imposed after further
assessment. Activities that could have effects on vegetation include the following:
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The collection or salvage of native plants on the BMGR (including plant parts, seeds, or
fruit) listed in the Arizona Native Plant Law (except in cases where the plants are being
salvaged prior to disturbance or for protected Native American purposes) would continue
to be prohibited; any salvage efforts would continue to occur in compliance with the
Arizona Native Plant Law and with appropriate level of coordination with the Arizona
Department of Agriculture.

Wood cutting and removal of wood from the range would continue to be prohibited
range-wide and wood gathering and native wood fires would be prohibited in Unit 1.

Off-road ORV use and on and off-road racing would continue to be prohibited, and
motorized travel in washes would continue to be restricted to where the wash is a
designated part of the road system open to the public and is dry.

Vehicle-based camping would continue to be restricted to 14 consecutive days within a
28-day period except by specia use permit and within 50 feet of most existing roads
designated as open to public use, and new restrictions on camping along certain road
segments for resource protection purposes would be possible. The benefits and effects of
establishing designated camping areas would be assessed and a decision would be
implemented based on the findings.

Surface rockhounding for personal (i.e., hon-commercial) purposes would be restricted
from special natural/interest and other designated natural and cultural resource areas that
are sengitive to impacts arising from human-induced disturbances.

The importance and character of recreational shooting as an activity/issue would be
assessed to determine the appropriateness of this activity on the BMGR. A decision based
on the findings would be implemented and could include the consideration of designating
specific shooting area(s).

The effects of non-game species collection on wildlife, habitat, and other resources would
be evaluated and, if indicated, limitations or restrictions of collection activities within the
authority of state law could be implemented.

Certain policies would continue, such as using already disturbed and impacted land areas
and alowing the operation of motorized vehicles and heavy equipment only on
established roads and previously impacted areas, except when related to a specific
permitted project.

Procedures would be developed to control all trespass livestock and fera burros,
including monitoring the quantity of livestock permitted on perimeter grazing allotments
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and maintaining a list of names, addresses, and brands of permitees to be able to respond
to trespass grazing.

Groundwater development and exploration would be restricted to a minimum in former
ACECs and other environmentally sensitive aresas.

Taken together, these actions would have the potential for a greater combined beneficial effect
for vegetation resources on the BMGR than they would individually as assessed in the preceding
subsections for each of the 17 resource elements.

The other overall result of the proposed action is that natural resources such as vegetation would
be considered in a broader, regional context, and a more adaptive, ecosystem management
approach would be taken towards stewardship. The combined result of implementing the
proposed action for resource categories that apply to resource management, rather than
management of specific types of use activities, include resource inventory and monitoring;
specia/natural interest areas; utility/transportation corridors; general vegetation, wildlife habitat,
wildlife, and wildlife water development; special status species, and perimeter land use and
regional planning. Some of the actions applicable to general vegetation that have a potential for
additive or interactive effects would include the following:

Guaranteed levels of law enforcement would be available and public education and
enforcement programs would continue or be expanded.

Utility/transportation corridor development would be restricted to the development of the
Yuma ASH and limited development of the State Route 85 corridor.

Areas where vehicle use has caused excessive surface damage would be restored and
roads would be temporarily closed if necessary.

Other perimeter land use, encroachment, and regional planning procedures would include
improved coordination with other agencies and local/regiona land-use planning

processes, and increased participation in regional management efforts.

Funds from a specia hunting permit program (if implemented) would be used for the
protection, conservation, and management of wildlife and wildlife habitat.

The expired ACECs would be redesignated as special natural/interest areas.

A resource monitoring program would be developed and existing special management
provisions for protection of vegetation would be maintained or established, as needed.
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Monitoring, surveying and mapping efforts to provide reliable and up-to-date scientific
information about the status of resources and their response to ongoing military and
civilian use of the BMGR would be increased.

Survey for invasive plant species would be conducted and control priorities for
preventing the introduction of invasive species would be developed along with programs
to monitor populations of invasive species and to develop coordinated strategies to
locally eradicate and/or control the spread of these species.

A range-wide fire management plan would be devel oped.

Like those management objectives for management of uses, these actions for resource
management, when implemented together, would potentially result in combined geater long
term benefits for vegetation and lead to a more scientifically based approach towards resource
management.

When assessing the aggregate effects of the proposed action on vegetation resources of the
BMGR, it can be concluded that the combined benefits of al these actions is greater than the
benefits of the individual actions themselves. Additive beneficial effects of the proposed action
on vegetation result from the combined effect of the use management and resource management
objectives.

55.18.2 Alternative Actions

If Management Strategy B was implemented range-wide, the result would be potentialy less
beneficial for vegetation than if the proposed action were implemented. This strategy favors
public access to the BMGR, potentially to the detriment of natural resources. The overall
aggregate effect of this strategy includes the following: limiting natural resource management to
those measures necessary to achieve basic regulatory compliance; maintaining existing
motorized public access; and alowing the expiration of ACECs, SMRASs and the Backcountry
Byway and their management without specia provisions, and supporting a wide range of
recreation opportunities. The provisions of Strategy B that relate most directly to vegetation
include several with positive effects (e.g., developing a procedure to control all trespass grazing;
surveying for and controlling invasive species; implementing restoration efforts in areas
damaged by discontinuation of military, agency, or intensive public use; conducting surveys of
specia status species and implementing habitat improvements in support of endangered species
recovery plans and developing a sound range-wide fire management plan) and some with
potential adverse effects (e.g., retaining the existing road network (covering 2,229 miles
[including the Cabeza Prieta NWR bypass roads] or a surface area of 8,105 acres or 0.47 percent
of the total range acreage), allowing for woodcutting, wood gathering, and firewood use,
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evaluating proposals to develop additioral utility/transportation corridors, possibly allowing
ORV use in designated areas, and allowing vehicle-based camping to occur within 100 feet of
existing publicly accessible roads instead of 50 feet.

The aggregate effects on vegetation that would occur if Management Strategy C were
implemented range-wide would be similar to those for the proposed action, but with a few
exceptions. The proposed action would restrict wood collection and native wood campfires in
Unit 1, while range-wide application of Strategy C would alow for collection of dead and
downed wood and native campfires within this unit. Wood collection has been prohibited within
the former Tingja Altas Mountains ACEC portion of Unit 1 since 1990. The application of
Strategy C range-wide would eliminate this prohibition and allow wood collection for native
wood campfires to resume in this area. Likewise, the proposed action would not alow
rockhounding outside of Units 2 and 3 and Strategy C would alow that activity in all units. The
proposed action involves the development of an ecosystem monitoring system within the context
of the greater Sonoran Desert Ecoregion, whereas Strategy C does not. The proposed action also
includes a range-wide soil survey that would provide valuable information about the relationship
between soil and vegetation types, and it has provision for restoring areas where vehicle use has
caused excessive surface damage, and Strategy C would do neither of these things. The result is
that when taken together, the proposed action is of more potential benefit to vegetation than
would be the range-wide application of Strategy C.

The additive beneficia effects of implementing Strategy D range-wide could be dightly greater
than those that would occur if the proposed action were implemented. There would be 107 more
miles of roads closed, allowing natural or augmented vegetation to benefit an estimated surface
area of 389 acres. On a range-wide basis, the surface area occupied by roads would be 0.31
percent of the range as compared to 0.33 percent under the proposed action and 0.47 percent
under the existing condition. Vehicle-based camping would be limited to 7 consecutive days
within a 28-day period before a special use permit was required, instead of a limit of 14 days.
This may trandate into less localized physica damage for vegetation located near vehicle-based
campsites. In addition, no future utility/transportation corridors would be permitted (including
the Yuma ASH), rockhounding would be prohibited, and (if a petition to the Arizona Game and
Fish Commission is approved) the BMGR could be closed to non-game species collection under
Strategy D; these actions could al lead to some localized benefits for vegetation. Like the
proposed action, aggregate effects to vegetation could result from the shift of some activities
from dispersed areas to more concentrated areas or designated areas (i.e., camping and
recreational shooting). When considered together, the conclusion can be drawn that for
vegetation resources on a range-wide basis, Strategy D is very similar to the proposed action but
it may offer some additional localized benefits.
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55.18.3 No-Action Alternative

Implementation of the no-action alternative in place of the proposed action would result in the
continued management of natural resources such as vegetation under guidance from the
Goldwater Amendment, HMPs, and various compliance decisions. The provisions of these plans,
as modified to comply with the requirements of the Sikes Act, would be adopted by DoD
agercies. The aggregate effects of the no-action aternative would differ from those of the
proposed action in terms of both public use and access and resource management. This
aternative would not have all of the potential benefits of the proposed action except as related to
the benefits of ongoing management actions. Some aggregate benefits could result from the
combined effects of existing use management and resource management objectives and policies.
Further, as a transportation plan eventually would be developed, it is possible that a reduction in
the road network would eventually occur and result in some of the same benefits as the proposed
action in relation to road closures.

56 GENERAL WILDLIFE AND WILDLIFE HABITATS

56.1 Resour ce | nventory and M onitoring

5.6.1.1  Proposed Action (Strategy D)

The proposed action is to implement Management Strategy D range-wide. The general effects to
vegetation from the proposed resource inventory and monitoring objectives, as discussed in
Section 5.5.1.1, parallel the general effects to wildlife habitat associated with this strategy.

The proposed action would have the potential to provide better information about the general
wildlife and wildlife habitats on the BMGR and to identify and to help characterize their
response to disturbance through the monitoring of key indicators of environmental health and the
detection of trends in the BMGR ecosystem. This is primarily because this strategy proposes to
adopt a limits of acceptable change system to monitor key indicators of environmental effects of
ongoing military and civilian use of the BMGR and to use the findings of monitoring to develop
adaptive management responses to emerging resource conservation and protection problems.
Additionally, this is because this strategy would focus on the monitoring of ecosystems instead
of single species monitoring.

It is expected that the proposed inventory and monitoring program would, to some extent, be
based on the efforts of TNC (Hal and others 2001) and address the management data or
information gaps identified in Section 4.6.4. The species conservation elements identified by
Hall and others (2001) were, in part, selected because of the unique role they play in structuring
communities. These species conservation elements may play a disproportionate role in
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maintaining the critical ecological processes that maintain natural communities. If the proposed
inventory and monitoring program were successful in identifying where detrimental impacts to
wildlife and wildlife habitat were occurring and effective adaptive management responses were
developed and implemented, there could be beneficial impacts to wildlife habitat and wildlife
species.

5.6.1.2  Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy C)

The range-wide application of Strategy B for this resource management element would have less
potential for benefits for wildlife resources than those resource-monitoring programs outlined
under the proposed action. While Strategy B includes the development and implementation of
systems to monitor the effectiveness of compliance actions, it lacks the implementation of a
limits of acceptable change inventory and monitoring and adaptive management response
program. The difference between the benefits of this strategy and the proposed action would
depend on the extent to which the proposed program would be more effective in the protection of
wildlife habitat and wildlife over existing programs, plus the monitoring of the effectiveness of
compliance actions.

The range-wide application of Strategy C could further the benefits of Strategy B. Like the
proposed action but unlike Strategy B, Management Strategy C would include a limits of
acceptable change system and adaptive management response in response to monitoring the key
indicators of environmental effects of ongoing military and civilian use of the BMGR. The
provisions of Strategy C would also be designed to detect trends within the BMGR ecosystem
that would indicate overall biodiversity and health. It would have most of the same potential for
benefits of the proposed action for wildlife resources, but it does not include a few additional
provisions that are part of the proposed action (including comparative monitoring of heavily used
sites versus relatively unused sites and monitoring that considers the BMGR in the context of the
greater ecoregion for which it is a part). To the extent these excluded provisions would provide
greater protection of wildlife and wildlife habitat, Strategy C may not be as beneficial as the
proposed action.

56.1.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The range-wide application of Strategy A for this resource management element would have less
potential to benefit wildlife resources than the proposed action. Resource inventory and
monitoring would include implementation of those activities established or planned under the
Lechuguilla Mohawk HMP and Draft Barry M. Goldwater East HMP. These programs focus on
goals specific to game or specia status species rather than ecosystem management goals, thus
wildlife habitat monitoring would be limited to actions such as monitoring of ground and habitat
disturbance.
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56.2 Special Natural/lnterest Areas

5.6.2.1  Proposed Action (Strategy C)

The proposed action is to apply Strategy C range-wide. Section 5.5.2.1 includes a discussion of
the potential consequences to vegetation associated with this strategy, which are analogous to the
predicted effects on general wildlife habitat.

The proposed action would continue to recognize severa wildlife habitat communities by
assigning them special natural/interest area status. The wildlife and wildlife habitat within these
areas, while somewhat described in Sections 4.6.1.2 and 4.11.1.3, are further described here.
Each of the dune complexes on the BMGR (encompassed by the brmer Gran Desierto Dunes
ACEC and Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes ACEC) provides habitat for rare and sensitive
species such as flat-tailed horned lizard and Cowles fringe-toed lizard, and both would
potentially benefit from the increased management attention that would presumably be
associated with the specia natura/interest area designation. Other reptile species likely to be
present and potentially benefit include leopard lizard, Colorado Desert fringe-toed lizard, banded
sand snake, western shovel-nosed snake, spotted leaf-nosed snake, western ground snake, and
sidewinder. The Gran Desierto Dunes is a rare and unique dune system that provides habitat for
many species of reptiles with limited distributions associated with dune and dune-fringe
environments. This area is within and largely protected by the Flat-tailed Horned Lizard HMA.
The redesignation of the HMA as a special/natural interest area and continuation of existing
management provisions, which are primarily for protection of the flat-tailed horned lizard, would
continue to benefit this protected species as well as other general wildlife and wildlife habitat by
limiting activity and development within this area.

Both the Mohawk and Gran Desierto dune environments also provide habitat for small, nocturnal
rodents such as pocket mice and kangaroo rats and larger mammals including rabbits and hares,
ground squirrels, wood rat, grasshopper mouse, coyote, and kit fox. Birds such as the horned
lark, loggerhead shrike, mockingbird, black-tailed gnatcatcher, and black-throated sparrow may
be present. Breeding pairs of the primary excavator (cavity) guild, including the Gila
woodpecker and ladder-back woodpecker, occur in the former Mohawk Mountains and Sand
Dunes ACEC, as does the Le Conte's thrasher species conservation element.

The Mohawk Mountains contain habitat for desert bighorn sheep, including high-elevation
wildlife water developments supporting members of the ephemeral water-breeding amphibian
guild, and roosting sites for bat species including the California leaf-nosed bat and cave myotis.
Mohawk Pass provides an important corridor for movement of some wildlife between the San
Cristobal Valey and Mohawk Valley. Breeding birds that were identified as species
conservation elements occur in the Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes ACEC, including the
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Gila woodpecker and ladder-back woodpecker of the primary excavator (cavity) guild and Le
Conte's thrasher.

The former Tingjas Altas Mountains ACEC contains habitat and migration routes for desert
bighorn sheep and a unique assemblage of deep-water tingjas that function as vital water sources
to wildlife and may provide habitat for species in the ephemera water-breeding amphibian guild.
Other mammals supported by this habitat include ringtails, coyote, javelina, and small rodents.
Cipriano Pass is an important corridor for movement of some wildlife between the Yuma Desert
and Lechuguilla Desert valleys and for desert bighorn sheep moving north and south. Breeding
populations of the primary excavator (cavity) guild (Gila woodpecker and ladder-back
woodpecker) and Le Conte's thrasher occur in this area.

The EI Camino del Diablo Backcountry Byway, designated for its historic significance and
recreational value, does not have any remarkable value for wildlife or wildlife resources; thus,
there would be no consequences on wildlife resources from its expiration and management
without special management provisions (with the exception of the collection of dead and downed
wood, which is discussed in Section 5.6.7.1). Although the two former SMRASs were designated
for the presence of geologically extraordinary volcanic formations rather than biological
resources, some notable wildlife or wildlife resources are present in these areas.

The former Sentinel Plain Lava Flow SRMA habitat includes creosotebushtbig galleta scrub
community that, unlike off-range communities, has been protected from the effects of livestock
grazing. As the lava flow captures a unique substrate, the associated fauna may show local
adaptations not found elsewhere on the BMGR. Kangaroo rats may be conspicuous faunal
associates of this community (Hall and others 2001). However, the discontinuation of special
management provisions would not be expected to affect these wildlife resources. The area would
continue to be closed to public use and livestock grazing.

The former Crater Range SRMA functions as a movement corridor for desert bighorn sheep and
contains an important tingja for wildlife. The portion of this area that is generally open to public
access with a permit (east of State Route 85 in Management Unit 6) currently is subject to habitat
disturbance from motor vehicles, though there are few roads, and purportedly from collection of
herpetofauna (Hall and others 2001). Current management provisions for this SRMA have not
been implemented, although they could provide some protection from these and other types of
disturbance, but Hall and others (2001) note that this area would benefit from more rigorous
management standards. Because the SRMA would not be redesignated as a specid
natural/interest area with the proposed action, this former SRMA would not necessarily receive
any greater management attention than other areas of the BMGR. Other management standards
that could benefit this area, such as those regarding motorized access and collection of non-game
species, are addressed in the management provisions for other resource management elements
(see Sections 5.6.3.1 and 5.6.8.1, respectively).
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Lastly, the proposed action calls for an evaluation of altering existing or the establishment of
additional special natural/interest areas that could be designated for protection of wildlife and
wildlife habitats. If such additional areas were designated, there could be additional benefit for
wildlife and wildlife habitats.

56.22  Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

All aternatives would include the redesignation of the Flat-tailed Horned Lizard HMA and
equally have the same potential benefit to wildlife resources within this area, as described for the
proposed action.

Strategy D differs from the proposed action because it would redesignate all former ACECs,
SRMAs, and the Backcountry Byway as special natural/interest areas, instead of allowing the
former SRMAs and Backcountry Byway to expire. Range-wide application of Strategy D would
have the potential to be more protective of wildlife and wildlife habitats than would the proposed
action. This is because, like the former ACECs, wildlife and wildlife habitat within the former
SRMAs and Backcountry Byway would potentially benefit from these designations and any
increased management attention that may be associated with the special natural/interest area
designation, even though the primary resources for which they were recognized were rot related
to wildlife resources. The redesignation of the former Crater Range SRMA as a specid
natural/interest area, in particular, would have potential benefits for wildlife and wildlife habitat,
for the reasons noted in Section 5.6.2.1.

Strategy B would be expected to be less protective of wildlife resources than Strategies C or D
because it would alow the ACECs, SRMAs, and Backcountry Byway to expire without
assigning them any specia designation. While these areas would be managed according to the
management objectives relative to the 16 other resource management elements that would apply
to the Management Units in which they occur, they would not be afforded any additional
protection through specia provisions or increased management attention. This would reflect a
change in previous management where specific management prescriptions for these areas
addressed management concerns. This change in management focus could potentially have
negative impacts on the wildlife and wildlife habitats of these aeas, particularly the former
Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes ACEC and Tingjas Altas Mountains ACEC. In addition to
containing valuable wildlife resources, both areas are (at least in part) accessible for outdoor
recreation, and prior management prescriptions focused on limiting associated disturbance within
these former ACECs. In addition, (unlike the proposed action and Management Strategy D) this
alternative does not include any provision for atering existing or establishing additional special
natural/interest areas, which could benefit wildlife resources.

W:\01016\800\Draft EI SClean\Chapter 5.doc 5132



BMGR INRMP 5.6 General Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat
Draft EIS February 2003

56.23  No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The range-wide application of Strategy A for this resource category would result in the retention
of the special management designation and provisions for the former ACECs, SRMAS, the
HMA, and the Backcountry Byway. Generally, resultant impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat
would likely be similar to those predicted for the Strategy D. However, in contrast to both
Strategy D and the proposed action, the ro-action alternative would not allow for the potential
designation of expanded and/or new specia natural/interest areas and the benefits that might be
afforded by this.

5.6.3 M otorized Access and Unroaded Area M anagement

Roads have been documented to affect wildlife and wildlife habitats in a number of ways,
including the fragmentation and degradation of wildlife habitats, and direct mortality of certain
species from impacts with vehicles (e.g., horned lizards, snakes and other reptiles are attracted to
road surfaces—particularly paved roads—for basking, some mammals are attracted to road
corridors to feed on the roadside perennia vegetation—or with some dirt roads—perennial
vegetation within the roadbed, and large mammals frequently use roads as movement corridors
because their lack of vegetation facilitates movement). The subject BMGR dirt roads, most of
which are unimproved, have a lower magnitude of impact than paved roads with high traffic
volumes, however, there is an assumed correlation in increased potential for impacts to wildlife
and wildlife habitat based on the degree of modification of the earth surface associated with
creating the road (i.e., with a bulldozer and grader or by the repeated passing of vehicles, of a
wide or relatively narrow girth, etc.) and frequency of use and maintenance. U.S. Border Patrol-
maintained drag roads and roads providing access to the military ground operational areas are the
best example of the types of BMGR roads that would have the highest degree of impact on
wildlife and wildlife habitats. However, none of these roads are proposed for closure. The roads
proposed for closure are, for the most part, roads that were created through repeated use rather
than through mechanica dirt-moving and are relatively narrow and infrequently used. At any
rate, even these roads can cause direct, permanent disturbance of the habitat, cause erosion that
can reduce the quality of aguatic habitats (xeroriparian areas, playas and puddles, and
tingas/wildlife waters under certain conditions), and facilitate invasion by non-native pest plant
species that can displace native habitat through competition or fire. There may aso be short-term
denial of access to habitat for some species that avoid areas of human activity (like roads) or flee
the area when cars or people approach. Where roads are located near or within critical movement
corridors (e.g., mountain passes) this denia could be more serious to some species such as
bighorn sheep.
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5.6.3.1  Proposed Action (Strategy C)

If implemented, the proposed action would keep the principal components of the existing
network open for vehicular use but would close vehicle access to redundant roads, particularly in
local areas with dense road networks. The proposed action would reduce the 2,222 miles of
inventoried roads on the BMGR by 658 miles to an estimated 1,564 total miles (a 30 percent
decrease) (see Table 3-6). Approximately 621 miles of road would be available for public use
under the proposed action (i.e., 66 percent of the roads currently accessible to the public would
remain). The number of unroaded areas of 3,001 acres or more would decrease by 44 as a result
of combining smaller areas into larger blocks of unroaded area; this includes an increase from
fiveto eight of unroaded areas greater than 50,000 acresin size.

The discussion of the effects that roads have on vegetation (Section 5.5.3.1) is applicable to
wildlife habitat. For the reasons discussed in Section 5.5.3.1 and those discussed above, the
proposed reduction of roads would provide some localized benefits to wildlife. The reduction of
roads would aso limit the areas to which people have motorized access on the BMGR. This
would reduce associated disturbance, which could affect some wildlife and wildlife habitats. On
a range-wide basis, potential overal benefits to wildlife and habitat would be minor. Roads
necessary for wildlife and wildlife habitat management activities would remain open. New or
reestablished vehicle access for management purposes would be provided in the future as
needed, in accordance with NEPA and other applicable laws, to support emerging management
requirements. Management access would continue to have existing benefits on wildlife and
wildlife habitat.

Under the proposed action, site-specific planning would be implemented for two bypass roads,
totaling approximately 7 miles, which would reroute law enforcement vehicle traffic around
rather than through the northwest corner of the Cabeza Prieta NWR and Wilderness. This may
lead to the establishment of new roads through undisturbed wildlife habitat (primarily
creosotebush-bursage desertscrub and elephant tree-limberbush vegetation). These roads may be
used and maintained on a relatively frequent basis by the Border Patrol and, thus, the harmful

effects of roads explained above would be more pronounced on these roads than on some other
range roads. Nevertheless, these effects may somewhat balance those related to the shift away
from use of the roads within the Cabeza Prieta NWR wilderness for periodic Border Patrol

surveillance. Further analysis and determinations with regard to level of effect and mitigation, as
necessary, would occur with the site-specific planning for these roads.

In general, the roads that would be closed under the proposed action are roads that are used on a
relatively infrequent basis and are not regularly maintained. With the redundant road networks
that would be reduced with the proposed action, these effects may be more pronounced in
relation to roads that are more widely dispersed through a habitat or species range. Although
there is no known scientific study to point to, redundant road networks (such as those that would
be reduced under the proposed action) have a greater assumed magnitude of impact on wildlife
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and wildlife habitat than a single road would. Natural communities that are important to wildlife,
and would therefore benefit the most from road closures include:

Xeroriparian Scrub. As aso noted in Section 4.6.1.2, mountain and valley xeroriparian
scrub habitats are extremely important for wildlife, and they probably support the most
species on the BMGR by providing abundant food, cover, nest sites, perches, and
relatively more water for wildlife than any other habitat type. Riparian areas are also
used as corridors for wildlife movement. In the Lower Colorado River Valley
Subdivision of the Sonoran Desert, xeroriparian washes comprise less than five percent
of the area, and yet support 90 percent of its bird species (Phillips and Comus 2000).
Besides supporting more nesting bird species than any other habitat type on the BMGR,
xeroriparian scrub acts as resource for migrating birds who use the rich insect fauna
found in flowering paloverde, mesquite, and ironwood as food during Spring migration
(Hall and others 2001). It provides a potential water source for amphibians (which
depend on water for breeding) and desert bighorn, and it aso functions as a wildlife
corridor for large mammals. Some bat species, both common and protected species, use
xeroriparian habitat for perennial forage. The proposed action, if implemented, would
lead to a closure of approximately 8 miles of roads in valley xeroriparian scrub
(approximately 28 percent decrease from the existing road network located there).
Approximately one mile of road would be closed in the mountain xeroriparian scrub,
which currently contains an estimated 5 miles of roads.

Creosotebush-Bursage Desertscrub. As also noted in Section 4.6.1.2, creosotebush
habitats with deep soils contain species including Arizona pocket mouse, kangaroo rats,
kit fox, badger, and many species of reptiles that create burrows under the vegetation
canopy. Creosotebush dominated vegetation supports comparatively fewer bird species
than other habitat types (e.g., xeroriparian scrub) however the LeConte’s thrasher breeds
in creosotebush associations. Closure of roughly 550 miles of road within this habitat
type (a reduction of about 30 percent) would be implemented under the proposed action,
primarily within Management Units 1, 2, and 5 (i.e., in areas affected by a comparatively
greater densities of roads, such as in the foothill areas of the Gila Mountains). Most of
these roads are the redundant type roads that are currently creating multiple sources of
habitat disturbance dispersed throughout a localized area. With the proposed reduction of
redundant road networks, there would be less habitat disturbance in this habitat type,
particularly within in the Lechuguilla Desert. The remaining roads may, rowever, have
higher levels of noise and associated activity aong them when they are in use. Given the
relatively low levels of use in these areas, however, such an increase would not be
expected to be great enough to cause discernible impacts to any individual animals or
species populations. In addition, new public roads would not be developed, and some
closed roads may be restored. To the extent compatible with the military mission,
unroaded areas greater than 3,000 acres in this natural community would be conserved, in
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areas including the Davis Plain/Y uma Desert, Lechuguilla Desert, San Cristobal Valley,
Childs Valley, and Sauceda Valley aress.

Paloverde-Mixed Cacti-Mixed Scrub on Bajadas. Mixed Sonoran desert scrub habitats
have caves and abandoned mine shafts that provide roosting and nursery colony sites for
the resident bat species on the BMGR. Wildlife (including mountain lion, desert bighorn
sheep, and mule deer) often seek water in this habitat, and (within Sonoran pronghorn
range) Sonoran pronghorn may be seasonally dependent on the chain fruit cholla found
here (Hall and others 2001). Management Units 4, 5, 6, and 7 contain the mgjority of this
habitat, which has more miles of roads in it than any other vegetation type on the BMGR,
except creosotebush-bursage desertscrub. If the proposed action were implemented, there
would be about 20 miles of road closed (or a 10 percent reduction) in the road network
within this community.

Elephant Tree-Limberbush on Xeric Rocky Slopes. This habitat occurs within
Management Units 1 and 2, and the proposed action would lead to a closure of about 50
miles or approximately about half of the roads within this natural community type. The
BMGR and Cabeza Prieta NWR contain the only representations of this community in
the United States, and the portion within the Tingjas Altas and Gila mountain areas
receive relatively heavy recreational vehicle use compared to other areas with this
vegetation type (Hall and others 2001). Bats also have roosting sites within this rabitat

type.

Dune complexes on the BMGR are valuable because they host a variety of rare and endemic
species; however, there are currently only about 3 miles of roads associated with this habitat
type, and no road closures would occur under the proposed action. However, these roads, |ocated
along the international border in the southern U.S. extent of the Gran Desierto Dunes and across
the southern Mohawk Dunes, extending eastward from Marine Corps Ground Support Area 67,
would be restricted to government use only. Similarly, the proposed action would continue to
restrict the road to Mohawk Playa to government use only and close roads leading in and through
Aguila Playa. Although these proposed changes are small, the motorized access and unroaded
area management objectives may have beneficiad impacts on these habitats, because the
occurrence of dunes and playas would be mostly within large unroaded areas that would be
conserved as compatible with military and agency missions.

To summarize, the proposed action for motorized access and unroaded area management would
likely provide some localized benefit to wildlife and wildlife habitats on the BMGR. The
magnitude of this effect would vary commensurate with habitat type, resident wildlife use
characteristics, and road densities to be reduced. Low to moderate benefits may occur in some
localized areas, but the overall range-wide benefit to wildlife and wildlife habitat would likely be
minor.
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5.6.3.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Alternative Strategy B would have less potential for beneficial effects to wildlife and wildlife
habitats than the proposed action (Strategy C). Under this strategy, more roads would remain
open, including some roads within those natural communities most valuable to wildlife.

The Strategy B road and unroaded area management strategy would evaluate allowing public use
of new roads developed for agency use, and would retain the existing road network and level of
motorized public access unless a compliance issue arises. Under Strategy B, the 2,229 miles of
road (including the Cabeza Prieta NWR bypass roads) are mostly located in creosotebush
bursage desertscrub habitat. Other vegetation types that are important as wildlife habitat include
valley and mountain xeroriparian scrub (which combined would have 33 miles of roads under
Strategy B, which is 9 more miles than under the proposed action) and the valley bottom
floodplain complex (which would have about 21 miles of roads under Strategy B, compared to
about 11 miles under the proposed action). Strategy B would continue to restrict access along a
5-mile road leading to Mohawk Playa to government use only, but roads would not be closed in
the vicinity of Aguilla Playa. These playa habitats are important to endemic species including
desert toads, some concerns have been raised that roads may have an adverse effect on these
areas, but such impacts have not been verified at this time (see Section 5.3.3.1). Additional roads
for motorized public or agency use would be evaluated and negative effects to wildlife and
wildlife habitats could occur from the added roads, although such roads would be evaluated on a
ste-specific basis and would not be constructed if there were significant adverse impacts that
could not be mitigated. Thus, the application of Strategy B would not have the potential
beneficial effects of the proposed action and could eventually have negative impacts on wildlife
and wildlife habitat.

There would potentially be more berefits to wildlife and wildlife habitats if Strategy D were
implemented, rather than the proposed action, because it would close al roads that did not meet
military or agency needs and would not build the bypass roads to reroute vehicle traffic around
the Cabeza Prieta NWR. Also, there would be restoration of habitat along closed roads where
feasible and prudent. If Strategy D were implemented rather than the proposed Strategy C, an
additional estimated 107 miles of roads, which are primarily located in creosotebushbursage
vegetative communities (about 82 miles) and Elephant Tree-Limberbush on Xeric Rocky Slopes
(about 15 miles), would be closed. The potentia effects of the Cabeza Prieta NWR bypass roads
described for the proposed action in Section 5.6.3.1 would not occur, but agency (Border Patrol)
use of the roads within the northeast corner of the Cabeza Prieta NWR Wilderness and any
wildlife disturbance occurring in association with that use would continue.
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5.6.3.3 No-action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action alternative, which employs Strategy A range-wide, would not have the potential
benefits for wildlife and wildlife habitats that were described in Section 5.6.3.1 for the proposed
action, because the 2,222 miles of roads in the current inventory would be retained and there
would be no provision for the conservation of unroaded areas greater than 3,000 acres. However,
this strategy does include provisions for minimizing new road construction, and for developing a
trangportation plan that would facilitate effective management of an appropriate road system, and
closing roads not meeting current needs. Therefore, potential benefits similar to those of the
proposed action with regard to road closures could be realized with the implementation of the
transportation plan.

564 Camping and Visitor Stay Limits

5.6.4.1  Proposed Action (Strategy C)

The proposed action for camping and visitor stay limitsis Strategy C, although the portion of the
BMGR principally affected by these management objectives is that which is open to general

public access. Under the proposed action, dispersed self-contained camping would continue to
be permitted within areas open to the public and vehicle-based camping would continue to be
allowed within 50 feet of existing roads that are open to public use for up to 14 consecutive days
within a 28-day period. The proposed action would continue to restrict camping within ¥=mile
of wildlife water sources, but would also require that all campsites be more than ¥ mile away
from designated natural and cultural resources that are sensitive to human-caused disturbance
and could restrict camping along certain road segments (e.g. if there is a cultural resource site, or
a special-status plant population located nearby).

This action would potentially have minor benefit to wildlife and wildlife habitats because it
would somewhat reduce the impact area and continue to limit the duration that vehicles and
people impose on wildlife and wildlife habitats from camping. This would in turn reduce small-
scale wildlife habitat disturbance that could affect insect, reptile, and small mammal species.
Impacts to wildlife associated with camping often can include general habitat disturbance and
degradation due to noise, light pollution, high-intensity wood gathering, and vehicle activity.
Although it has not been documented on the BMGR, camping may affect movement patterns or
behavior of some wildlife species and denial/deferral of wildlife movements (e.g., if there is
intense camping in mountain passes like Cipriano and Tingjas Altas passes. The continuation of
dispersed, self-contained and vehicle-based camping in most areas open to the public would
continue to potentialy result in low levels of these types of impacts to wildlife and wildlife
habitats. New and continued limitations on camping in certain areas considered to be sensitive
for selected wildlife would benefit wildlife and wildlife habitat in these areas. These potential
effects may be better understood through the proposed assessment of the benefits and effects of
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establishing designated camping areas. Such a study would determine the relative impacts to
wildlife and wildlife habitats that are caused by concentrated rather than dispersed camping
activity and assist in the implementation of a camping policy that would be protective of
biological resources.

56.4.2  Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

The distinctions in potential impacts on wildlife and wildlife habitat between the aternative
actions for camping and visitor stay limits as compared to the proposed action are considered
minor; they are noted here to distinguish the potential environmental consegquences between the
alternative management strategies.

Management Strategy D, if applied range-wide, may be minimally more protective of wildlife
and wildlife habitats than the proposed action because it would limit the duration of vehicle-
based camping to 7 consecutive days without a special use permit, which is a reduction from the
current and proposed 14-day limit. Although longer-term stays comprise a small percentage of
the camping that occurs on the BMGR, this management objective may benefit wildlife and
wildlife habitats by potentially reducing both direct and indirect disturbance associated with
longer-term stays by as much as one-half.

In contrast, the application of Management Strategy B would allow for some increased
disturbance of wildlife habitats because it would allow vehicle-based camping to occur within
100 feet of roads open to the public rather than 50 feet (the current and proposed-action
standard). Unlike the proposed action, Strategy B would not include an assessment of designated
camping areas and the potential benefits and effects thereof. (Even if camping areas were not
established, the study could potentially provide additional information about the effects of
camping on wildlife and wildlife habitat.) Strategy B would not require campsites to be no more
than %2 mile from designated areas sensitive to humant induced disturbances or along certain road
segments for resource protection purposes, and would therefore not include the potential benefits
of this mamagement objective, as discussed for the proposed action.

56.43 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action alternative would have fewer potential benefits to wildlife and wildlife habitats
than the proposed action because it would not: (1) restrict camping along certain road segments
for resource protection purposes, (2) study the effects of designated camping sites, and (3)
restrict camping within ¥ mile of natural and cultural resources that are designated to be
sensitive to human-caused disturbance. As previously stated, the benefits to wildlife and wildlife
habitat that could result from such actions are considered minor, but are identified here for
comparative purposes.
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5.6.5 Recreation Services and Use Supervision

5.6.5.1  Proposed Action (Strategy C in Unit 2 and Strategy D in All Other Units)

Wildlife and wildlife habitats would potentially benefit from the proposed action (Strategy C in
Unit 2 and Strategy D in all other units) for recreation services and use supervision. Some of the
current limitations that would continue with the proposed action include prohibiting on and off-
road racing and public ORV travel. These activities can affect wildlife and wildlife habitat by
causing direct and indirect disturbance to wildlife and wildlife habitats. Direct disturbance to
these resources includes habitat degradation, injuries, and mortalities caused by the activities,
and indirect disturbance includes noise impacts.

The proposed restrictions on driving in washes (except where the wash is a designated part of the
road system open to the public and is dry) for al of the management units would potentially
benefit wildlife because driving through washes flushes out wildlife, which is of particular
concern for those species seeking thermal cover during hot, dry summer months, for example.
Washes provide important habitat to wildlife as they function as wildlife corridors, provide den
and ambush sites for carnivores, provide shade during hot periods, and provide habitat for a wide
range of wildlife. Nesting birds, large mammals, and invertebrates, make disproportionate use of
the resources within washes compared with surrounding areas and some species, including
zebra-tailed lizards, are specialized to the wash microhabitat. Although driving in washes is not
currently a sanctioned activity on the BMGR, it is known to traditionally occur in association
with some BMGR washes.

The proposed action for all the management units except Unit 2 includes a requirement for a
special use permit for a single party with 10 or more vehicles. In Unit 2, a specia use permit
would be required for a single party with 20 or more vehicles. Wildlife and wildlife resources
may benefit from either of these management strategies, although there would be no measurable
difference between whether the special use permit is required for parties with 10 or more
vehicles versus 20 or more vehicles. Requiring a special use permit for larger group sizes could
benefit wildlife and wildlife habitats in discouraging use by larger groups, which relative to
smaller groups can create larger and more intense areas of habitat disturbance, greatly increased
noise levels, and increased trash dispersal.

Other benefits to wildlife and wildlife habitats that may be derived from the proposed action
include an increase in public education information programs; the assessment of the need for
additional gates, fencing or signs, which could deter motorized access in unauthorized areas; and
the prohibition on public entry to mines, which could benefit species associated with this habitat
including a host of sensitive bats species. Requiring the retention of at least six law enforcement
officers would continue to ensure that there would be personnel to prevent/deter visitors from

W:\01016\800\Draft EI SClean\Chapter 5.doc 5-140



BMGR INRMP 5.6 General Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat
Draft EIS February 2003

violating rules regarding protection of sensitive wildlife resources (e.g., more law-enforcement
officers to prevent poaching of reptiles or illegal ORV travel). Developing and implementing a
limits-of-acceptable change monitoring program would guide recreation use management and
potentially allow for better protection of natural resources by providing better data on the effects
of recreation use on wildlife and wildlife habitats.

5.6.5.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and/or Strategy D, Depending on
Unit)

Regardless of the management unit, increased restrictions and permit requirements as related to
the recreation services and use supervision objectives would potentially benefit wildlife and
wildlife habitats. The alternatives for Management Unit 2 include Strategies B and D. The
aternatives for the rest of the Management Units include Strategies B and C. Strategy D
provides the highest level of restrictions on types of activities and Strategy C is the same as
Strategy D except with regard to requiring a special use permit for single parties with more than
20 vehicles (rather than more than 10 vehicles with Strategy D), while Strategy B has
considerably fewer restrictions on public use and access.

Alternative Management Strategy B would be generally less protective of wildlife and wildlife
habitats than the proposed action because it would result in the following:

Evaluation of the need for and effects of alowing public ORV travel in designated areas
(apractice not currently allowed)

A lower minimum number of law enforcement positions as compared to the proposed
action (requires two positions)

An increase from the proposed action in the number of vehicles alowed per group (30
vehicles) before requiring a special use permit (this is a decrease from the existing
requirement of a special use permit only for a party with 50 or more vehicles; the
requirement under proposed action would be for parties with 10 to 20 vehicles)

Allowing public travel in designated washes when dry (the proposed action would only
allow motorized public travel in washes where the wash is a designated part of the road
system open to the public and is dry)

Maintenance of existing signs, gates, fencing, and public education programs (without the
improvements that are included in the proposed action)

Maintenance of existing levels of resource protection (instead of the development of
limits-of-acceptable change monitoring to protect natural resources as included in the
proposed action)

Evaluating the feasibility of allowing public entry to mines where such use is compatible
with safety and resource protection requirements and implementing a program for such
use under special use permit provisions, if feasible.
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Most of these distinctions between the proposed action and Strategy B would not have a
measurable impact on wildlife and wildlife habitats. However, the potential to allow ORV travel
in designated areas, allow motorized public travel in designated washes, and alow public entry
to mines on the range is of particular concern. Opening areas to ORV use has the potentia to
negatively affect wildlife and wildlife habitats through the direct physicad damage and
disturbance that such use can cause to habitats in the affected area. As described in Section
5.5.5.1, washes are considered important habitat for wildlife and allowing public motorized
access to washes could lead to negative impacts on wildlife and wildlife habitats. Some mine
shafts and adits are used as roosting sites for bats, shelter for bighorn sheep and other species,
and support unique microhabitats for other species. However, these factors would presumably be
taken into consideration during the process of evaluating the need for and effects of designating
ORV use areas, deciding which washes would be designated as open to notorized travel, and
evaluating where allowing public entry to mines would be compatible with safety and resource
protection requirements. Therefore, some of these potential effects could be avoided, reduced, or
minimized. If significant adverse impacts were identified that could not be mitigated, such
actions would not be authorized. In summary, Strategy B could have minor to moderate effects
on wildlife and wildlife habitats in localized areas, depending upon which areas are designated
for these two uses.

5.6.5.3 No-action Alternative (Strategy A)

The main difference in impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitats from adopting the no-action
aternative rather than the proposed action would arise from the rules regarding vehicular travel.
Similar to the proposed action, the no-action alternative would prohibit public ORV travel. The
no-action alternative would allow motorized public travel in washes (in accordance with the
Draft Barry M. Goldwater East HMP) with effects that would be similar to those as described for
Strategy B. A specia use permit would be required for groups of 50 or more vehicles per group —
a less stringent requirement compared to the proposed action and other action alternatives. In
contrast to the proposed action, the no-action alternative would also not increase the level of law
enforcement, signs, fencing, gates, and environmental education; thus, this strategy would not
provide any of the potential improvements for the protection of sensitive wildlife and wildlife
habitats related to these objectives.

5.6.6 Rockhounding

5.6.6.1  Proposed Action (Strategy C in Units 2 and 3 and Strategy D in All Other Units)
The proposed action for rockhounding is Strategy C in Units 2 and 3 and Strategy D elsewhere.

Rockhounding would be prohibited in most areas of the BMGR, but would be alowed to occur
on a limited basis in the mgority of the publicly accessible portions of BMGR—West. The
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amount of rockhounding that occurs within the BMGR is believed to be minimal and so too are
any associated impacts on wildlife and wildlife habitats (e.g., associated foot traffic and the
removal of rocks, which can disrupt microhabitats). In all areas except for Units 2 and 3, these
effects would be eliminated through the proposed prohibition of rockhounding. Within Units 2
and 3, these effects could be lessened because rockhounding would be restricted within special
natural/interest areas and in other designated areas that were determined to be sensitive to
impacts arising from human-induced disturbance.

5.6.6.2  Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and/or Strategy D, Depending on
Unit)

Regardless of the management unit, increased restrictions on rockhounding would have the
potential to have minor and highly localized benefits to wildlife and wildlife habitats. An
aternative action that employed Strategy D for this resource management element may benefit
wildlife and wildlife habitats more so than Strategy B or Strategy C as, with the activity
prohibited, there would be no potential for effect. An alternative action that employed Strategy C
for this resource category offers more potential protection than Strategy B. Whereas with
Strategy C rockhounding would be prohibited within designated areas (special natural/interest
areas and other areas ®nsitive to human-induced disturbance), the activity would be allowed
under Strategy B unless a compliance issue arises.

5.6.6.3  No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

With the no-action alternative, rockhounding would likely be allowed to continue under existing
management in al publicly accessible portions of the BMGR with no specia provisions for
excluding the activity from special natural/interest and other designated natural and cultural
resource areas that are sensitive to impacts arising from human-induced disturbance. Thus, as
compared with the proposed action, the no-action aternative would have a greater potentia to
affect wildlife and wildlife habitats if impacts associated with the activity degraded wildlife
habitat.

56.7 Wood Cutting, Gathering, and Firewood Use, and Collection of Native Plants

56.71  Proposed Action (Strategy D in Unit 1 and Strategy C in All Other Units

The proposed action for this resource element would likely have minor beneficial effects to
wildlife and wildlife habitats. There would be continued protection of habitat from the continued
prohibition of collection of plants listed in the Arizona Native Plant Law, including plant parts,
seeds, or fruit (the use of dead wood for permissible campfires is specifically exempted in the
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law). Prohibition of all wood cutting activities range wide and collection of dead and downed
wood within Unit 1 would likely benefit wildlife and wildlife habitats because wood, standing or
dead and downed, provides important habitat to insects (that also provide a food source to larger
wildlife), lizards, raptors, nesting birds, and small mammals. In addition, downed wood provides
a source of soil nutrients and substrate that keeps vegetation associated with wildlife habitats
healthy. Although Strategy C allows the collection of dead and downed wood for campfires, it
also promotes the monitoring of this activity in high use areas, with a provision to instate
restrictions if resource conditions dictate the need.

Under the proposed action, wllection of dead and downed wood would be allowed within the
former Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes ACEC and the small Unit 2 portion of the former
Tingjas Altas Mountains ACEC. While currently prohibited, collection of dead and downed
wood would be allowed within 150 feet of EI Camino del Diablo. Given that wood collection in
these areas has been prohibited since the 1990 Goldwater Amendment, wildlife resources
associated with dead and downed wood in these areas could be affected by this change in
management policy for these areas.

5.6.7.2  Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and/or Strategy D, Depending on
Unit)

Distinctions between the potential consequences of alternative actions and the proposed action
for this resource element on wildlife axd wildlife habitats are minor. All aternatives would
continue to require compliance with the Arizona Native Plant Law and would prohibit the
removal of wood from the range. Management Strategy B, which allows wood cutting,
gathering, and firewood use as long as wood is used at a sustainable rate and no regulatory
compliance issue arises, represents the least resource-protective aternative. Management
Strategy D represents the most protective because it flatly prohibits all of these activities.
Allowing woodcutting under Strategy B would potentially affect arboreal wildlife species and
habitats, including nesting birds.

A notable impact that could occur if Strategies B or C were applied in Unit 1 rather than Strategy
D is that wood collection (plus woodcutting with Strategy B) would be allowed within the
former Tingjas Altas Mountains ACEC, which is open to general public use and where wood
collection is currently prohibited. This area could be particularly vulnerable to the effects to
wildlife resources that could occur from a change in management policy, particularly considering
that the Davis Plain portion of this former ACEC has been subject to illegal over-harvesting of
ironwood in the past (although collection of ironwood is regulated by the Arizona Native Plant
Law). Similarly, if Management Strategy D were selected for Management Units 2 and/or 3
rather than Strategy C, the potential impacts to wildlife resources within the portions of the
former ACECs and ElI Camino del Diablo within these units, as assessed in Section 5.6.7.1 for
the proposed action, would not occur.
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5.6.7.3  No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The current policy regarding wood cutting, gathering, and firewood use dictates that woodcutting
or wood collection for commercial or domestic use is prohibited, although the use of dead and
downed wood as firewood is permitted. In addition, firewood gathering is prohibited in al
former ACECs and within 150 feet of EI Camino del Diablo Backcountry Byway. While the
impact of these management objectives would be similar to that assessed for the proposed action,
this strategy has no provison to monitor wood supplies in high-use areas and restrict wood
collection if resource conditions dictate. Therefore, the no-action alternative for this resource
category would potentially be slightly less protective than the proposed action.

5.6.8 Hunting

5.6.8.1  Proposed Action (Strategy B)

Application of Management Strategy B range-wide is the proposed action for hunting. Although
all the aternatives propose to continue the existing game management programs throughout the
range, the proposed action would, in addition, assess the need for a special hunting permit
program that requires the payment of nominal fees that would be used for the protection,
conservation and management of wildlife and wildlife habitats on the range, and would include
habitat improvement and related activities. The proposed assessment (based on hunter
participation rates and patterns) would examine whether nominal fees could create sufficient
revenues for wildlife management. If a fee program were implemented, the fees may deter some
hunter use of the BMGR, particularly in years when there is a marginal abundance of game.
While potential decreases in hunter participation may have correlated impacts on target species
and species interrelationships (e.g., higher prey populations and predator-prey relationships), the
assessment of such effects would be speculative and inappropriate herein given the
programmatic nature of this EIS.

A second provision of the proposed action would evaluate the effects of nongame species
collection on wildlife and habitat, and if needed, impose limits to restrict these collection
activities within the authority of state law. This action could also kenefit wildlife and wildlife
habitats because it would evaluate the need for the restriction and impose the restriction if it is
needed. Concerns have been raised about the effects of non-game species collection on wildlife
populations and habitats on the BMGR, particularly herpetofauna and the Sonoran population of
the desert tortoise (Hall and others 2001). However, no specific data are available to understand
the type and magnitude of these effects on wildlife and wildlife habitat and the AGFD, which
regulates this activity, has not assessed a threat or imposed restrictions on this activity on the
BMGR.
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5.6.8.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy C and Strategy D)

Management Strategy D, if applied range-wide, would potentially be more protective of wildlife
and wildlife habitats than the proposed action because a petition to close the BMGR to non-game
species collection would be submitted to the Arizona Game and Fish Commission.

Management Strategy C is the same as the proposed action and the effects would be the same as
with the proposed action.

5.6.8.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The range-wide application of Strategy A for hunting would have fewer potential benefits for
wildlife resources than the proposed action. With Strategy A, no changes in current policy for

non-game species collection would be implemented beyond current state law and no evaluation
of the effects of non-game species on wildlife and wildlife habitats would be prescribed.

5.6.9 Recr eational Shooting

5.6.9.1  Proposed Action (Strategy C)

The primary adverse effect that recreational shooting has on wildlife is noise pollution;
otherwise, this pastime has many of the same adverse effects on wildlife and wildlife habitats as
camping. Excessive noise associated with shooting hes the potential to affect wildlife in a variety
of ways, including disrupting communication, frightening wildlife away from potentialy
important resources (water, food, etc.), and disrupting wildlife behavior. These effects are
considered to be minor and short-term.

The proposed action, Management Strategy C, would incorporate a system of adaptive
management that would first assess the need for the activity itself, and then assess the need to
restrict such activities to specific areas, times, and type d firearms, should it be justified. It
would also implement certain restrictions, such as requiring a specia use permit for recreational
shooting at night or using fully automatic weapons. Therefore, athough continuing to alow
recreational shooting may have some minor and short-term adverse effects on wildlife and
wildlife habitat, these new management objectives may be expected to somewhat reduce and/or
localize these impacts.
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56.9.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy D and Strategy B)

Management Strategy D, if applied range-wide, may be more protective of wildlife and wildlife
habitats than the proposed action because it would initially prohibit recreational shooting on the
range. Like the proposed action, Strategy D would consider the appropriateness of allowing the
activity to occur in designated areas.

The application of Management Strategy B would allow recreational shooting to continue under
existing regulations without any further restrictions as long as no significant resource issues are
identified, and it remains compatible with military use and public safety. This may be less
beneficial to wildlife and wildlife habitats than the proposed action because it would not provide
opportunities for designating specific areas for this activity that could avoid sensitive habitat
areas. Effects on wildlife and wildlife habitat are expected to be minor.

5.6.93 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The range-wide application of Strategy A for recreational shooting would have less potential
benefit for wildlife resources than the proposed action. Current provisions for recreational
shooting under this alternative would allow it to occur as long as it remains compatible with
military use and public safety. This alternative would not account for effects on wildlife or
wildlife habitat, which are considered to be minor.

5.6.10 Utility/Transportation Corridors

5.6.10.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

The proposed action, Management Strategy C, would restrict al future utility/transportation
corridor development to the existing corridor, except for applications filed prior to 6 November
2001. If adopted, the Yuma ASH, would be allowed to be constructed as planned. Although the
potential effects of the Yuma ASH are being evaluated in detail in separate NEPA
documentation, potential adverse impacts to wildlife resources include the elimination of wildlife
habitat in association with the construction, increased wildlife mortality, increased noise and
human activity, habitat fragmentation, and restriction of wildlife movement. Of particular
concern is the potential for mortality to reptiles (including the protected flat-tailed horned
lizards), which can be killed by traffic because they are attracted to the blacktop of roads for
basking. Additional details on the potential impacts of the Yuma ASH action, in combination
with the proposed INRMP, on wildlife and wildlife habitat are provided in Chapter 6,
Cumulative Effects.
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Otherwise continuing to limit development of overhead and underground utilities within the
State Route 85 transportation/utility corridor and prohibiting all other transportation/utility
corridor development would continue to have beneficial effects on wildlife and wildlife habitat
by reducing/limiting the effects of developmert (i.e., elimination of wildlife habitat, increased
wildlife mortality, increased noise and human activity, habitat fragmentation, and restriction of
wildlife movement).

5.6.10.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Strategy D, which would restrict al future developments of this kind to existing corridors, would
be more protective of wildlife and habitat than the proposed action because it would not allow
clearing of wildlife habitat in undisturbed areas and the associated effects. This includes the
Yuma ASH and associated effects to wildlife and wildlife habitat, which would be assessed in
detail in separate NEPA documentation.

Management Strategy B, which would evaluate proposals to build new utility/transportation
corridors on a case-by-case basis, has the potential to allow such clearing and associated effects
(in addition to the proposed Yuma ASH). Because such new corridors would need to be
compatible with the military mission, it is regarded as unlikely that many new corridors would be
developed on the BMGR. Thus, this distinction between the proposed action and this alternative
would probably have alow magnitude of effect on wildlife and wildlife habitat.

5.6.10.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action alternative is similar to the proposed action. Although DoD would assume a
greater role in reviewing/approving proposed actions within existing corridors, the Secretary of
the Interior must be consulted before using the lands for non-military purposes (Section
3031(a)(5) of the MLWA of 1999). A new protocol would be established for the review and
approval process, but would continue to satisfy regulatory requirements. The no-action
alternative would alow for consideration of new corridor proposals. However, because of the
general incompatibilities between utilities and the military mission (e.g., overhead power lines
where aircraft have clearance to fly from the ground surface to 80,000 feet MSL) few corridors
would be likely to be approved. Consequently, the effects would ikely be very similar to the
proposed action.
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5.6.11 General Vegetation, Wildlife, Wildlife Habitat, and Wildlife Waters

5.6.11.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

Management Strategy C, the proposed action for this resource management element, would
likely have an overal beneficia effect on wildlife and wildlife habitats. Due to the relevance of
each management objective to the subject resource, each is evaluated individually:

The proposed evaluation of cumulative impacts of land disturbance on wildlife habitat
would provide new information to land managers on the extent and level of impacts on
BMGR wildlife habitat that have never before been evaluated comprehensively
(including effects from recreation, Border Patrol, and UDAS). Based on this information,
criteria would be established for protection of important habitat. If such protective
measures were effective, wildlife and wildlife habitat would benefit; the level of effect
cannot be foreseen.

To the extent that the proposed objective to update vegetation maps with newly gathered
botanical information would relate to any habitat-protecting management actions, this
objective would benefit wildlife habitat.

The proposed program that would be developed to control trespass grazing by livestock
and feral burros would potentially benefit wildlife and wildlife habitat. As explained in
Section 5.5.11, this is current policy, but this policy has not historically been
implemented consistently. Low levels of trespass grazing occur, particularly within the
East TAC portion of BMGR—East. With the proposed action, the program to control
trespass grazing would presumably be more effectively implemented than the existing
program since there are also objectives to monitor the quantity of livestock permitted on
perimeter grazing allotments and maintain a list of names, addresses, and brands of
permitees to be able to respond to trespass grazing. Trespass cattle and feral burros may
be stressed by this action, but deleterious effects are not expected as the current intent is
that these species would be rounded up and returned to their rightful owners. The
elimination of livestock from the BMGR would be beneficia to other native wildlife
habitat and wildlife because grazing animals may compete with native wildlife, and can
alter wildlife habitat and the natural function of ecological communities.

The objective to conduct surveys for, establish control priorities for, prevent the
introduction of, and monitor populations of invasive species and develop coordinated
strategies to localy eradicate and/or control the spread of these species commensurate
with the threats they pose to natura resources on the BMGR and within the greater
Sonoran Desert Ecoregion could benefit wildlife and wildlife habitat. Other invasive
wildlife species besides livestock and feral burros could be evaluated, including the rock
dove, European starling and house sparrow, Africanized honey bee, and possibly other
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non-native insects. Where applied to vegetative resources, benefits to wildlife habitat
could occur.

The objective to identify sensitive wildlife areas (e.g., pronghorn concentration areas,
fawning grounds, wildlife corridors) and implement restrictions on activities as needed to
protect and conserve habitat, ecosystems, and biodiversity would potentially benefit
targeted wildlife resources. The level of impact would depend on the need for and
effectiveness of any restrictions that would be implemented.

The objective to implement vegetation and wildlife habitat restoration efforts for areas
that have been damaged by previous military, agency, or intensive public use would
potentially benefit wildlife resources in the affected localized areas.

The projected near- and long-term effects to wildlife and wildlife habitat related to the
objective to alow the implementation of up to six high-priority water development
projects described by the LechuguillaMohawk and Draft Barry M. Goldwater East
HMPs during the first five years of the INRMP are difficult to fully assess given the lack
of definitive information on the potential benefits and adverse effects of wildlife waters.
As outlined in Section 4.6.4, there continue to be questions regarding the benefits and
adverse effects of existing and future wildlife water developments within the BMGR. The
proposed action reflects a course of action that attempts to address some areas of
management controversy through additiona research and evaluations, while alowing
development of six high-priority waters to occur as needed to support target wildlife
populations.

The preponderance of current scientific evidence indicates that (1) wildlife water
developments in the southwestern United States have not had a demonstrated negative
impact on native flora and fauna, and (2) some targeted and nontargeted wildlife species
have benefited from increased availability of free-standing water (Rosenstock and others
1999). There is evidence that some wildlife water developments have benefited each of
the species targeted in the HMPs as well as nontargeted mammalian predators, small
mammals (including bats), game and nonrgame birds, and herpetofauna. Negative
impacts of water developments on wildlife resulting from predation, competition, direct
mortality, and disease could occur, but these impacts are not well understood or
supported by data and remain largely speculative (Rosenstock and others 1999).

On the BMGR, long-term monitoring has not occurred for most wildlife populations,
however, AGFD does conduct surveys and estimates for desert bighorn sheep and the
Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Team monitors the Sonoran pronghorn population. In most
areas of the BMGR, the bighorn sheep population has remained stable relative to other
areas outside of the BMGR. While some managers and scientists believe that the
available research and management evidence demonstrates that most of the
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approximately 40 existing wildlife water developments that are currently available to
these species within the range may at least be partially responsible for the stability of
their populations, others find that no definitive evidence of such a connection is available
yet. The bighorn sheep population in the Sand Tank and Sauceda mountains, for example,
has continued to decline despite the addition of transplanted sheep to the areain 1993 and
the provision of natural and artificial waters throughout this area. As stated in Section
4.6.4, study of the effects of permanent water on the productivity and recruitment of
desert bighorn sheep in the Cabeza Prieta and Sierra Pinta mountain ranges within
Cabeza Prieta NWR is currently underway. Early evidence from this study shows waters
to be beneficial. During the 2002 drought, this desert bighorn sheep population, which
has been provided with water supplied by managers, was reduced by aly an estimated
seven to ten percent, with an estimated ten percent loss of lambs at a time when forage
conditions were generally poor. This preliminary, unpublished information (Hervert
2002), along with other and further studies, may provide a better understanding as to the
prioritization of wildlife water development projects for desert bighorn sheep and other
species.

Although the proposed action would authorize the development of only six wildlife
waters during the first five years of the INRMP, it B unlikely that more than six water
developments typicaly would be implemented during this time frame even if al 17
developments identified in the HMPs were authorized. Thus, this element of the proposed
action, as it relates to wildlife waters, represerts little change from the existing condition
during the first five years of the INRMP. One distinction is that the proposed action
emphasizes that the six developments to be authorized are to be of high priority. The
waters that remain to be implemented from the Lechuguilla-Mohawk HMP are the
Ultima Catchment, sited in the southern Gila Mountains, and Raven Butte Catchment,
sited at the northern end of the Tingjas Altas Mountains. These waters were sited
primarily for the benefit of desert bighorn sheep. The 16 wildlife waters sited in the Draft
Barry M. Goldwater—East HMP include three high-elevation and three low-elevation
tanks in the Sand Tank Mountains, four high-elevation waters and one low-elevation
water in the Sauceda Mountains, two high-elevation waters in the Crater Range, one
high-elevation water in the Mohawk Mountains, and two high-elevation waters in the
Aguila/Granite Mountains. These high-elevation waters are intended primarily for the
benefit of desert bighorn sheep (and white-tailed deer in the Sand Tank and Sauceda
mountains), while the low-elevation waters are intended primarily for the benefit of mule
deer (and javelina in the Sand Tank and Sauceda mountains). One low-elevation water is
proposed within Sonoran pronghorn range for the benefit of Sonoran pronghorn.

Some criteria that may be used to determine high-priority waters include placement in
occupied or suitable habitat exhibiting lightly used forage resources for the targeted
species. For desert bighorn sheep, waters are recommended to be located near foraging
areas and shade, but in locations with unobstructed views (Gunn 2000). Few studies have
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assessed the effectiveness of water developments,; however, lessons may be learned from
Krausman and Etchberger (1995) efforts, which involved monitoring two catchments in
the Harquahala Mountains of Arizona constructed for the benefit of desert bighorn sheep.
These waters were not effective, but one was poorly designed and effectively
nonfunctional, while the other was rarely used (Krausman and Czech 1998, Gunn 2000).

During and for a short time period following construction, wildlife water developments
would be expected to potentially have localized and minor deleterious effects on wildlife
and wildlife habitat due to activities such as limited earth moving, access road grading (if
needed), and erection of the materials that would comprise each development. Traffic on
roadways associated with transportation of equipment and work crews potentially could
injure or kill wildlife through collision. During the period of construction, noise and
human activity could temporarily disrupt species in that habitat. These effects would vary
based on the site-specific conditions of each of the six chosen locations, which are
unknown at this time. The potential effects of these projects cannot be further assessed at
this time, but further analysis would be prepared for each water development in
accordance with NEPA when site-specific proposals are prepared.

The objectives of the proposed action related to the detailed review of the beneficial and
adverse effects of water developments on the BMGR include (1) thoroughly reviewing
literature and implementing studies in the first five years of the INRMP to determine
benefits and adverse effects of wildlife waters with the intent of providing information to
be used in determining the value of developing, maintaining, or removing water
developments, (2) continuing wildlife water research as needed after the first five years of
the INRMP, and (3) establishing a panel of experts to review available data and make
recommendations to the respective installation commanders by the first five-year review
regarding whether sufficient evidence exists to suspend planned water devel opments,
remove existing developments, or add new developments.

Regardless of the results of these studies, these objectives would be of benefit from a
wildlife management perspective and the results would aso benefit wildlife if they
further the understanding of how wildlife waters should be managed. The proposed
action is consistent with the suggestion of the latest research on wildlife waters, including
Rosenstock and others (1999) and Rosenstock and Rabe (2002). A five-year period of
study (and continuing study after the five years as needed) is appropriate because, as
asserted in Rosenstock and others (1999), studies of water developments needs to be
long-term, capturing an adequate range of variation in climatic conditions and other
temporal phenomena affecting wildlife populations. Studies greater than or equal to ten
years in duration would likely be required to distinguish “natural” variation from
treatment effects. Such studies also need to be conducted at a spatial scale appropriate to
the research questions and species of interest. When water developments are properly
built and sited in areas that exhibit healthy floral communities, it is a matter of three to
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five years before substantial bighorn or other wildlife use can be documented during the
dry portion of the summer (Gunn 2000).

Lastly, the proposed action would alow for the maintenance and repair of existing water
developments in the first five years of the INRMP; future maintenance and repair
decisions would be pending the five-year review panel review. Continuing to alow for
the maintenance and repair of existing water developments would have beneficial
impacts on the species that use these waters in that such actions would ensure that the
waters are functioning as planned.

5.6.11.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Management Strategy D is the same as the proposed action and would have the same potential
consequences as assessed for the proposed action, except that it would suspend the installation of
wildlife water developments for the first five years of the INRMP. This would allow for the five
years of results of detailed review of the beneficial and adverse effects of water developments on
the BMGR to be accomplished before any new water devel opments were undertaken. In contrast,
the proposed action would proceed with up to six high-priority water developments while the
literature review and studies were being conducted, and before their conclusions were known.
Although the preponderance of current scientific evidence indicates that such wildlife water
developments have not had a demonstrated negative impact on native flora and fauna, and that
some wildlife species have benefited from increased availability of free-standing water, there is
the perception that negative effects may be occurring and concerns about lack of data for
evauating the potential for negative impacts (Rosenstock and others 1999).

Suspending rather than allowing wildlife water developments during the first five years of the
INRMP may be less beneficial to targeted and non-targeted species that could benefit from the
six waters. Although there are some 40 existing wildlife water developments that are currently
available to these species throughout the BMGR, the new carefully considered water
developments could be of benefit to some species that are potentially at risk of serious declinein
the event of an extended drought. On the other hand, any negative impacts that could occur in
association with the up to six wildlife water developments that could be implemented under the
proposed action, including those related to construction activities and perceived negative impacts
from predation, competition, direct mortality, and disease would not occur.

Strategy B includes many of the same wildlife management objectives and same potential for
benefits to wildlife and wildlife habitat as the proposed action, including evaluating the
cumulative effects of land disturbance, updating vegetative mapping, developing a program to
control trespass grazing, and conducting invasive species assessments and developing
eradication/control measures. One distinction between Strategy B and the proposed action is that
this strategy does not include the objective to identify key areas (e.g., pronghorn concentration
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areas, fawning grounds, wildlife corridors) and implement restrictions on activities as needed to
protect and conserve habitat, ecosystems, and biodiversity. Benefits that could be gained for
general wildlife and wildlife habitats as a result of this objective would not occur under this
strategy. The other distinction is that for the 25-year term of the INRMP, Strategy B would
authorize the construction of up to 17 new water developments, the maintenance, repair,
redesign, or redevelopment of 16 existing water developments, and the consideration of
additional wildlife water developments. It is difficult to assess whether Strategy B would have
different impacts than the proposed action because, during the first five years of the INRMP, a
similar number of developments would likely be implemented as with the proposed action and
the same effects would occur. However, whereas under the proposed action it is unknown how
many wildlife water developments would be implemented after the first five years, under
Strategy B, the remaining authorized developments could be constructed. Strategy B would not
include the management objectives of the proposed action to conduct in-depth research or
establish a panel to review the pros and cons of installing more water developments in the future.
In contrast to the proposed action, beyond the first five years of the INRMP, wildlife water
developments would be implemented without the potential benefit of any knowledge that would
be gained under the studies and evaluations included in the proposed action. To the extent that
the studies and evaluations of the proposed action would provide new information that would
lead to an adjustment in management to benefit general wildlife and wildlife habitat, this strategy
could be less beneficial than the proposed action. A common, and perhaps equalizing, factor that
would affect the implementation of Strategy B, the proposed action, and the other alternatives,
would be the requirement for a site-specific anaysis for each proposed water development in
accordance with the NEPA.

5.6.11.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

If the no-action aternative were implemented, wildlife and wildlife habitats would benefit from
continued efforts to control trespass grazing, update vegetative mapping, and evaluate the
cumulative effects of land disturbance. The potential benefits of these management objectives
would be the same as assessed for the proposed action. Compared to the proposed action and
aternatives, the no-action aternative would not include management objectives related to
restoration efforts, identification of key areas where restrictions on activities may be needed to
protect habitat, or monitoring and control of invasive species. The potential benefits of these
management objectives, as assessed for the proposed action, would rot occur. Not implementing
the invasive species management objective could have a negative impact upon wildlife because
some invasive plants (red brome, Sahara mustard, and buffelgrass, in particular) can become a
fire hazard and fire can damage wildlife and wildlife habitat. Like Strategy B, Strategy A would
allow up to 17 new water developments and the repair, redesign, or redevelopment of 16 existing
water developments, but would not include management objectives to study and evaluate the
beneficial and adverse effects of wildlife water developments. Thus, relative to wildlife water
developments, this strategy would have the same effects as assessed for Strategy B. One
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distinction is that under Strategy B the implementation of additional wildlife water developments
would be considered beyond those identified in the HMPs, but Strategy A would not.

5.6.12 Special Status Species

5.6.12.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

The primary effect that implementation of Management Strategy C would have on wildlife and
wildlife habitats would be to improve the information available on specia status wildlife species.
The surveys being proposed would provide up-to-date information on the distribution and
abundance of wildlife species as further discussed in Section 5.7. Other benefits of the proposed
action include supporting endangered species recovery plans and providing resources for
predator control if needed to protect a special status species (although common predator species
could clearly be negatively affected by predator control).

5.6.12.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)
Management Strategy D isidentical to the proposed action and would have the same effects.

Strategy B would only differ from the proposed action in that it would not provide resources for
predator control to protect a specia status species, and it would not initiate or continue surveys
to determine the distribution and abundance of specia status species. Consequences for general
wildlife and wildlife habitat would be similar to that of the proposed action, without the potential
for negative impacts to predators.

5.6.12.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

If the no-action alternative were implemented, special status species would be managed
according to a more species-specific and compliance-driven approach compared to the other
management strategies. Support for Sonoran pronghorn recovery efforts would continue to
include avoiding new surface disturbing activities within 6 miles of permanent water sources
within the range of Sonoran pronghorn. Other general wildlife and wildlife habitat within the six
miles of water sources in Sonoran pronghorn habitat would also potentially benefit from this
objective, which is not specificaly included in the other management strategies However,
overal, Strategy A for this resource element provides fewer potential benefits for wildlife and
wildlife habitat than the proposed action.
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56.13 Soil and Water Resour ces

5.6.13.1 Proposed Action (Strategy D)

The proposed action for soil and water resources (Management Strategy D) would have
beneficial consequences for wildlife and wildlife habitats on the BMGR. Although excessive soil
erosion is currently not a widespread problem within the BMGR, continuing to restrict activities
that could accelerate natural rates of soil erosion could prevent degradation of habitat. In
addition, the proposed action would aso lead to a range-wide soil survey, which could provide
valuable information about the relationship between wildlife habitats of interest and the soils on
which they occur. Such information could aid in monitoring and adaptive management of
wildlife and wildlife habitat. The proposed action would also lead to restoration of areas where
vehicle use has caused excessive damage, which could have moderate to high benefits in
localized areas.

5.6.13.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy C)

The aternative actions (Management Strategies B and C) would still provide many of the same
potential benefits listed above for the proposed action; however, they would not involve the soil
surveys or the restoration of damaged areas nor the associated benefits noted for the proposed
action.

5.6.13.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action aternative has many of the same benefits for wildlife and wildlife habitats as the
proposed action and the alternatives. Like the aternatives, it would not include the soil surveys
or the restoration of damaged areas or result in any associated benefits to wildlife and wildlife
habitat.

5.6.14 Air Resources

5.6.14.1 Proposed Action (Strategy A)

The proposed action for air resources is Management Strategy A, which would continue to
require the incorporation of dust control measures at construction sites and recreation activity
areas, and the development of best management practices for activities that might potentially
generate non-point source air pollution. The same minor benefits that the proposed action could
have for general vegetation (see Section 5.5.14.1) also apply to general wildlife habitat quality in
areas greatly affected by dust (microhabitats along frequently used roadsides).
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5.6.14.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and Strategy D)

Compared to the proposed action, Alterretive Management Strategies C and D may provide
some additional minor benefits to wildlife and wildlife habitats, while Management Strategy B
would provide no special management objectives. Strategy C would promote the use of dust-
paliatives to control excessive fugitive dust in heavily travel areas and evauate the
environmental impacts associated with this control measure. Management Strategy D builds
upon Strategy C in that it includes an adaptive management provision to monitor air quality
trends and avoid new activity in areas of deteriorated air quality. Dust control may indirectly
benefit vegetation, and thus wildlife habitat, because it can reduce the accumulation of dust on
leaves, which can interfere with photosynthesis.

5.6.14.3 No-action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action aternative is the proposed action and the effects would be the same.

5.6.15 Visual Resources

Management provisions for visua resources that result in new development to occur in
previously disturbed areas benefit wildlife and wildlife habitats by minimizing habitat loss and
helping to keep human disturbances to certain locations. Because all management strategies for
visual resources include this provision, all provide an equal potential for benefit to wildlife and

wildlife habitat. Other visual resource provisions would have no effect on wildlife and/or wildlife
habitat.

5.6.16 Wildfire Management

5.6.16.1 Proposed Action (Strategy B)

Most of the vegetation and wildlife habitats on the BMGR are not fire-adapted. Wildfires can
have serious consequences for the ecological health of such natural communities because the
species composition can be drastically altered, often shifting from an assemblage of native
gpecies with high habitat value to a non-native dominated community of low value to both
humans and wildlife. Wildlife relies upon vegetation for forage, cover, nest sites and perches.
Less mobile species, such as reptiles, may experience population bottlenecks when subjected to
infrequent, fast-moving, hot wildfires, and these can leave reptile populations in a precarious
position near extinction.
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Management Strategy B, the proposed action, would lead to the development of a range-wide
fire management plan based on established practices that would incorporate fire prevention,
suppression and possi ble mitigation measures.

5.6.16.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy C and Strategy D)

Management Strategies C and D are identical to the proposed action and, therefore, would have
the same potential impacts on wildlife and wildlife habitat as assessed for the proposed action.
5.6.16.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The policy regarding wildfire management currently in use focuses on suppressing wildfire in a
cost effective and efficient manner that results in the least amount of fire damage. This policy

would not necessarily have the positive effects of the proposed action, relative to the
development of arange-wide fire management plan.

5.6.17 Perimeter Land Use, Encroachment, and Regional Planning

5.6.17.1 Proposed Action (Strategy D)

The proposed action for this resource element, application of Management Strategy D range-
wide, would provide more potential benefits to wildlife and wildlife habitats than the other
alternatives. This strategy builds on al the other strategies and provides the most exhaustive list
of actions to be performed. Beneficial wildlife resource-related actions include interaction and
response to adjacent, off-range management policies; monitoring of adjacent land use changes,
illegal immigration effects on BMGR natural resources, and adjacent cattle grazing policies; and
participation and coordination in local and regional land-use planning and conservation efforts.
In addition, this strategy includes identifying threats to off-range resources that may negatively
affect BMGR resources, and determining the extent to which BMGR resources are interrelated or
dependant on off-range resources. Management of wildlife and wildlife habitats on a regional
scale as opposed to just a range-wide scale would provide greater opportunities to assure the
longevity and health of BMGR wildlife and wildlife habitats.

5.6.17.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy C)
Management Strategy B provides the least number of actions and includes only assessing

implications of adjacent land use plans and changes to BMGR resources, development and
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implementation of management responses to adjacent land use plans, and interaction with off-
range land managers as necessary to change or mitigate land use plans that have negative effects
on wildlife resources.

Management Strategy C builds upon Strategy B and includes monitoring of off-range land-use
related activities, participation in loca and regional land use processes, coordination with
agencies on conservation matters, and participation in the establishment of regional ecosystem
management efforts.

Both of these management strategies provide fewer potential benefits to wildlife and wildlife
habitats than the proposed action, but would still be positive.

5.6.17.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action alternative would not necessarily result in any of the benefits described for the

proposed action. No management strategies are currently in place regarding perimeter land use,
encroachment, and regional planning.

5.6.18 Aqoregate Effects on General Wildlife and Wildlife Habitats

5.6.18.1 Proposed Action

The comments that were made regarding the aggregate effects of the proposed action on
vegetation (Section 5.5.18.1) are also generally applicable to wildlife habitat. As with vegetation,
the additive beneficial effects of the proposed action on habitat result from a combination of the
effects of use management and resource management objectives would be potentialy greater
than the effects assessed individually for each of the 17 resource management elements. The
proposed road closures represent a 30 percent decrease from the existing BMGR road network or
a decrease in terms of aggregate area occupied by the 1,733,921-acre range from 0.47 percent to
0.33 percent. The additive impacts of reducing redundant roads and eliminating associated
vehicle-based activities along the closed routes would be greatest within the valley areas where
the proliferation of roads and associated disturbance has been most pronounced. Potential
disturbance would be further reduced by new provisions regulating camping, wood gathering,
waste disposal, numbers of vehicles in a party, recreationa shooting, length of visitor stays, etc.
As a result, wildlife would generally benefit in localized areas where habitats are restored and
intermittent noise and activity are less prevalent. Among the species that may benefit in these
areas are Sonoran pronghorn, coyote, rodents, and species corservation elements including the
valley bottom reptile guild, Le Conte's thrasher, and kit fox. Aggregate impacts could also
benefit the relatively rich assemblage of wildlife species that are reliant on or make use of valley
and mountain eroriparian areas, as the number of roads that dissect these habitats would be
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reduced and driving in washesthat are not part of the designated road system would be expressly
prohibited. The closure of roads near or within mountain passes could benefit large mammals
that use these corridors for passage, particularly if there is denied access to a water source or
other habitat that is important to individual species. On a range-wide basis, the magnitude of the
collected beneficial effects is expected to be low, although moderate benefits may be realized in
localized areas.

Some provisions of the proposed action that are particularly relevant to specific species include
prohibiting entry to mines, which would protect bat species that roost there. Continuing range-
wide prohibitions on wood cutting and removal of wood from the range and prohibiting wood
gathering in Unit 1 could benefit small mammals, reptiles, and avian species that may use these
wood resources. Funds from a specia hunting permit program (if implemented) would be used
for the protection, conservation, and management of wildlife and wildlife habitat and could
benefit various species. Non-game species (potentially herpetofauna and desert tortoise) could
benefit from evaluating nontgame species collection and, if indicated, implementing limitations
or restrictions on non-game collection activities within the authority of state law. In areas where
habitat has been degraded by trespass grazing, habitat quality would be improved by controlling
trespass livestock and feral burros; monitoring the quantity of livestock permitted on perimeter
grazing alotments; and maintaining a list of names, addresses, and brands of permitees so that
owners may be contacted to remove trespass animals when they graze on the BMGR.
Implementing up to six high priority wildlife water developments in concert with conducting a
thorough literature review and implementing studies of wildlife water developments to assess
their effects would be expected to result in a higher potential for beneficial than adverse impacts
on wildlife and wildlife habitats in general, and may have particular benefits to species that use
the waters that are developed. The management objective to consider the interrelationship of
wildlife on the BMGR with off- range resources and identifying threats to those resources has the
potential to benefit those populations that cross BMGR boundaries, but are still somewhat
localized (small mammals) to highly mobile species such as bighorn sheep, kit fox, and
migratory birds and bats.

Various species could benefit from developing alimits of acceptable change resource monitoring
and more adaptive, ecosystem management approach if this approach resulted in greater
identification and understanding of impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitats and effective
management actions were taken to lessen or eliminate such impacts. Other specific management
objectives could benefit various species of wildlife including:

restoring areas where vehicle use has caused excessive surface damage

restricting utility/transportation corridor development to the development of the Yuma

ASH and limited development of the State Route 85 corridor

redesignating the expired ACECs as speciad natural/interest areas (and maintaining

existing or establishing additional special management provisions, as needed)
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monitoring, surveying and mapping species and habitat to provide reliable and up-to-date
scientific information about the status of resources and their response to ongoing military
and civilian use of the BMGR

controlling and/or locally eradicating invasive plant species

developing a range-wide fire management plan

increasing perimeter land use, encroachment, and regional planning efforts

5.6.18.2 Alternative Actions

If Management Strategy B were implemented range-wide, there would be fewer potential
aggregate beneficial effects and greater potential aggregate negative effects on wildlife and
wildlife habitat as compared to the proposed action. Even in aggregate, the magnitude of these
effects would be low range-wide, with moderate effects potentially occurring in localized areas.
The aggregate effects of this strategy as discussed for vegetation (Section 5.5.18.2) would be
similar for wildlife habitat.

Some provisions of Strategy B that have potential for greater adverse effects to wildlife and
wildlife habitat as compared to the proposed action, but would not likely be distinguishable from
the no-action aternative, include the following: retaining the existing road network (covering
2,229 miles [including the Cabeza Prieta NWR bypass roads| or a surface area of 8,105 acres or
0.47 percent of the total range acreage); allowing vehicle-based camping to occur within 100 feet
of existing publicly accessible roads instead of 50 feet; evaluating the feasibility of allowing
public entry to mines where such use is compatible with safety and resource protection
requirements; and evaluating proposals to develop additional utility/transportation corridors. This
alternative also would possibly allow ORV use in designated areas, and future motorized access
to currently restricted areas, and building additional recreation use roads. These potential actions
would be preceded by additional NEPA analysis, however, which would further evaluate means
of reducing adverse effects of their implementation. Further, Strategy B includes a provision to
close roads when resource protection requirements so warrant. Collectively, the magnitude of
adverse effects from Strategy B would likely be minor on a range-wide basis, but could be
dightly more pronounced in localized areas.

Along with this suite of potential adverse effects, Strategy B would have some of the same
potential for the positive effects identified for the proposed action (e.g., controlling trespass
grazing; surveying for and controlling invasive species; implementing restoration efforts in areas
damaged by past military, agency, or intensive public use; conducting surveys of special status
species and implementing habitat improvements in support of endangered species recovery
plans; and developing a sound range-wide fire management plan). Like the aggregate negative
impacts, the collective magnitude of such beneficial effects would likely be minor on a range-
wide basis, but could be dlightly more pronounced in localized aress.
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This strategy would not, however, include other potentially beneficial wildlife management
elements of the proposed action including monitoring ecological recovery and trends in high and
low use areas; expanding public education programs; developing a limits of acceptable change
ecosystem monitoring system and adaptive monitoring program within the context of the greater
Sonoran Desert Ecoregion; identifying key areas (e.g., pronghorn concentration areas, fawning
grounds, and wildlife corridors) and implementing restrictions needed to protect and conserve
them and their habitat; and assessing the importance and character of recreational shooting as an
activity/issue to determine the appropriateness of this activity on the BMGR and implement a
decision based on the findings. The former ACECs, SRMAS, and the Backcountry Byway would
not be redesignated as specid/natural interest areas and would be managed without specia
provisions. With regard to wildlife management, one of the biggest differences between Strategy
B and the proposed action concerns the approach to wildlife water developments. Unlike the
proposed action, Strategy B would authorize the implementation of all prescribed wildlife water
developments without conducting a thorough review of the literature that would assess their
benefits and potential adverse effects. To the extent that the studies and evauations of the
proposed action would provide new information that would lead to an adjustment in management
to benefit general wildlife and wildlife habitat, this strategy could be less beneficial than the
proposed action.

For these reasons, when taken together the overall conclusion is that for wildlife and wildlife
habitat, the range-wide implementation of Strategy B would be somewhat less beneficial than the
proposed action. Relative to the no-action aternative, the aggregate effects of Strategy B would
be similar.

The aggregate effects on wildlife and wildlife habitat that would occur if Management Strategy
C were implemented range-wide would be similar to those for the proposed action, but with a
few notable exceptions. The proposed action involves the development of an ecosystem
monitoring system within the context of the greater Sonoran Desert Ecoregion whereas Strategy
C does not. Strategy C does not include a provision to temporarily restrict vehicular and
construction activities to prevent soil erosion or to promote restoration of areas where vehicle use
has caused excessive surface damage, objectives that may offer benefits for the quality of
affected habitats. Finally, this strategy would not determine the extent to which BMGR resources
are interrelated or dependent upon off-range resources, or identify threats to off-range resources
that might negatively affect wildlife on the BMGR. The aggregate effect of Strategy C may
therefore not be quite as beneficia to wildlife or wildlife habitat as the proposed action, but
would provide management improvements relative to the no-action aternative.

The aggregate dfects of Strategy D as discussed for vegetation (Section 5.5.18.2) would be
similar for wildlife habitat. The additive potential beneficial effects of implementing Strategy D
range-wide may be minimally greater than those that would occur if the proposed action were
implemented. There would be 107 more miles of roads closed, alowing natural or augmented
revegetation for an estimated surface area of 390 acres. On a range-wide basis, the surface area
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occupied by roads would be 0.31 percent of the range as compared to 0.33 percent under the
proposed action and 0.47 percent under the existing condition. Vehicle-based camping would be
limited to 7 consecutive days within a 28-day period before a special use permit was required,
instead of alimit of 14 days, which could be of some short-term benefit to wildlife and wildlife
habitat. Under Strategy D, a petition to close the BMGR to non-game species collection would
be submitted to the Arizona Game and Fish Commission, rockhounding would be prohibited,
and no future utility/transportation corridors would be permitted. Perhaps the biggest difference
between Strategy D and the proposed action with regard to wildlife management practices
concerns wildlife water developments, which (under Strategy D) would be suspended for the first
five years of the INRMP in order to alow time for a literature review and further study of the
issue. Under the proposed action, up to six high-priority water developments would be allowed
during the first five years of the INRMP. Suspending rather than allowing wildlife developments
during the first five years of the INRMP may be less beneficial to some targeted species and
other species that could benefit from the six waters. Although there are some 40 existing wildlife
water developments that are currently available to these species throughout the BMGR, the new
carefully considered water developments could be of benefit to some species that are potentially
at risk of serious decline in the event of an extended drought. On the other hand, any negative
impacts that could occur in association with the up to six wildlife water developments that could
be implemented under the proposed action, including those related to construction activities and
perceived negative impacts from predation, competition, direct mortality, and disease would not
occur.

When considered together, the conclusion that can be drawn for wildlife and wildlife habitat is
the consequences of Strategy D would be similar to those of the proposed action.

5.6.18.3 No-Action Alternative

The selection and implementation of the no-action alternative in place of the proposed action
would result in the continued management of natural resources under guidance from the
Goldwater Amendment, HMPs, and various compliance decisions. The provisions of these plans,
as modified to comply with the requirements of the Sikes Act, would be adopted by DoD
agencies. The aggregate effects of the no-action aternative would differ from those of the
proposed action in terms of both public use and access, and resource management. These
existing plans as they pertain to wildlife and wildlife resources, to a large extent, focus on single-
species management (high priority species, such as Sonoran pronghorn and desert bighorn
sheep), rather than hiodiversity and ecosystem management principles. In terms of resource
management, there would be less monitoring and adaptive management based on key indicators
of environmental health than under the proposed action. All of the former special management
areas would be redesignated as special natural/interest areas and applicable specia management
provisions would be retained. The need for a specia hunting permit program that requires
payment of nominal fees to be used for the protection, conservation, and management of wildlife
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including habitat improvement and related activities on the BMGR would not be assessed nor
would any related action be taken. The effects of non-game species collection on wildlife,
habitat, and other resources would not be evaluated nor would any related action be taken. .

In terms of type of use, this alternative would have similar consequences as assessed for Strategy
B, with a few exceptions. Road closures could eventually be implemented under this alternative,
as a transportation plan is finalized and roads not meeting military, agency, or public needs are
closed. The extent of the effects of this future action cannot be foreseen. Also, unlike Strategy B,
the no-action aternative does not include an evaluation of and potential to designate ORV use
areas or allow public entry to mines.

As compared to the proposed action in aggregate, the no-action aternative would not be as
potentially beneficial to wildlife and wildlife habitat as the proposed action because those
elements of the proposed action that may offer additional benefits are not included in this
strategy. However, in aggregate, the no-action aternative is regarded as being generaly
protective of wildlife and wildlife habitats.

5.7 PROTECTED SPECIES

571 Resour ce | nventory and M onitoring

5.7.1.1  Proposed Action (Strategy D)

The proposed action for resource inventory and monitoring is to implement Management
Strategy D range-wide. The discussion of the effects of the proposed action on genera
vegetation (Section 5.5.1.1) and general wildlife and wildlife habitats (Section 5.6.1.1) is aso
applicable to protected species.

In essence, the proposed action would provide better information about protected species on the
BMGR and the elements important to their protection and preservation. In addition to
implementing a system that sets limits of acceptable change and uses adaptive management, the
proposed action also recommends development of a monitoring system that integrates with
existing monitoring and management activities within the greater Sonoran Desert Ecoregion.
This would alow for management of protected species in a landscape context, and provide a
better basis for coordinating management with managers of lands adjacent to the BMGR.

Of the protected plant speciesin Arizona, four species that are considered “Highly Safeguarded”
(including acufia cactus, Peirson’s milkvetch, sand food, individual crested saguaros) reportedly
occur on the BMGR. Several others that occur on the range and are also protected from salvage
or harvest by the Arizona Native Plant Law are listed in Section 4.7.1.3. Wildlife species that are
protected by federal law and/or listed by the state as Wildlife of Specia Concern in Arizona and
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confirmed on the range include Sonoran pronghorn, lesser long-nosed bat, California |eaf-nosed
bat, peregrine falcon, flat-tailed horned lizard, Cowles fringe-toed lizard, and the Sonoran
population of the desert tortoise (see Table 4-19 for other protected species potentially present on
the BMGR). These protected species would benefit most directly from the proposed action
because of the surveys and monitoring activities it would institute. The location and abundance
of protected species (data that, for some of these species, are outdated or unavailable) would be
determined, and that information could be used to update maps and databases. Besides focused
surveys targeted at the more uncommon species, increased monitoring for ecological trends and
recovery could benefit those species that are more common but vulnerable to salvage, poaching,
or other sources of disturbance (e.g. cacti, ironwood, mesquites, and herpetofauna).

5.7.1.2  Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy C)

Strategy C is the same as the proposed action except that it does not promote the integration of
monitoring and management plans for BMGR with those of the greater Sonoran Desert
Ecoregion, and would not compare the ecological trends between low-use and high-use
locations. For federally protected and state listed species, this implies that they would be viewed
as isolated populations, instead of considering them in relation to populations in the surrounding
region. This would have management implications because it could lead to an under-estimation
of the population size of protected species, and misunderstanding of their range and distribution.

In contrast to the proposed action, Strategy B involves compliance-driven monitoring and an
evaluation of the effectiveness of compliance actions. It would include wildlife inventories and
monitoring for game and non-game species, as well as for rare, threatened or endangered plant
and animal species. This would till provide up-to-date information about protected species, but
would not consider the species in a broader, regional context. An example of one protected
species that would likely benefit is the acufia cactus, because monitoring under this strategy
would likely include areas where, during a 1997 study in BMGR-East, a single acufia cactus was
reported, plus the two populations reported present one-third mile south of the BMGR boundary.
Some protected wildlife species in the BMGR vicinity require large home ranges, and may
include areas inside and outside the BMGR boundary. For example, California leaf-nosed bat
individuals have been reported as having foraging areas ranging from 0.73 to 47.3 sguare
kilometers (Dalton 2001) and migratory birds have much farther-reaching ranges. Such protected
species would benefit from management in a regiona context, and in ways that may be
overlooked otherwise.

5.7.1.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action dternative (Strategy A) is focused on single species, compliance-driven
monitoring. Inventory and monitoring of biological resources would address the occurrence of
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protected species on the BMGR and the potential effects on those species, as required by law or
through consultation with the USFWS. While this information would still be valuable, it would
be less comprehensive and potentially less beneficial than as would potentially be obtained
through the proposed action.

57.2 Special Natural/lnterest Areas

5.7.2.1  Proposed Action (Strategy C)

The proposed action (to apply Strategy C range-wide) would redesignate the three former
ACECs and the Hat-tailed Horned Lizard HMA as “specia natural/interest areas,” but allow the
SRMAs and Backcountry Byway to expire without any special designation. The Gran Desierto
Dunes have the following protected species associated with them: Peirson’s milkvetch, sand
food, flat-tailed horned lizard, and Cowles fringe-toed lizard. The Mohawk Mountains and Sand
Dunes have these protected species: sand food, California leaf-nosed bat, Cowles fringe-toed
lizard, and Sonoran pronghorn. The Tingjas Altas Mountains ACEC contains populations of
elephant tree, Bigelow beargrass, and Davis Plain ironwood, al of which are protected from
salvage/harvest by the Arizona Native Plant Law. The redesignation of these ACECs and the
Flat-tailed Horned Lizard HMA would be potentially beneficial to the species listed because it is
expected that there would be less tolerance for deterioration or damage in the specia
natural/interest areas than in other areas of the BMGR. Presumably, the monitoring and adaptive
management program would have increased attention focused on these areas that could be more
effective in protecting federally protected and state listed species than existing programs for
these areas. The proposed action would also evaluate the potential for altering existing or
establishing additional special natural/interest areas, which would be beneficia if new
populations of protected species were included in such new special natural/interest areas.

The two SMRAS that would be permitted to expire without being granted any specia designation
are not currently open to public access, and their current designation stems from the presence of
geologically outstanding volcanic formations. The desert tortoise (Sonoran population), listed as
Wildlife of Special Concern in Arizona, has been noted to occur within the Crater Range SRMA
(Dames & Moore 1996a). Other state listed and/or federally protected species may occur within
the SRMASs or along the Backcountry Byway, but none are known to occur in these areas.

5.7.22  Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

The alternatives to the proposed action (Strategies D and B) both include the redesignation of the
Flat-tailed Horned Lizard HMA, which would benefit not only the flat-tailed horned lizard but
also the protected plant species associated with the dunes (sand food, and Peirson’s milkvetch).
Strategy B would potentially be less protective of special-status species than the proposed action,
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because it would allow the ACECs, SRMAs, and Backcountry Byway to expire without
assigning them any specia designation leading to the their management without any specia
provisions. Federally protected and state listed species in the Mohawk Mountains and Sand
Dunes ACEC and the Tingjas Altas Mountains ACEC could be negatively affected in particular,
because both areas ae (at least in part) accessible for outdoor recreation but would not be
afforded any specia management attention or any additional protection that could be provided
through specific management provisions for designated special natural/interest areas. However,
management objectives under the other 16 resource categories would limit or restrict activitiesin
a similar manner to the existing management prescriptions for these areas (e.g., with regard to
motorized access and wood collection). Contrary to the proposed action, Strategy D could
benefit protected species that may occur within the expired SRMAs and Backcountry Byway as
they would potentially receive more management attention and special management provisions
could be implemented under the specia natural/interest area designation (although the only
protected species currently identified as occurring within these areas is the desert tortoise).

5.7.2.3 No-action Alternative (Strategy A)

Under Strategy A, the designations and applicable special management provisions of existing
ACECs, SRMAs, the HMA, and the Backcountry Byway would be retained. Protected species
on the BMGR would be treated as they are currently. As compared to the proposed action, the
no-action alternative protects special-status gecies by limiting disturbance within the SRMASs
and Backcountry Byway in addition to the ACECs and HMA. However, unlike the proposed
action, the no-action alternative does not include a provision for atering existing or establishing
additional special natural/interest aress.

573 Motorized Access and Unroaded Area M anagement

5.7.3.1  Proposed Action (Strategy C)

Protected species may be particularly vulnerable to some stressors, because their scarcity, habitat
requirements, and declining numbers may make it difficult or impossible for them to successfully
respond to changes in their environment. Roads, which tend to reduce the average size of
undisturbed areas and introduce associated sources of disturbance (e.g., roadside vehicle-based
camping, wood collection, etc.), may create the same set of challenges for protected species that
were discussed in Sections 5.5.3.1 and 5.6.3.1 for wildlife and vegetation in general. Collision
with vehicles, competition from non-native species, poaching and other illegal activities, habitat
degradation, and the alteration of the natura fire regime all are threats that are potentialy
introduced or exacerbated by roads. The road closures and changes to the number of unroaded
areas that would result from the proposed action have aready been presented in detail under the
other resource categories. To summarize, the result would be that 658 miles or 30 percent of
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existing roads would be closed in total (or a decrease in terms of aggregate area occupied by the
1,733,921-acre range from 0.47 percent to 0.33 percent).

The impact that such changes to motorized access and unroaded area management would have
on those species listed in Table 4-19 that have not been found and are not expected to be found
on the BMGR are not assessed. It is difficult to predict the potential impact to other species listed
in Table 419 that are highly mobile (e.g., peregrine falcon) and may occur within multiple
management units and natural community types. For others that may be present on a seasonal
basis, like the lesser long-nosed bat, impacts that are incurred off-range during the rest of the
year would probably have more effect on their overal heath than would the roads on the
BMGR. In the case of some protected species (particularly plants like the acufia cactus or
Peirson’s milkvetch), only one or very few individuals have ever been found on the BMGR so
more information about their range-wide distribution and occurrence is required before the effect
of the proposed and alternative actions can be clearly understood. Of those protected species that
have been reported on the BMGR, many would likely benefit somewhat from the changes to
motorized access and unroaded area management that are inherent in the proposed action. The
protected species that would potentialy benefit most from the proposed action include the
following:

Sonoran Pronghorn. The proposed action for motorized access and unroaded areas
would probably benefit these animals. It is estimated that 41 percent of the current
Sonoran pronghorn range occurs on the BMGR, with 2 percent occurring in Management
Unit 2, 11 percent occurring in Management Unit 3, 13 percent occurring in Management
Unit 4, and 15 percent occurring in Management Unit 5. About 32 percent of the current
Sonoran pronghorn range within the BMGR is in areas that are generally open to public
access (that portion within Units 2 and 3 and the road open to the public in Unit 4); the
remainder is within areas that are closed to public access.

With the proposed action, an estimated 125 miles of road within the current Sonoran
pronghorn range would be closed. These road closures are generally consistent with the
current biological opinions for the Air Force and Marine Corps for Sonoran pronghorn,
which require appropriate road closures within Sonoran pronghorn range to be
determined through the INRMP planning process. These road closures represent a 19
percent reduction within the current distribution of Sonoran pronghorn in the BMGR (the
total road mileage would be reduced from about 650 miles to about 530 miles). The
current distribution, shown in Figure 4-16, encompasses about half of the BMGR—East
and the easternmost portion of the BMGR—West, not the location of the subject roads in
relative terms of Sonoran pronghorn observations or the range of the remaining Sonoran
pronghorn population (estimated at 21 animals in December 2002).

It is thought that only major highways like Interstate 8 or State Route 85 act as barriers to
Sonoran pronghorn movement, because of their high traffic volume and higher vehicle
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speeds (USFWS 1998a). Perimeter fencing, which is associated with both the Interstate 8
and State Route 85 corridors, may also impede movement. Most of the roads that are
dated for closure under the proposed action, however, are used relatively infrequently,
and are not regularly maintained. These types of roads are not likely to interfere with the
movement of Sonoran pronghorn, except when individuals temporarily avoid a road
when they encounter vehicles moving on it. Krausman and others (2001) found an
association between ground stimuli (including the presence of vehicles or people in the
vicinity of Sonoran pronghorn) and changes in the behavior of Sonoran pronghorn
(instantaneous changes in behavior were observed with 39 percent of all ground stimuli
events observed, with 2.6 of these involving a change to trotting or running). Although
these changes were found to not likely influence animals in a detrimental manner, the
closure of roads within the habitat types frequented by this protected species would
potentially be beneficial because it would reduce encounters between humans and
Sonoran pronghorn, and would help protect the habitat from any associated disturbance.

Sonoran pronghorn winter in the valley floors and bajadas and move upslope as far as the
foothills in the summers (USFWS 1998a). They use creosotebush habitats for forage,
particularly during the spring, and most of the road closures under the proposed action
within Sonoran pronghorn range would be within this habitat type. During fawning,
females move up into the bajadas where vegetation can better protect fawns from
predation and if the proposed action were implemented, there would also be some roads
closed within the Mohawk Mountains occurrence of this habitat type within the current
area of distribution of Sonoran pronghorn. The relatively dense vegetation found within
desert riparian habitats provides forage, shade, and cover while providing movement
corridors. The entire occurrence of the valley bottom floodplain natural community on
the BMGR is within the current distribution of Sonoran pronghorn. Within this habitat
type, about 10 miles of roads would be closed, which represents a reduction of about one
half. The proposed action would result in closure of approximately 8 miles of roads in the
valley xeroriparian scrub range wide, which occurs with relative frequency in the current
range of Sonoran pronghorn. This habitat is thought to provide important thermal cover
for this species, particularly during the hot, dry summer months.

It is estimated that 19 unroaded areas greater than 3,000 acres in size would be within the
current area of distribution of the Sonoran pronghorn, which would also contribute to the
protection of Sonoran pronghorn because the maintenance and conservation of large
tracts of undisturbed habitat would reduce the influence of disturbance on this species.

Desert Tortoise (Sonoran Population). This species may be affected by roads if animals
are killed by collisions with vehicles, if roads provide access for poachers, or if their
habitat is degraded by a proliferation of non native species or destroyed by physical
disturbance or fire. The Sand Tank Mountains support a relatively large population of
tortoises compared to the other BMGR mountain ranges surveyed, but less than one mile
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of road closures are proposed in that habitat. The paloverde-mixed cacti- mixed scrub
vegetation type found on bajadas and rocky slopes of the BMGR in some portions of the
BMGR is frequented by desert tortoise, and there would be closure of 19 miles of roads
in the bajadas (a decrease of less than 10 percent) under the proposed action. There are
currently only about 4 miles of roads in the rocky dope portion of this natural
community, and none of them are dated for closure under the proposed action or any of
the aternatives. The proposed action is therefore likely to have minor, if any, beneficial
effects on this species.

Lesser Long-Nosed Bat and California L eaf-Nosed Bat. The lesser long-nosed bat is
likely to use the BMGR for forage during the summer in the BMGR—East uplands. It
frequents the same natural community types as the desert tortoise, so it may derive some
minor benefit from the road closures planned therein. The California leaf-nosed bat is a
year-round resident and is found throughout the BMGR, especially in the Fortuna Mine
area of the Gila Mountains, northern Lechuguilla Desert, Copper Mountains, and
Mohawk Mountains. These bats are likely to derive benefits from the proposed road
closures, because they would improve the quality of their habitat and prevent motorized
access and associated activities to their roost sites, which are subject to vandalism.

Flat-Tailed Horned Lizard and Cowles Fringe-Toed Lizard. Like many of the other
protected species mentioned above, lizards are most likely to be affected by roads
through vehicle-caused mortality, and general degradation of their habitat caused by
roads and associated uses. The flat-tailed horned lizard occurs in the extreme western
portion of BMGR within Unit 1. Under the proposed action, an estimated 67 miles of
road closures are within flat-tailed horned lizard habitat in the northwestern portion of the
BMGR (a 28 percent reduction from the current estimated 240 miles of road within flat-
tailed horned lizard habitat). Remaining roads within flat-tailed horned lizard range, but
outside of arestricted military use area, would be restricted to government use only.

The Cowles fringe-toed lizard occurs in both the Mohawk and Gran Desierto dunes.
There are currently only 3 miles of roads within these areas located along the
international border in the southern U.S. extent of the Gran Desierto Dunes and across the
southern Mohawk Dunes, extending eastward from Marine Corps Ground Support Area
67. Under the proposed action, these roads would be restricted to government use only.
Maintenance of existing blocks of unroaded areas of 3,000 acres or more would provide
some benefit to these lizards in both dune environments because both are located within
sufficient unroaded areas that would be conserved under the proposed action as long as
compatible with the military mission.

Protected Plant Species. Roads may affect protected plant species in the same general

ways that have been previously explained for other vegetation on the BMGR (Section
5.5.3.1). Plant species listed as salvage restricted, salvage assessed, or harvest restricted
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in Section 4.7.1.3 are protected by the Arizona Native Plant Law, indicating that they
have been shown to be vulnerable to harvest or salvage and roads can provide a means of
access. Construction of new roads (which may occur in Unit 2 under the proposed action)
would likely include clearing of vegetation and the introduction of road effects that were
previously not experienced in that location. The locations of the four protected plant
species listed in Table 419 have not all been determined with any certainty, however,
roads are not currently considered to be a threat to sand food or acufia cactus and further
information about the occurrence and distribution of Peirson’s milkvetch and individual
crested Saguaros would be necessary to understand in detail the potential impacts caused
by the proposed action. In general, however, these protected plant species are likely to
experience the same benefits from the proposed action that have been previousy
described.

5.7.3.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Under Strategy B, some 652 miles of roads within the current distribution of the Sonoran
pronghorn would remain open, without the proposed closure of 125 miles of roads. In addition to
there being fewer benefits for this subspecies, the Air Force and Marine Corps would not be
complying with the terms of the current Biologica Opinion for Sonoran pronghorn The flat-
tailed horned lizard would not benefit from the 67 miles of road closures within this species
range in the northwestern corner of the BMGR or the restriction of roads within publicly
accessible areas of flat-tailed horned lizard range to government use only. The California leaf-
nosed bat would also not potentially benefit from the road closures in the vicinity of the Gila
Mountains, northern Lechuguilla Desert, and Mohawk Mountains.

Strategy D would involve more restricted public access than Strategy D and, like the proposed
action, includes a management objective to conserve unroaded areas of 3,000 acres or more.
Within the current area of distribution of Sonoran pronghorn, an additional estimated 50 miles of
road would be closed for atotal of about 175 miles of road closures within this area (27 percent
of all roads within Sonoran pronghorn range would be closed versus 19 percent under the
proposed action). Within flat-tailed horned lizard habitat, an additional estimated 2 miles of road
would be closed for a total of about 69 miles of road closures (a difference of one percentage
point in comparison to percent of roads within this habitat that would be closed under the
proposed action).

5.7.3.3  No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)
The no-action alternative (Strategy A range-wide) would not necessarily provide the benefits to

federally protected and/or state listed species that would occur under the proposed action,
because the entire existing road network would be retained, and there would be no provision for
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maintaining blocks of unroaded areas of 3,000 acres or more. However, in accordance with the
Goldwater Amendment, the construction of new roads would be minimized and eventualy the
trangportation plan would be finalized and implemented. If the biology of protected species were
carefully considered in this process, some beneficial results similar to those described for the
proposed action may be incurred.

574 Camping and Visitor Stay Limits

The same general principles regarding camping and visitor stay limits that are discussed in
Genera Vegetation (Section 5.5.4) and General Wildlife and Wildlife Habitats (Section 5.6.4)
apply here for federally protected and/or state listed species. The proposed action (Strategy C
range-wide) would generaly reduce the area affected by camping, and continue to limit the
duration of any effects that may occur to protected species as a result of habitat disturbance that
may be caused by vehicles and associated activity. Some protected species may be afforded
specific protection under the proposed management objectives that would require all campsites
to be more than ¥+mile away from designated natural resources that are sensitive to impacts
arising from human-induced disturbance and similarly may restrict camping along certain road
segments. Prohibiting camping near areas that either host protected species, or are important to
them, would potentially benefit all affected protected species that occur in those areas in varying
degrees. Moderate benefits could occur in some instances, such as restrictions in an area that
support acuiia cactus or near a roost site for lesser long-nosed bat and/or California leaf-nosed
bat, or in the vicinity of a Sonoran pronghorn forage enhancement site. By comparison, Strategy
A (the no-action aternative) and Strategy B (an alternative action) do not have either of these
requirements, and therefore, the benefits that could be realized under this resource element are
judged to be less beneficial to protected species. Strategy D would have the same benefits as the
proposed action. It could also have minor additional benefits on protected species from limiting
the maximum visitor stay to 7 consecutive days within a 28-day period, rather than 14
consecutive days.

575 Recr eation Services and Use Supervision

5751  Proposed Action (Strategy C in Unit 2 and Strategy D in All Other Units)

The same genera principles regarding camping and visitor stay limits that are discussed in
General Vegetation (Section 5.5.5) and General Wildlife and Wildlife Habitats (Section 5.6.5)
apply to federally protected and state listed species. The proposed action is to apply Management
Strategy D in al Management Units except Unit 2, which would adopt Strategy C. Both
proposed actions continue to prohibit public ORV travel and on and off-road racing. The
continued preclusion of these intensive-use types of recreation would be protective of federally
protected and state listed species and their habitat located throughout publicly accessible portions
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of the BMGR. The proposed action would also restrict motorized public travel in al washes,
except where the wash is a designated part of the road system open to the public and is dry. The
result would be to reduce public access to valley xeroriparian scrub habitat, which includes plant
species that are vulnerable to salvage or harvest and are therefore protected by the Arizona
Native Plant Law (e.g. blue paloverde, ironwood, cacti, honey mesqguite). Sonoran pronghorn are
known to use washes for thermal cover, particularly during the hot, dry summer months.
Xeroriparian areas are also important habitat for protected birds that may occur on the BMGR,
including migratory birds. Requiring the retention of a minimum number of law enforcement
officers would continue to ensure that there would be personnel to prevent/deter visitors from
violating rules regarding federally protected and/or state listed species (e.g., more law-
enforcement officers to prevent poaching of ironwood or desert tortoise). Both proposed actions
also prohibit entry to mines, which here would help insure the protection of the federally
endangered lesser long-nosed bat, and the state listed California leaf-nosed bat. Other minor
benefits to federally protected and/or state listed species may be derived from the proposed
increase in public education information programs, the assessment of the need for additional
gates, fencing or signs, and the development and implementation of limits-of-acceptable change
monitoring to guide recreation use management and protect natural resources.

5.75.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and/or Strategy D, Depending on
Unit)

The general effects of adopting aternative actions for recreation services are listed in Sections
5.5.5.2 (General Vegetation) and 5.6.5.2 (General Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat) and many of
those principles also apply to federally protected and state listed species, particularly with respect
to the following:

ORYV travel

Motorized public travel in washes

Group size requirements for a specia use permit
Entry to mines

Ineffective enforcement of ORV travel prohibitions (which would be more likely to occur under
the aternative actions than the proposed action due to a fewer minimum number of law
enforcement positions and, with Strategy B, retaining existing signing and public education and
recreation use information programs) and opening areas to ORV use (as is a potential with
aternative Strategy B) have the potential to negatively affect federally protected and/or state
listed species. Such effects could result from the direct physical damage that can be associated
with ORV activities, and the indirect effects from increased invasion by nonnative pest plant
species (e.g. Sahara mustard) and/or disease-causing pathogens. The specific effects of such
actions would be dependent upon the location of any designated or illicit ORV use area.
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Some types of ORV travel in areas adjacent to the range are associated with sand dunes (e.g.,
Imperial Sand Dunes Recreation Area). The Yuma Dunes on the BMGR, which host federally
protected species such as Peirson’s milkvetch and state listed species such as flat-tailed horned
lizard and sand food, are currently inaccessible to public use. The Cowles fringe-toed lizard,
which is listed as a Wildlife of Special Concern in Arizona, occurs in the Mohawk Dunes, an
area open to public use. Illicit ORV use in this area could have adverse effects on this species.
The establishment of an ORV use area within these dunes would be unlikely under any
aternative due to the environmental incompatibilities, including the occurrence of Cowles
fringe-toed lizard. Similarly, outside of dune environments, ORV travel has been cited as a
contributing cause for the decline in the desert tortoise (Sonoran population), which is listed as a
Wildlife of Special Concern in Arizona.

Management Strategy B would also allow motorized public travel in dry, designated washes and
potentially have negative impacts on federally protected and/or state listed species that occur in
xeroriparian habitats (see Section 5.7.5.1). Under Strategy B, public entry to mines would be
evaluated to determine if such entry would be compatible with safety and resource protection
requirements. Because it is regarded as unlikely that use of mines would be allowed where
federally protected and/or state listed species occur, impacts to species such as the lesser long-
nosed and California leaf- nosed bats are not predicted.

The number of vehicles alowed in a single group before a special use permit is required varies
from 10 (Strategy D), to 20 (Strategy C) to 30 (Strategy B). Although regarded as a minor
digtinction between the potential consequences of these strategies, the larger the number of
vehicles per group, the greater the potential for damage to federally protected and/or state listed
species and their habitat.

5753 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action alternative (Strategy A) would prohibit public on and off-road racing as well as
ORV travel, and that would be of general benefit to protected species for the reasons aready
discussed. It would, however, alow motorized public travel in dry streambeds and wash
bottoms, which could negatively affect protected plants in the valley xeroriparian scrub habitat
that are subject to salvage (e.g. paloverde, ironwood, cacti, mesquite). Protected wildlife species
that frequent washes, such as the Sonoran population of the desert tortoise, Sonoran pronghorn
(which seeks thermal cover in washes) and migratory birds are also at risk if vehicles are allowed
to drive in washes. The no-action alternative would permit a single party to have as many as 50
vehicles before triggering the requirement for a specia use permit, and this has the potentia to
create negative impacts upon protected species for the reasons discussed above. Compared to the
other management strategies, the no-action alternative would also result in some reduced level of
law enforcement, signs, fencing, gates, and environmental education, all of which could trandate
into reduced protection for federally protected and/or state listed species.
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576 Rockhounding

The same general principles regarding rockhounding that were discussed in General V egetation
(Section 5.5.6) and General Wildlife and Wildlife Habitats (Section 5.6.6) apply here for
federally protected and state listed species. Rockhounding activity is unlikely to have much
direct impact upon any federally protected or state listed species on the BMGR.

577 Wood Cutting, Gathering, and Firewood Use and Collection of Native Plants

The same general principles regarding Wood Cutting, Gathering, and Firewood Use and
Collection of Native Plants that were discussed in General Vegetation (Section 5.5.7) and
General Wildlife and Wildlife Habitats (Section 5.6.7) apply here for federaly protected and
state listed species. Under al the Management Strategies, plants listed in the Arizona Native
Plant Law (including plant parts, seeds, or fruit) would be prohibited from collection under this
action (but not the use of dead wood for permissible campfires as is specifically exempted in the
law). The main difference between the proposed action (Strategy D in Unit 1 and Strategy C
within the remaining Units), and the alternatives centers around what kind of wood may be cut,
collected, or burned. All management strategies would allow for wood for campfires, except that
native wood fires would be prohibited within Unit 1. Wood (standing, or dead and downed)
provides important habitat (e.g. refugia, nest sites, roosts) for insects, lizards, raptors, nesting
birds, and small mammals, which may be federally protected or state listed species themselves,
or which act as a food source for those higher up the food chain. The application of aternatives
B or C to Unit 1 would permit wood collection (and wood cutting under Strategy B) in the
former Tingjas Altas Mountains ACEC, where these actions are currently prohibited. This has
the potential to negatively affect the Davis Plain ironwood population, which occurs in this
former ACEC and has been subject to illegal over-harvesting in the past despite its protected
status. However, under Strategy B wood cutting and collection could be restricted if a
compliance issue arises, and under Strategy C native wood supplies would be monitored in high-
use areas and wood collection would be restricted if resource conditions dictate. The no-action
aternative would permit firewood collection in areas outside of ACECs, with no provision to
monitor wood supplies in high-use areas and restrict wood collection if resource conditions
dictate.

578 Hunting

The discussion regarding hunting in General Vegetation (Section 5.5.8) and General Wildlife and
Wildlife Habitats (Section 5.6.8) also applies for potential consequences to federally protected
and/or state listed species. All the Management Strategies would continue existing game
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management programs, and all strategies except the no-action alternative would assess the need
for a specia hunting permit program. Protected species on the BMGR would likely benefit to a
minor degree from the specia hunting permit program, if implemented, because it would
potentially provide funding that would be used for general habitat protection, conservation, and
management of wildlife, including habitat improvement and related activities. Under alternative
Strategy D, the Arizona Game and Fish Commission may be petitioned to close the BMGR to
non-game species collection, and this may directly benefit some federally protected and/or state
listed species (e.g., herpetofauna including the Sonoran population of the desert tortoise) from
collectors and trophy hunters. In contrast, Strategy B and C would first evaluate the effects of
non-game species collection and limit or restrict collection activities within the authority of state
law, which would provide similar benefits. Strategy A would not address this issue at all, so any
associated effects to federally protected and/or state listed species would continue.

579 Recr eational Shooting

The discussion regarding recreational shooting in General Vegetation (Section 5.5.9) and
General Wildlife and Wildlife Habitats (Section 5.6.9) is also relevant for protected species. It is
important to emphasize that the proposed action (Strategy C) considers designating specific
shooting areas within the range. This would potentially have minor benefits to any federally
protected and/or state listed species that currently is being impacted by this activity, as long as
dispersed recreational shooting was disallowed in place of providing for recreational shooting in
designated areas and that the designated areas are not located where greater effects to federally
protected and/or state listed species could occur.

5.7.10 Utility/Transportation Corridors

The discussion of utility/transportation corridors in Section 5.5.10 (General Vegetation) and
Section 5.6.10 (General Wildlife and Wildlife Habitats) also applies to protected species. The
Yuma ASH, which would be built under all Management Strategies except Strategy D, has the
potential b affect the flai-tailed horned lizard and its habitat because it passes through the
western edge of the Flat-tailed horned lizard HMA. The fact that lizards are attracted to blacktop
for basking places them at risk from vehicular traffic. These effects, however, are being
addressed in detail in separate NEPA documentation. Strategy D would be most protective of
special status species, because it would not allow clearing of vegetation in undisturbed areas for
the establishment of new corridors, including the Yuma ASH.
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5711 General Vegetation, Wildlife, Wildlife Habitat, and Wildlife Waters

5.7.11.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

If Management Strategy C is implemented as the proposed action, it would likely have a
beneficial effect on protected species The development of a program to control al trespass
grazing would potentially benefit all protected species, including acufia cactus, which can be
trampled by livestock. Also, livestock grazing can ater vegetation and compete with/act as a
deterrent to use for forage by Sonoran pronghorn. Livestock grazing is also associated with the
spread of invasive species, which can spread and reach densities to carry fire, which could
further harm protected species. The objectives to establish criteria for protection of important
habitat; to implement restrictions in key areas to protect and conserve habitat; and to restore
areas that have been damaged by a discontinued military, agency, or intensive public use would
likely directly or indirectly benefit protected ecies. The identification and control of invasive
species would generally benefit all protected species, as these species alter natural habitats and
are a noted source of stress for listed species including the Sonoran population of the desert
tortoise ard Cowles fringed-toed lizard.

In addition, the proposed action would allow the implementation of up to six high-priority water
development projects and thoroughly evaluate the need to establish more water developments in
the future. Of the 17 remaining wildlife water development projects identified in the HMPs, only
one was proposed in the draft Barry M. Goldwater East HMP for the benefit of Sonoran
pronghorn. It is not known whether or not this water would be selected as one of the six high
priority waters, however, if it were selected and implemented, Sonoran pronghorn would
potentially benefit. Other waters are being established for the benefit of Sonoran pronghorn as
part of a Sonoran pronghorn forage enhancement project and through the use of temporary
waters, for which there was documented use during the summer of 2002. Under the forage
enhancement program, which will be implemented independent of this IRNMP, feestanding
water will be provided on atemporary basis at five of the test sites to evaluate the value of water
in supporting Sonoran pronghorn survival and fawn recruitment. While some studies have
suggested an increased predation rate associated with wildlife water development, data on
predation rates on Sonoran pronghorn at water devel opments versus unwatered areas are lacking
(Rosenstock and others 1999). According to the AGFD, none of the 17 documented mortalities
of collared Sonoran pronghorn has occurred within three miles of a water source (U.S. DoD,
MCAS Yuma 2001). Thus, the conclusion is that the development of the six new watersis likely
to have no effect on this protected species. Regardless of where the up to six wildlife waters are
located, federally protected and state listed bat species may aso use wildlife water
developments.

W:\01016\800\Draft EI SClean\Chapter 5.doc 5177



BMGR INRMP 5.7 Protected Species
Draft EIS February 2003

5.7.11.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Strategy B would only differ from the proposed action in that it would not identify key areas for
protection and conservation and not continue in-depth research to review the need to install more
water developments in the future. In comparison to the proposed action, Strategy B would have
similar potential for benefiting federaly protected and state listed species with regards to
objectives that would control trespass grazing and develop a system to deal with invasive
species. Both alternative actions would generally be protective of federally protected and/or state
listed species, athough under Strategy B key areas for wildlife and wildlife habitats of particular
significance (possibly including key areas for federally protected and/or state listed species)
would not be afforded any specia protection. Among the waters to be implemented would be the
Sonoran pronghorn water development project identified in the draft Barry M. Goldwater East
HMP, which would potentially benefit Sonoran pronghorn. In addition, the 17 wildlife waters
that would be implemented with this Strategy B (over the 25-year term of the INRMP) would be
based on existing planning documents without necessarily incorporating the findings of
additional research and study that is called for under the proposed action. Thus, if there are
beneficial or adverse impacts to a federally protected and/or state listed species from wildlife
water developments, these effects might be less understood in comparison to the proposed
action. However, as with any action a site-specific review of a proposed water development
could provide further information about potential adverse impacts to protected species from the
installation of up to 17 wildlife water developments and mitigation, as needed.

Management Strategy D is the same as the proposed action except that it would suspend the
installation of wildlife water developments for the first five years of the INRMP. This would
allow time for studies to be conducted, and for a review of literature on the benefits and/or
adverse effects of wildlife waters to be completed by a panel before any new water developments
were undertaken. In contrast, the proposed action would proceed with up to six water
developments while the literature review and studies were being conducted, and before their
conclusions were known. Based on current data, no determination can be reliably made as to
whether Strategy D would be more or less protective of federally protected and/or state listed
species.

5.7.11.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

If the no-action alternative were implemented, federally protected and/or state listed species
would potentially benefit much to the same extent as under the proposed action. The main
difference would be the lack of any restoration effort, and a more species-specific and
compliance-driven management approach compared to the other Management Strategies, which
adopt an adaptive ecosystem management approach. In comparison to the proposad action, this
would have less potential benefit for federally protected and/or state listed species since habitat
would not be potentially restored. This strategy would alow up to 17 new water developments
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and the repair, redesign, or redevelopment of 16 existing water devel opments, which would have
the same potential impacts on federally protected and/or state species as discussed for Strategy
B.

5712 Special Status Species

5.7.12.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

Management Strategy C (the proposed action) would potentially improve the available
knowledge about special status species, some of which have never been formally surveyed for,
and others that have not been the subject of surveys in recent years. In particular, the surveys
being proposed could therefore provide up-to-date information on the distribution and abundance
of four specia status plant species reported on the BMGR: acufia cactus, Peirson’s milkvetch,
sand food, and individual crested saguaros, as well as severa more species that are protected by
the Arizona Native Plant Law (see Section 4.7.1.3 for alist of federally protected and state listed
plant species). Only one acufia cactus was reported on BMGR in 1997, and Peirson’s milkvetch
has only been found once, in 1996, in the southern portion of BMGR-West. Information on the
occurrence of sand food dates back to 1989 and 1996, and individual crested saguaros have not
been surveyed on the BMGR to date. The Yuma puma is a mammal listed as a Wildlife of
Special Concern in Arizona, but the taxonomic validity of this subspecies is currently
unresolved. Although mountain lion occur on the BMGR, it is not known whether or not any of
these animals are the notional Y uma puma subspecies. Other wildlife species that are federally
and/or state listed with the potential to occur on the BMGR that would benefit from improved
data-gathering in the proposed action might include the spotted bat, southern yellow bat, and the
Great Plains narrow- mouthed toad. The federally endangered and state listed cactus ferruginous
pygmy-owl (which used to occur throughout southern Arizona) nests in trees and columnar cacti
and has been observed in saguaro-ironwood forests; therefore, it has the potential to occur on the
BMGR but has not been observed there. Surveys for this species have been conducted in
accordance with Biological Opinions and would continue on this basis regardless of the INRMP
strategy implemented. Similarly, agencies would still be bound to obligations of the biological
opinions independent of this BS for a proposed INRMP, but those Biological Opinions only
address some of the things proposed in the alternative strategies. The proposed action would also
provide resources, as necessary, for control of predators (e.g., coyotes) to protect a special status
species (e.g., Sonoran pronghorn).

5.7.12.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)
Management Strategy D is identical to the proposed action and would therefore have the same

benefits for federally protected and/or state listed species. The other alternative (Strategy B)
would not initiate or continue surveys for specia status species, and would not provide resources
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for predator control; therefore, it would have less potential benefit to this resource category than
would the proposed action.

5.7.12.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

If the no-action alternative were implemented, special status species would be managed
according to a more species-specific and compliance-driven approach compared to the other
Management Strategies, which adopt an adaptive ecosystem management approach. Current
monitoring and recovery efforts for the Sonoran pronghorn would continue, and new surface-
disturbing activities would be restricted within six miles of permanent water sources and within
the range of the pronghorn. In addition, the desert tortoise (Sonoran population) would be
inventoried, categorized, and managed consistent with the Desert Tortoise Habitat Management
on the Public Lands. A Rangewide Plan. As a result, the no-action alternative would be
beneficial for federaly listed and/or state listed species, but may be dightly less protective than
the proposed action as a whole, since it would primarily focus efforts on these two protected
species and compliance requirements related to Biological Opinions or other consultations with
the USFWS.

5713 Soil and Water Resour ces

The Management Strategies for soil and water resources do not have a direct impact on any
individual federally protected and/or state listed species in particular; rather, the same general
principles that were discussed in Sections 5.5.13 and 5.6.13 apply here for such species. Benefits
to federally protected and/or state listed species would potentially be derived from the following:
restricting vehicular traffic to established roads and previously impacted areas, minimizing
soil/water contamination or erosion; restoring areas where vehicle use has caused excessive
damage; updating soil maps; and conducting a range-wide soil survey using NRCS standards.
The latter point would be particularly useful in determining the (potentially predictive)
relationship between soil type and protected plant species, or between soils and habitat for
federaly protected and/or state listed wildlife. Such information could improve the
understanding of special status species distribution, and aid in pinpointing where focused surveys
for certain federally protected and/or state listed species should be undertaken.

5.7.14 Air Resources

The various Management Strategies for air resources are unlikely to be directly relevant to
protected species. In general, however, the same issues regarding air resources that were
discussed in Sections 5.5.14 and 5.6.14 are also applicable to federally protected and/or state
listed species.
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5.7.15 Visual Resources

Similar to air resources, federally protected and/or state listed species are most likely influenced
by the same general principles that were discussed in Sections 5.5.15 and 5.6.15.

5.7.16 Wildfire Management

Wildfires can have a detrimental impact on special status species either by causing direct
mortality (particularly in those that are immobile, like plants) or by destroying wildlife habitat.
Much of the genera discussion regarding wildfire management presented in Section 5.6.16 is
also applicable to protected species. The proposed action and alternative Management Strategies
C and D would lead to the development of a range-wide fire management plan based upon the
best scientific information available; therefore, each would have potential benefits for all
federally protected and/or state listed species on the BMGR. Much of the vegetation on the
BMGR is not fire-adapted, and yet the range supports or potentially supports federally protected
and/or state listed plant species including blue and foothills paloverde, mesquites, and cacti.
Additionally, these habitats provide forage (including plants, insects, and prey), cover, nest sites,
and perches for special status wildlife and migratory birds. The Sonoran pronghorn, for example,
consumes cholla, paloverde, honey mesquite, and ironwood among other plants, and uses
vegetation to protect its young from predation, so this species would be adversely affected by
fire. The lesser long-nosed bat feeds on fruit, including that of cacti, which are vulnerable to fire.
The no-action alternative involves putting out fires as they occur, in order to achieve the lowest
acreage loss in the most cost effective manner, therefore it would be less protective of special
status species as compared to the proposed action.

5717 Perimeter Land Use, Encroachment, and Regional Planning

The proposed action (Strategy D applied range-wide) would provide the most potential benefits
to federally protected and/or state listed species because it builds on all the other strategies and
provides the most exhaustive list of actions to be performed. Many of the benefits of the
proposed action that were discussed in Section 5.5.17 (General Vegetation) and 5.6.17 (Genera
Wildlife) also apply to federally protected and/or state listed species. Some of the special status
species on the BMGR are highly mobile and/or have populations that occur both on and off the
BMGR (e.g., Sonoran pronghorn, lesser long-nosed bat, flat-tailed horned lizard, and peregrine
falcon); therefore, actions that consider these species in a greater regional context would lead to
better information about their ecology and also better management and decision-making. Issues
such as groundwater management, soil or water quality, use of agricultural chemicals, trespass
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grazing, and illegal immigration would all be considered, and their effect on the cultural and
natural resources (including special-status species) of the BMGR would be assessed.

The aternative actions would not identify threats to off-range resources that may negatively
affect BMGR resources (including special status species), and would not take advantage of
opportunities to coordinate management with adjoining property owners. The no-action
alternative would not result in any of the benefits described for the proposed action. While some
individual management plans/policies address perimeter land use, encroachment, and regional
planning on a formal and informal basis, no comprehensive management strategies addressing
natural resource conservation and preservation are currently in place.

5.7.18 Aaqagregate Effects on Protected Species

5.7.18.1 Proposed Action

The same genera comments that were made regarding the aggregate effects of the proposed
action on vegetation (Section 5.5.18.1) and genera wildlife and wildlife habitats (Section
5.6.18.1) are also applicable to protected species. Some actions for federally protected and/or
state listed species would occur independent of actions proposed in this EIS because they are
based on the requirements of Biologica Opinions or other forms of consultation or agreement
with the USFWS, AGFD, or another agency (terms and conditions of the Sonoran pronghorn
biological opinions, other Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Actions such as the forage enhancement
and semi-captive breeding initiatives, continued survey for cactus ferruginous pygmy owl, and
other inventory and survey requirements, etc.). As appropriate, these independent actions are
evaluated in Chapter 6, Cumulative Effects. However, some elements would occur only in
association with the proposed action. While, at a programmatic level, the proposed action
reflects a shift from single-species (federally protected species) management to
ecosystem/biodiversity management, these actions would provide an overall greater protection to
the overall ecosystem and, thus, this shift in focus may provide a greater benefit to the overall
habitat of special status species.

There would be additive potential beneficial effects of the proposed action resulting from the
combined effects of its resource management elements. The management objectives for
motorized access and unroaded area management combined with the aggregate impacts of
eliminating vehicle-based camping and other associated activity along these roads would be
expected to most benefit the following federal or state listed species at low-levels on a range-
wide basis, with moderate benefits possible in localized areas. Sonoran pronghorn, flat-tailed
horned lizard, desert tortoise (Sonoran population), and California leaf-nosed bat. Some other
provisions of the proposed action that are particularly relevant to protected species include the
following: evauating the potential for altering existing or establishing additional special
natural/interest areas; establishing and conducting surveys to determine the status and abundance
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of specia status species, implementing increased public education, and assessing the need for
additional gates, signs, and fencing; providing predator control, as necessary, to protect aspecial
status species, determining the extent of interrelationship between on- and off-range resources,
and identifying threats to those resources; and participating in opportunities to coordinate
management activities with adjoining property owners, which could lead to better management
of specia status species that occur both onrand off-range. Each of these actions individually, and
in concert with the other similar beneficia impacts on general vegetation and wildlife and
wildlife habitats, would be beneficial for federally protected and state listed species.

Of course, potential adverse impacts to federally protected and/or listed species could aso occur
as the result of disturbance associated with any site-specific actions (e.g., wildlife water
developments, designating camping or shooting areas, creating the Cabeza Prieta NWR bypass
road, etc.) that are addressed here at a programmatic level. These effects are not expected to be
major, but would be analyzed in detail separately pursuant to NEPA and the ESA and mitigated,
as appropriate. The aggregate effects of the proposed action on protected species are therefore
generally beneficial.

5.7.18.2 Alternative Actions

The range-wide implementation of Management Strategy B, C, or D would lead to the same
aggregate effects, and therefore the same benefits for federally protected and/or state listed
gpecies as those that were discussed for general vegetation (Section 5.5.18.2) and wildlife and
wildlife habitat (Section 5.6.18.2). Overall, Strategy B would, to a small degree, be the least
protective of special status species on the BMGR because it generadly offers no additional
management objectives beyond compliance-driven requirements and favors dightly higher levels
of public access and use opportunities. Strategy B would not fully support the conservation
measures for road closures within Sonoran pronghorn habitat identified in the Biological
Opinions for the Air Force and Marine Corps. Strategy D would potentially provide additional
benefits as compared to the proposed action because it would adopt a broader and more regional
approach, includes resource protection and conservation management practices beyond those of
the proposed action, and would impose greater restrictions or limitations on some public access
and use opportunities that could have minor impacts on special status species. Strategy C would
have similar impacts on special status species as described for the proposed action. Additional
protection for federally protected and/or state listed species associated with those resource
elements for which Strategy D was selected as the proposed action (resource inventory and
monitoring; soil and water resources; perimeter land use, encroachment, and regional planning;
and wood cutting, collection, and gathering and collection of native plants in Unit 1) would not
occur, but any such differences are not measurable.
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5.7.18.3 No-Action Alternative

The selection and implementation of the no-action alternative in place of the proposed action
would result in the continued management of federally protected and state listed species under
guidance from the Goldwater Amendment, HMPs, and various compliance decisions. The
provisions of these plans, as modified to comply with the requirements of the Sikes Act, would
be adopted by DoD agencies. Specificaly, this alternative would differ from the proposed action
because it would focus efforts on such actions as supporting monitoring and recovery of Sonoran
pronghorn, and managing the Sonoran population of the desert tortoise consistent with the desert
tortoise habitat management plan, instead of management actions that are more widely based on
concepts of biodiversity and ecosystem management. Under this alternative, all the existing ard
future compliance requirements for special status species would have to be met, so these species
would be afforded a similar level of protection as they would under the proposed action.
However, any additional indirect benefits for federally protected ard/or state listed that could be
gained from the new management objectives included in the proposed action would not
necessarily be realized.

5.8 WILDFIRE MANAGEMENT

581 Resour ce | nventory and Monitoring

5811  Proposed Action (Strategy D)

Under the proposed action for this resource management element (Strategy D), the increase in
ecological monitoring and vegetation surveys would provide BMGR natural resource managers
with a better understanding of ecological conditions on the range. This information could benefit
natural resource managers in fighting wildfires because it could provide a better understanding of
vegetation density, which affects wildfire potential on the range.

5.8.1.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy C)

Like the proposed action, Strategy C provides for expanding ecological monitoring and
vegetation surveys on the range, but to a lesser extent. This strategy would still benefit wildfire
management by providing a better picture of which areas of the range are at a higher risk for
wildfire.

Unlike the proposed action and Strategy C, Strategy B would not establish vegetation surveys or

additional ecological monitoring beyond monitoring for effectiveness of compliance actions.
Therefore, this strategy would not be expected to have an effect on wildfire management.
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5813 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

Under the no-action alternative, monitoring programs for vegetation are not included and would
therefore not have an impact on wildfire management.

5.8.2 Special Natural/l nterest Areas

The existing management provisions for the former ACECs, SRMAs, HMA, and backcountry
byway do not specify actions for wildfire management. While wood cutting and the taking of
dead and downed wood is prohibited within the former ACECs and within 150 feet of the
backcountry byway, there is not enough dead wood in these areas to appreciably change the fuel
load for wildfires through a management provision that would eliminate this prohibition.
Consequently, the management strategy selection affecting the treatment of these formerly
designated special management areas would not influence wildfire management

The proposed action (Strategy C) and Alternative Strategy D, however, include the opportunity
to develop specia management provisiors for resource protection. If these provisions included
vegetative management actions that could influence fuel loads, these strategies could potentially
influence wildfire management.

583 Motorized Access and Unroaded Area M anagement

5.8.3.1  Proposed Action (Strategy C)

Access restrictions on redundant roads in localized areas and the closure of roads not meeting
military or agency needs, as is presented under Strategy C, could affect BMGR wildfire
management. The proliferation of invasive vegetation species can increase the risk of wildfire
(see Section 4.8 for more information). Because the spread of invasive species can be influenced
by roads, road closures (which would be most prevaent within BMGR—West) could potentially
decrease the potential spread of invasive plant species within the BMGR.

State Route 85, which carries large volumes of traffic through BMGR—East, could increase the
likelihood that some of those vehicles are carrying norntnative seed in wheel wells that could then
fall within the BMGR. State Route 85 could also provide fire ignition sources from carelessly
tossed burning cigarettes and from hot vehicle parts, particularly if vehicles are pulled off the
road and into areas with dry vegetation as shoulder areas along this highway are often minimal.
These same types of ignition sources could also start wildfires along other roads on the BMGR,
although the risk would be commensurate with the volume of traffic.
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Conversaly, roads can serve as fuel breaks that prevent fires from spreading beyond the roads.
Wider roads are generally more effective in serving as fuel breaks. Many of the redundant roads
proposed to be closed with the proposed action are relatively narrow in width and many of these
are two-track roads that have vegetation growing within the roadbed; these types of roads are
rarely effective fuel breaks.

If awildfire were to break out on the BMGR, the road closures could potentially limit access for
fire fighters. However, because most of the roads to be closed are redundant roads and aternate
access is provided to nearby locations, the change in fire-fighting access would be minimal.
Additiondly, if needed, closed roads would be used in emergency situations as a priority to a
New Cross-country route.

Consequently, while the reduction of approximately 658 miles of road could eliminate some fuel
breaks that would prevent the spread of wildfire and potentially reduce access for fire
suppression efforts, the closures could also prevent the proliferation of invasive species that
could spread fire.

5832 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Implementing Strategy D would have essentially the same effects as the proposed action,
although 107 more miles of road would be closed with Strategy D.

The existing wad network would be retained under Strategy B and access would remain the
same unless a resource protection issue arises. Compared to the proposed action, this could
increase the potentia risk for the spread of invasive species, but would retain roads thet could
potentially serve as fuel breaks or provide access for fire suppression.

5.8.3.3  No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)
Changes in the BMGR road network would not occur in the short-term and effects would be

similar to Strategy B. However, if a transportation plan were developed in the future, the effects
of the no-action aternative would likely be similar to the proposed action in the long term.

584 Camping and Visitor Stay Limits

5.84.1  Proposed Action (Strategy C)

Allowing dispersed self-contained camping in al areas open to the public on the range would
continue the risk of wildfires from improperly attended campfires or cigarettes. On the other
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hand, the proposed action (Strategy C) would assess the benefits and effects of establishing
designated camping areas on the range as well. If such areas were established and if dispersed
camping became more concentrated, it would benefit the fight against wildfires. It is important to
note, however, that wildfires resulting from campfires have rot been a reported problem on the
range in the past.

5.84.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Because it is very smilar to the proposed action (the length of camping stays are different),
Management Strategy D would have the same impacts on wildfire management.

Assessing the benefits of establishing designated camping areas on the range is not an objective
under Strategy B. As such, the only effect would be the continued minimal risk of wildfires from
unattended campfires across the range.

5.8.4.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

As with Strategy B, the only risk associated with the no-action alternative would be the minimal

risk of wildfires from unattended campfires on the range.

5.85 Recreation Services and Use Supervision

5.85.1  Proposed Action (Strategy C in Unit 2 and Strategy D in All Other Units)

Implementation of the proposed action (Strategy C within Unit 2 and Strategy D within al other
management units) could result in beneficial effects to wildfire management. Management
objectives that could influence wildfire management include:

Continue to prohibit ORV travel and on and off-road racing, and restrict motorized
public travel in all washes (except where the wash is a designated part of the road system
open to the public and is dry). ORV travel, including travel in washes, has been suspected
to serve as a means for invasive plant species introduction. Because of this, prohibiting
ORV travel and on and off-road racing would continue to help prevent the spread of
invasive species and their associated influence on the spread of wildfires.

Implement increased public education and recreation use information programs,

particularly to inform the public about road restrictions and resource sensitivities.
Wildfire management would be improved by this objective as visitors would be informed
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of the ecological risks associated with ORV travel and the spread of invasive plant
species as well as the importance of controlling and extinguishing campfires.

Retain a minimum number of full-time law enforcement positions dedicated to the
BMGR. Maintaining a minimum number of law enforcement positions (six with the
proposed action) would benefit wildfire management in that the presence of BMGR law
enforcement personnel would likely help to identify wildfires, as well as identify visitor
activities that could cause wildfire, such as improper disposa of smoking materials or
poor campfire management.

5.8.5.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and/or Strategy D, Depending on
Unit)

In contrast to the proposed action, under Management Strategy B there would not be as many
objectives to benefit wildfire management as follows:

Evaluatethe need for and effects of allowing public ORV travel in designated ar eas.
Rather than prohibiting ORV travel like the existing condition and proposed action, the
need for and effects of allowing public ORV travel in designated areas would be
evaluated. If such use were alowed to occur, there could be increased risk of wildfire
commensurate with the risk of invasive plant species proliferation.

Allow motorized public travel in designated washes (when dry). Rather than limiting
motorized public travel in washes to those washes that are a designated part of the road
system open to the public like the existing condition and proposed action, travel in dry
washes would be alowed with Strategy B. To the extent that this might result in the
proliferation of nortnative plant species or introduce fire ignition sources from burning
cigarette, poor campfire management, etc., this could increase the risk of wildfire.

Retain existing public education and use information programs. As current education
programs contain adequate information about potential hazards present on the BMGR,
this management objective would generally have the same potentia effects on wildfire
management as the proposed action. However, the proposed action is dightly more
beneficial as it includes additional measures to inform the public about road closures,
which could inform visitors about the potential ecological risks associated with ORV
travel and the spread of invasive plant species.

Retain a minimum of two full-time law enforcement officers. As compared to the

proposed action, Strategy B would have a lower minimum number of full-time law
enforcement positions. Thus, if there were budget cuts that reduced the funding available
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for these positions, there would be commensurately less law enforcement personnel
present to enforce visitors' use of campfires and smoking materials.

Because there is little difference between Strategies C and D, consequences would not differ
between the proposed action for wildfire management and these alternative strategies, regardless
of the unit to which they are applied.

5.85.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

Changes from the existing conditions would not occur under the application of Management
Strategy A, but would continue to benefit wildfire management with implementation of existing
recreation services and use supervision objectives. The distinctions in potential consequence of
the no-action alternative as compared to the proposed action are as follows:

Establish an environmental education program. Although the proposed action may
provide additional benefits in that it focuses on informing the public about road closures,
the effects of this management objective to wildfire management would otherwise be
similar to those of the proposed action.

Develop an action plan for interagency law enforcement. Most of the benefits to
wildfire management from these management objectives versus the proposed action
objectives would be similar. However, no minimum number of full-time law enforcement
positions dedicated to the BMGR would be required with the no-action alternative. If
funding cuts occur, there would be no assurance that law enforcement positions would
not be eliminated. The less law enforcement presence, the more likely that infractions
could occur, which would increase potential for wildfire due to poor campfire
management, etc.

5.8.6 Rockhounding

None of the objectives for this resource management element would be expected to have impacts
on wildfire management.

587 Wood Cutting, Gathering, and Firewood Use, and Collection of Native Plants

None of the management strategies for this resource category would be expected to have an
impact on wildfire management. Although native wood campfires would be restricted in Unit 1
under the proposed action and range-wide under Strategy D, campfires using off-range wood
would still be sanctioned. Therefore, the number of campfires would not likely decline; however
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even if a decline were to occur, campfires have not reportedly been a problematic source of
wildfires on the BMGR in the past.

588 Hunting

Regardless of the alternative management strategy for this resource management element,
impacts to wildfire management are not expected.

5.89 Recr eational Shooting

The objectives presented in the management strategy aternatives for recreational shooting are
not expected to have a measurable potential to impact wildfire management. In general, only
automatic weapons with tracers would likely have the potential to create sparks that could ignite
a fire. Also, fuel loads on the BMGR are typically small, as demonstrated by the relative
infrequency of fires resulting from military munitions use on the BMGR and the limited acreage
burned when such fires have occurred.

5.8.10 Utility/Transportation Corridors

5.8.10.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

Under the proposed action (Strategy C), the construction of future overhead transmission lines
would continue to be restricted to alignments immediately parallel to the existing Gila Bend to
Ajo transmission line. Vegetative clearing for utility corridors provides a greater opportunity for
invasive plant species to grow because they do not need to compete with the existing vegetative
cover. Overhead transmission lines can aso create an obstacle for aircraft, potentially increasing
the risk of a crash that could start a fire. Therefore, restricting future development of overhead
utility lines would be beneficia for wildfire management over the long term.

The construction of the Yuma ASH would be alowed with the proposed action. 1f developed,
this new corridor could have similar effects as described for State Route 85 in Section 5.8.3.1.
5.8.10.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Strategy D would have the same effects as the proposed action for utility/transportation corridors
except that the Yuma ASH would not be allowed on the BMGR, thus eliminating a travel route

that could contribute to the proliferation of invasive species and introduce factors that could be a
fire ignition source.
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Strategy B does not contain the objective that would restrict new utilities to existing corridors,
thereby providing a greater risk of awildfire.

5.8.10.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)
As with the proposed action, the no-action aternative would also restrict the future utilities to
existing corridors and would also likely allow the construction of part of the Yuma ASH on the

BMGR. Theefore, the no-action aternative would have the same effect on wildfire
management as the proposed action.

5811 General Vegetation, Wildlife, Wildlife Habitat, and Wildlife Waters

5.8.11.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

Several objectives under the proposed action would benefit wildfire management on the BMGR.
First, updating a vegetation map with newly gathered botanical information would better equip
natural resource managers with information regarding vegetation density and associated wildfire
risk.

Eliminating all trespass grazing by livestock could also lower the wildfire risk. Trespass
livestock has been considered a way in which non native invasive weed species have been
introduced onto the range so eliminating livestock would help minimize this risk.

The objective that would have the most benefit to wildfire management is the provision to
conduct surveys for, establish control priorities for, prevent the introduction of, and monitor
populations of invasive species and develop coordinated strategies to locally eradicate and/or
control the spread of these species commensurate with the threats they pose to natural resources
on the BMGR and within the greater Sonoran Desert ecoregion. As described in Section 4.8.4,
additional information about the increased hazard for wildfire as a result of invasive, fire
propagating plant species is needed. The proposed surveys for the occurrence of invasive plant
species could benefit wildlife management by providing this information.

5.8.11.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Management Strategies D and B include the same objectives that could influence wildfire
management as discussed in the proposed action for this management element so the effects
would be the same.
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5.8.11.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

Strategy A would update the vegetation map and also develop procedures to control al trespass
grazing by livestock and feral burros. These two objectives would continue to benefit wildfire
management. However, this strategy does not provide for conducting additional surveys,
monitoring or control of invasive plant species. As compared to the proposed action, this
management strategy would not have as much of a benefit on wildfire management.

5.8.12 Special Status Species

None of the objectives presented in the aternatives for this resource category would be expected
to impact wildfire management.

5.8.13 Soil and Water Resources

The management strategies for soil and water resources would not affect wildfire management,
although a better understanding of soil resources could be useful to control erosion potential
following a fire. Soil resource information may also help to determine the plant and soil
relationships, including the potential for the non-native species growth following afire.

5.8.14 Air Resources

None of the management strategy alternatives for air resources are expected to impact wildfire
management.

5.8.15 Visual Resources

The visua resources management strategies would not be expected to affect wildfire
management.

5.8.16 Wildfire Management

All of the wildfire management alternatives, especially Strategies B, C, and D, would benefit
wildfire management on the range. As discussed in Section 4.84, a BMGR-wide fire
management plan, developed in cooperation among the BMGR agencies, is needed to outline
protocols for reporting and responding to fires and to make fire-suppression decisions on the
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basis of the threat to human life, property, and natural and cultural resources. Strategy B, C, and
D would developed such a range-wide management plan based on the indications of the best
known science and management practices that establishes fire prevention, suppression, recovery,
mapping, monitoring, and possible mitigation protocols for both human and non-human caused
fires.

Although the no-action aternative (Strategy A) would not develop a range-wide fire
management plan and the benefits would not be as great, it would still continue to provide for the
suppression of wildfires with the lowest acreage loss and in the most cost-effective and efficient
manner.

5.8.17 Perimeter Land Use, Encroachment, and Regional Planning

Alternative Management Strategies B, C, and D would promote coordination and communication
with adjacert land owners and managers, which could lead to a more regional effort in managing
wildfire. Should this coordination extend to include local fire-fighting departments in the towns
along the BMGR perimeter, it could lead to a protocol on the response to wildfires both within
the range and on the perimeter lands. Such planning would be in support of that part of the
MLWA of 1999, which dictates that the DoD is responsible for fires occurring within the
boundaries of the BMGR, as well as brush and range fires occurring outside the boundaries of
the BMGR resulting from military activities. Because the no-action alternative does not include
regiona coordination efforts, this strategy would lack this potential opportunity.

5.8.18 Adgregate Effects on Wildfire M anagement

5.8.18.1 Proposed Action

As discussed in Section 4.8, wildfires on the BMGR are rare. However, in terms of wildfire
prevention, the range-wide application of the proposed action would result in two types of
beneficial effects on wildfire management: (1) studies, surveys, evaluations, plans, and
coordination that focus on vegetative communities, which in turn, influence wildfire
management and (2) resource management activities that would have a secondary wildfire
management effect.

Increased surveys/studies, plans, and coordination that would be proposed under objectives for
resource inventory and monitoring; special natural/interest areas; general vegetation, wildlife,
wildlife habitat, and wildlife waters; wildfire management; and perimeter land use,
encroachment, and regional planning would all benefit wildfire management by providing
resource managers with the most up-to-date information about ecological conditions of the
range, which is needed to fight wildfires. The most beneficial objective for wildfire management

W \01016\800\Draft El SClean\Chapter 5.doc 5193



BMGR INRMP 5.8 Wildfire Management
Draft EIS February 2003

would be the proposed provision for developing a range-wide fire management plan based on the
indications of the best known science and management practices that establishes fire prevention,
suppression, recovery, mapping, monitoring, and possible mitigation protocols for both human
and non-human caused fires in accordance with the threat to human life, property, and natural
and cultural resources.

Additional surveys and vegetative mapping efforts would produce knowledge regarding
ecological health and the presence of certain invasive plant species on the BMGR. Specifically,
the surveys proposed for invasive plant species would directly benefit wildfire prevention
because they would pinpoint problem areas that are of particular rnisk for wildfire. Increased
coordination and communication between BMGR resource managers and adjacent land
managers and owners would aso be beneficia in the fight against future fires and loss of
personal property.

Resource management activities that would have a secondary wildfire management effect
include provisions for restricting public access on redundant roads, designating specific camping
areas, prohibiting ORV travel, limiting motorized public travel in washes, increasing public
education, maintaining law enforcement positions, restricting utilities to existing corridors, and
eliminating trespass cattle grazing. These effects are expected to benefit wildfire management
because they would:

decrease opportunities for invasive plant species proliferation

decrease the potentia for wildfires to occur due to improperly maintained campfires

reduce the locations in which human-related fire ignition sources could occur
In aggregate, the management practices under the proposed action would have a favorable effect
on the prevention of and fight against wildfires on the range as opposed to the current level of
wildfire management.

5.8.18.2 Alternative Actions

Management Strateqy B

As compared with the proposed action, Management Strategy B would resut in a fewer
studies/surveys, eliminate evaluations for potential designated camping areas, alow for new
utility/transportation corridors to the extent compatible with the military mission, and retain the
existing road network. These would minimize the potential for effective wildfire management.
However, benefits over the current level of wildfire protection would include implementation of
awildfire management plan; surveys for the presence and proliferation of invasive plant species,
potential increased coordination with local, nonBMGR firefighting departments;, and the
maintenance of at least two full-time law enforcement positions on the BMGR.
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Management Strateqy C

The range-wide effects on wildfire management from Strategy C would be very similar to those
of the proposed action. Resource management categories that would experience somewhat less
of a degree of resource protection would include resource monitoring, law enforcement
positions, and coordination with adjacent land managers and land owners.

Management Strateqy D

The range-wide application of Management Strategy D would result in a similar level of
implemented studies, assessments, evauations, and management activities that would be
beneficial to the prevention and/or suppression of wildfires as the proposed action. Management
Strategy D would also close about 107 more miles of road than the proposed action and eliminate
the potential development of the Yuma ASH on the BMGR. While Management Strategy D
would have the most favorable effect on the prevention and suppression of wildfires on the range
in the BMGR region, the overall effects would not be appreciably different than the proposed
action.

5.8.18.3 No-Action Alternative

The range-wide application of Management Strategy A would differ from the proposed action in
that there would be fewer studies, evaluations, and actions than called for with the proposed
action. Existing wildfire management would continue to focus on the suppression of wildfires
with the lowest acreage loss and in the most cost-effective and efficient manner. In some cases,
the most cost effective manner could include allowing the fire to burn itself out, particularly if
the fire occurs in areas of low fud load. However, without gaining a more complete knowledge
base of the current vegetative condition, and without restricting activities that could potentially
lead to future wildfire risk, this management strategy would not provide for the same level of
resource protection as the proposed action.
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5.9 GROUNDSMAINTENANCE

59.1 Resour ce | nventory and M onitoring

59.1.1  Proposed Action (Strategy D)

If additional environmental monitoring determines that a pest management problem exists or that
there is an issue about pest management practices and natural resource management at one of the
two developed areas on the BMGR (i.e., Gila Bend AFAF or Cannon Air Defense Center), the
adaptive management approach included as part of the proposed action may trigger a change in
the way grounds maintenance is conducted at these sites. Baseline inventories have already been
conducted for these areas, indicating what types of vegetation are present; therefore, future
studies would most likely focus on specific monitoring. Considerations for water conservation
and aesthetics may lead to the replacement of palm trees and other exotics from the Gila Bend
AFAF with native vegetative species such as paloverde, ironwood, and mesquite.

59.1.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy C)

Management Strategy C for resource inventory and monitoring also includes provisions for
adaptive management in response to inventory and monitoring findings and would have the same
effects as the proposed action.

An adaptive management approach that could potentially influence grounds maintenance
procedures is not prescribed for Management Strategy B and would therefore not be expected to
have an effect on grounds maintenance.

59.1.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

Strategy A does not include any inventory or monitoring objectives that would be applicable to
the developed areas of the range. Existing grounds maintenance practices would continue and no
adverse effects are anticipated. However, Strategy A would not include an adaptive management
approach so management practices and policies may not change in response to any new resource
issues that might emerge.

5.9.2 Special Natural/lnterest Areas

The only existing special management designation that coincides with one of the developed areas
is the flat-tailed horned lizard HMA. Each of the alternative management strategies includes
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redesignating the flat-tailed horned lizard HMA as a specia natural/interest area and retaining
the existing management provisions established for the HMA. Consequently, the effects of
specia natural/interest areas on grounds maintenance would be the same regardless of which
strategy is implemented.

Management of the redesignated flat-tailed horned lizard HMA would continue with existing
management provisions, although addition special management provisions could be developed as
needed for resouce protection. Should it be determined that ongoing pest management
procedures at the Cannon Air Defense Complex are negatively affecting the flat-tailed horned
lizard, management provisions could be implemented to alter grounds maintenance procedures to
reduce, eliminate, or mitigate the adverse effects. However, the ongoing pest management
practices have not historically been known to affect the flat-tailed horned lizard, so the potential
for future effects is expected to be low or non-existent.

593 M otorized Access and Unroaded Area M anagement

There would be no change in motorized access to Gila Bend AFAF, the Cannon Air Defense
Complex, and other maintained areas of the BMGR with implementation of any of the
alternative management strategies. Therefore, none of the alternatives for motorized access and
unroaded area management would have an effect on grounds maintenance activities in these
developed areas.

594 Camping and Visitor Stay Limits

Gila Bend AFAF is the only area on the BMGR in which both military grounds maintenance
activities and camping for active and former DoD personnel occur. The recreational vehicle type
campsites are routinely occupied between October and March every year. The visitor stay limits
that are proposed for the rest of the BMGR would not apply to these fee only campsites within
GilaBend AFAF.

On-site sewage disposal is available at each alotted RV camping space for those staying at Gila
Bend AFAF (Mendez 2002). There is also an additional location at the auxiliary field, aside from
the individual sewage disposal, where RV campers can dispose of their sewage. However, these
disposal practices are already regulated under applicable sanitation permits maintained through
Gila Bend AFAF; therefore, changes in protocol to ground maintenance as a result of any of the
proposed and alternative strategies for this resource element would not be expected.
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595 Recr eation Services and Use Supervision

Regardless of which management strategy is implemented for recreation services and use
supervision, impacts to or changes in protocol with regard to grounds maintenance at Gila Bend
AFAF, Cannon Air Defense Complex, or other developed military use areas on the BMGR
would not be expected.

5.9.6 Rockhounding

Recreational rockhounding is not considered an activity at the Gila Bend AFAF or the Cannon
Air Defense Complex and the action aternatives for rockhounding are not applicable to these
developed areas.

597 Wood Cutting, Gathering, and Firewood Use, and Collection of Native Plants

Wood cutting, gathering, and firewood use is not allowed at the RV campground of Gila Bend
AFAF or Cannon Air Force Complex. Therefore, none of the aternatives, when implemented,
would have an effect on grounds maintenance protocol.

5.9.8 Hunting

Hunting is not alowed within the grounds of Gila Bend AFAF or Cannon Air Defense Complex.
Regardless of which management strategy aternative is implemented for hunting, no impacts on
or changes to grounds maintenance would occur.

5.9.9 Recr eational Shooting

Recreational shooting is not sanctioned at the various developed sites on the BMGR, and as
such, none of the aternative management strategies, when implemented, would have an impact
on grounds maintenance.

5.9.10 Utility/Transportation Corridors

Grounds maintenance within the existing (and proposed future) utility/transportation corridors
present on the BMGR (e.g., control of roadside weeds) is not the management responsibility of
the military. The entities owning or managing the utility itself manage and maintain the corridor
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for their respective needs. Therefore, none of the management strategy alternatives for
utility/transportation corridors evaluated in this EIS would impact the grounds maintenance
protocol for BMGR utility/transportation corridors.

5.9.11 General Vegetation, Wildlife, Wildlife Habitat, and Wildlife Waters

5.9.11.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

Strategy C proposes to conduct surveys for, establish control priorities for, prevent the
introduction of, and monitor populations of invasive species. Although some non-native
landscaping species are present at the developed sites (i.e. grass lawns, palm trees, etc.), they are
not invasive species that would be likely to spread. Regardless of which alternative management
strategy is implemented, Gila Bend AFAF and Cannon Air Defense Complex must comply with
thelr respective pest management plans, which are based on Integrated Pest Management (see
Section 4.9.1 for more information) when spraying for common weed species.

Vegetation habitat restoration efforts are proposed with Strategy C for areas that have been
damaged by a discontinued military, agency, or intensive public use. Should such areas be
identified at the Gila Bend AFAF or Cannon Air Defense Complex, restoration efforts could
influence future grounds maintenance activities for these areas. To the extent that native
vegetation is restored, grounds maintenance might be smplified. However, with the relatively
greater amount of activity at these developed sites, there may be a greater likelihood of invasive
plant species growing within discontinued intensive use areas, so grounds maintenance may be
more intense initialy until invasive species can be eradicated from the site.

5.9.11.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Strategies B and D both include the same objectives regarding the study of and control of
invasive species as well as habitat restoration efforts for former use areas as are proposed with
Strategy C. Therefore, the effects on ground maintenance activities would be the same as
described for the proposed action.

5.9.11.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)
Unlike the proposed action and the action alternatives, Strategy A does not provide for invasive
species monitoring and control, nor does it provide for habitat restoration for areas that have

been damaged in the past and are no longer used. However, with the ongoing pest management
programs and other grounds maintenance activities in place at the developed sites,
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implementation of this alternative would still not be expected to result in much change from
existing grounds maintenance practices.

5.9.12 Special Status Species

As discussed in Section 4.7.1.3, special status species such as the lesser long-nosed bat (federally
listed) and the Cadlifornia leaf-nosed bat (listed as a Wildlife of Special Concern in Arizona)
could potentially forage at Gila Bend AFAF due to the types of vegetation available in the
vicinity. None of the management strategy alternatives, however, would change the types of
vegetation at Gila Bend AFAF that could result in an increased presence of a specia status
species. Regardless of which special status species adternative is implemented, however, DoD
activities on the BMGR, including grounds maintenance activities, must comply with the federal
endangered species regulations. Overal, however, the likelihood that an endangered or
threatened species would forage at the Gila Bend AFAF is considered low.

The same holds true for the Cannon Air Defense Complex in BMGR—West. The Complex is
located within flat-tailed horned lizard (not federally listed, but listed as a Wildlife of Concernin
Arizona) habitat and DoD must comply with the current USFWS biological opinion for this
species and the Endangered Species Act in general for al activities, including grounds
maintenance, regardless of whichspecial status species management strategy is selected.

5.9.13 Soil and Water Resour ces

None of the alternative management strategies would be expected to alter the manner in which
grounds maintenance, including pest control, is conducted at Gila Bend AFAF or the Cannon Air
Defense Complex.

59.14 Air Resources

None of the aternative air resources management strategies would be expected to impact the
manner in which grounds maintenance, including pest control, is conducted at Gila Bend AFAF
or the Cannon Air Defense Complex.

5.9.15 Visual Resources

The areas in which grounds maintenance activities occur are considered developed areas of the
BMGR. Therefore, any manmade modifications that would occur at the sites would be a
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continued modification in an already developed area. None of the alternative management
strategies for visual resources would be expected to have an impact on existing or future grounds
maintenance activities,

5.9.16 Wildfire Management

5.9.16.1 Proposed Action (Strategy B)

Strategy B would include the development of a range-wide fire management plan. This could
affect the grounds maintenance protocols for Gila Bend AFAF and Cannon Air Defense
Complex in that such a plan could create certain criteria for the placement of trees, landscaping,
and for the overall basic maintenance concepts (such as mowing or weed control) in order to
reduce fuel loads and protect buildings from potential fire damage.

5.9.16.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy C and Strategy D)

Because Strategy C and Strategy D are identical to the proposed action, implementation of these
alternative management strategies would have the same effects as the proposed action.

5.9.16.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

Management Strategy A does not provide for the development of a range-wide fire management
plan. Although wildfires are to be combated with this alternative, this strategy would not likely

encourage alterations to the grounds maintenance protocol at developed sites in order to
proactively prevent or limit fire potential.

59.17 Peimeter Land Use, Encroachment, and Regional Planning

None of the alternative management strategies would be expected to have an effect on how the
grounds are managed at the developed BMGR sites. However, efforts to improve coordination
with off-range managers and to participate in regiona planning efforts could help to avoid
potential problems (such as pesticide drift from aeria spraying of agricultural land or the spread
of invasive plants species) that could affect grounds maintenance at the developed areas of the
BMGR.
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5.9.18 Adgregate Effects on Grounds M aintenance

5.9.18.1 Proposed Action

By implementing the proposed action, grounds maintenance procedures could be affected by
some of the objectives identified for resource inventory and monitoring, special natural/interest
areas, and wildfire management. Some of these effects could be interactive. For example,
increased inventory and monitoring efforts might identify that grounds maintenance activities at
the Cannon Air Defense Complex are affecting flat-tailed horned lizards. Implementing the
proposed action is unlikely to result in the need for any change in grounds maintenance
procedures; therefore, any aggregate effects that might occur would likely be financial in nature.
A fire management plan and invasive species control procedures, for instance, could both
potentially result in some changes in ground maintenance procedures and both might require
funding beyond existing grounds maintenance budgets.

5.9.18.2 Alternative Actions

Management Strateqy B

This management strategy would have similar aggregate effects as the proposed action, except
that the reduced inventory and monitoring efforts might result in fewer problem areas being
identified. The objectives for specia natural/interest areas and wildfire management would both
still have the potential to change the manner in which grounds maintenance is conducted at Gila
Bend AFAF and Cannon Air Defense Complex.

Management Strateqy C

There are no changes in the aggregate effects on grounds maintenance between the proposed
action and those of Management Strategy C.

Management Strateqy D

Like Strategy C, there are no changes in aggregate effects on ground maintenance between the
proposed action and those of Management Strategy D.
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5.9.18.3 No-Action Alternative

Management objectives under the no-action aternative would not result in aggregate impacts on
grounds maintenance protocol, but the lack of monitoring efforts could mean that potentia
problem areas are not being identified. The one individual impact of the no-action alternative
under specia natural/interest areas would involve the potential for changes to grounds
maintenance at Cannon Air Defense Complex that may be more readily implemented under the
proposed action if pest management activities were determined to be affecting the flat-tailed
horned lizard within the flat-tailed horned lizard HMA (since the no-action alternative does not
include an objective to establish additional specia management provisions as needed for
resource protection).

510 PUBLIC UTILITIESAND TRANSPORTATION CORRIDORS

5.10.1 Resourcelnventory and Monitoring

Regardless of the alternative, the resource inventory and monitoring management strategies are
not expected to have an impact on existing or future public utility and transportation corridors.

5.10.2 Special Natural/lnterest Areas

5.10.2.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

Redesignating the ACECs and flat-tailed horned lizard HMA as specia natural/interest areas
(while retaining the existing management provisions in the HMA only) would likely limit or
preclude the development of transportation/utility corridors in these designated areas. While the
special management provisions for the ACECs could potentially change in designating them as
special natural/interest areas, any new provisions are unlikely to allow for new corridors because
the intent of the redesignation is to continue the established legacy of providing special
protection to these areas.

The SRMA and Backcountry Byway designations would be allowed to expire without any new
gpecial designation. This could potentially make these areas more vulnerable to corridor
development. However, with regard to all special management areas (redesignated or not), the
primary driving force would be the management strategy selected for the utility/transportation
corridor management element (see Section 5.10.10).
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5.10.2.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

With the exception of the flat-tailed horned lizard HMA, Management Strategy B would
terminate all other existing specia resource management areas, without providing for future
special management provisions. While this could potentially open the former ACECs, SRMAS,
and Backcountry Byway to transportation/utility corridor consideration, new corridor
development would first and primarily be subject to the utility/transportation corridor
management strategy chosen for the proposed INRMP (see Section 5.10.10).

Strategy D would include redesignating the SRMAs and Backcountry Byway as specia
natural/interest areas as well as the ACECs and HMA. The effect on the SRMAs and
Backcountry Byway would be the same as described for ACECs with the proposed action;
transportation/utility corridors would likely continue to be limited or precluded from these
specia designation areas consistent with the guidelines of the Goldwater Amendment.

5.10.2.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

Retaining the existing special management provisions for the ACECs, SRMAS, and Backcountry
Byways would maintain the existing criteria for alowable utility/transportation corridor
development. The existing Goldwater Amendment restricts new corridor development from the
Tingjas Altas Mountains ACEC and the Gran Desierto Dunes ACEC. Specific corridor
development guidelines are also outlined for the Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes ACECs,
the Yuma Desert and Sand Dunes HMAS, and the Sentinel Plain Lava Flow and Crater Range
SRMAs. The future development of utility or transportation corridors would continue to be
limited to these development guidelines within these specially designated areas.

5.10.3 Motorized Access and Unroaded Area M anagement

5.10.3.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

Road closures that would occur under Management Strategy C would not affect access to the
existing utility/transportation corridor or the proposed Yuma ASH so there would be no effect on
utilities.

Road closures under Management Strategy C would also have the effect of reducing the multiple
public entry points that currently exist at several locations along the northern boundary of the
BMGR in Management Units 2 and 3, where there are redundant local road networks on both
sides of the boundary, to one or two routes (see Figure 3-2). More specifically, the closures in
Management Units 2 and 3 would affect multiple unimproved vehicle trails that enter the range
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in the vicinity of the Fortuna Foothills, at several locations south of the towns of Wellton and
Tacna, in an area north of the Baker Tanks on the west side of the Baker Peaks, and at a site athe
northern end of the expired Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes ACEC. These closures could
potentially affect traffic circulation patterns within the off-range, unimproved road networks that
are the counterparts of the onrange networks by concentrating traffic towards the approved
BMGR entry roads. Given the relatively low volumes of recreation traffic flow to and from the
BMGR, however, this impact is regarded as minimal. These closures would not impact traffic on
Interstate 8 or local Yuma County roads. The closures would aso eliminate two inactive entry
points to Management Unit 6 from State Route 85 (see Figure 3-1). Traffic on State Route 85
would not be affected by these closures.

5.10.3.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

The range-wide application of Management Strategy D would have the same anticipated impacts
on public utility and transportation corridors as the proposed action, with Strategy D having
dightly more of an impact than Strategy C because its provisions would result in two additional
public entry road closures to Management Unit 2 and one in Management Unit 3.

Under Management Strategy B the anticipated impacts on public utility and transportation
corridors that could occur with the proposed action, would not occur, as the existing road
network would remain open.

5.10.3.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action alternative could potentially have impacts on public utility and transportation

corridors similar to the other alternatives if a future transportation plan determines that road
closures are needed on the BMGR.

5.104 Camping and Visitor Stay Limits

Regardless of the aternative implemented, the management strategy chosen for camping and
visitor stay limits is not expected to have an impact on public utility and transportation corridors.

5.10.5 Recreation Services and Use Supervision

None of the provisions for recreation services and use supervision would affect transportation or
utility corridors.
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5.10.6 Rockhounding

Regardless of the alternative selected, no associated public utility or transportation corridor
effects associated with rockhounding are anticipated.

5.10.7 Wood Cutting, Gathering, and Firewood Use, and Collection of Native Plants

There are no public utility or transportation corridor impacts anticipated for wood cutting, wood
gathering, and firewood use, and collection of native plants with any of the aternatives. Salvage
of native plants associated with the vegetative clearing that would be required for the
construction of the Yuma ASH would be required to comply with the Arizona Native Plant Law
regardless of this management strategy.

5.10.8 Hunting

No associated public utility or transportation corridor effects related to hunting are anticipated
under the proposed action or any of the alternatives.

5.10.9 Recreational Shooting

Regardless of the alternative, there would not be an anticipated impact on public utility or
transportation corridors with recreational shooting on the BMGR. Management Strategy D
would prohibit recreational shooting activities on the BMGR atogether, which would avoid
impacts on utility or transportation corridors. Management Strategy B is very similar to the no-
action alternative in that recreational shooting would be allowed to occur under existing
conditions (unless a gignificant resource issue is identified). Impacts to utility and/or
transportation corridors have not been identified thus far with recreational shooting on the range
and would not be expected to in the future either. Although it may seem that the proposed action,
Management Strategy C, could have an impact on existing corridors due to the potential
establishment of designated recreational shooting area(s), DoD would be required to consider
and assess any potential impacts on corridors in selecting a designated location; therefore, no
impact is predicted.
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5.10.10 Utility/Transportation Corridors

5.10.10.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

The proposed action would restrict all future utility/transportation corridor development to
projects in which the applications were filed prior to 6 November 2001. There is only one such
project: the Yuma ASH. No other utility or transportation project would be allowed within this
corridor besides the Yuma ASH.

Future needs for a utility/transportation corridor that traverses the BMGR are unknown at this
time, but required compatibility with the military mission requirements would likely preclude
any future corridor proposals to a great extent. Because the least expensive way to build a road
or utility line is typically the straightest line between two points, there could be cost restrictions
incurred by future projects if they are required to be established within a sub-optimum route
outside of the BMGR.

The management objective to establish a protocol consistent with NEPA and other regulatory
requirements for reviewing/approving proposed actions within the existing corridors would
provide a roadmap for land managers that is consistent with the transfer of non military land
management responsibility from the BLM to the DoD with the MLWA of 1999. The DoD
requirements for utility/transportation corridor development would be required to be consistent
with U.S.C. 2668 for easement rights-of-way grants on military lands (see Section 4.10.3 for
more information). Previously, applications and review were processed through BLM, but
subject to the approval of the military. Now, applications would be processed based on the
military protocol, with the BLM functioning in more of an advisory capacity.

The existing restrictions on further development of underground and overhead facilities within
the State Route 85 corridor would remain in place. Specifically, overhead transmission lines
would be restricted to alignments immediately parallel to the existing Gila Bend to Ajo 69 kV
transmission line and underground facilities would be restricted to west of and parallel to the
Tucson Cornelia and Gila Bend Railroad.

5.10.10.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Implementing Strategy D range-wide, which would restrict all future utility/transportation
development to existing corridors, would negatively affect plans for construction of the Yuma
ASH within a newly designated corridor along the western boundary of the BMGR. Restricting
its development would cause an increase in costs associated with the need to establish a different
route for the transportation corridor. This would also have the potential to cause major delays in
the Yuma ASH construction as much of the planning work for this highway has already been
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completed. Otherwise, this strategy would have the same consequences on transportation/utility
corridors as the proposed action.

Management Strategy B differs from the proposed action in that additional utility/transportation
corridor proposals would be evaluated on a case-by-case basis and in that restrictions on
development of overhead and underground facilities in the State Route 85 corridor (as outlined in
the Goldwater Amendment) would be lifted. Nonetheless, requirements for utility/transportation
corridor development would be required to be consistent with U.S.C. 2668 for easement rights-
of-way grants on military lands (see Section 4.10.3 for more information). Because additional
corridors would not be restricted under this aternative, there would be less of a negative impact
on future projects as opposed to the implementation of Strategy C or Strategy D.

5.10.10.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

Under the no-action alternative, utility/transportation corridor projects and corridor development
would be managed by the DoD under the BLM’s existing Goldwater Amendment. This
aternative does not differ from the proposed action in that the same restrictions on construction
of any overhead transmission lines in the State Route 85 corridor and underground facilities west
of the Tucson Cornelia and Gila Bend Railroad would still apply. However, proposals for
additional utility/transportation corridor pojects through the BMGR would not be restricted
under this alternative, with the only requirement being to conduct appropriate field examinations
and/or environmental assessments. This management strategy would limit the location, but not
necessarily prohibit future utility or transportation projects.

5.10.11 General Vegetation, Wildlife, Wildlife Habitat, and Wildlife Waters

5.10.11.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

If the proposed wildlife and vegetation surveys determine that a sensitive species habitat is
located within an existing utility/transportation corridor, it could potentialy result in the
restriction of future development or change in management practices for the existing corridor. In
addition, if the proposed studies determine that the State Route 85 transportation and utility
corridor or the proposed Yuma ASH, assuming that this highway is constructed, contributes to
the spread of invasive vegetative species on the range, the end result could potentially be a
restriction of or a change to management measures for the affected corridor. Although
responsibility for management of this issue would ultimately belong to an entity other than the
DoD, cooperative measures regarding such issues would likely be initiated, as has already been
recognized with respect to the State Route 85 corridor and the BEC Cooperative Weed
Management Area Steering Committee (Faltisco 2002a).
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5.10.11.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Because the alternative actions for this resource management element, Management Strategies B
and D, dso involve the implementation of additional survey and monitoring work and the
management objective regarding invasive species, these activities could potentially create the
same impacts on utility/transportation development and management as the proposed action.

5.10.11.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

Although additional wildlife and vegetation studies (including invasive weeds) are not included
in Strategy A, the potential would still exist for restrictions to future utility/transportation
development or changes to management of existing and future projects to meet regulatory
requirements, including coordination with other land managers for better control of the spread of
invasive weed species.

5.10.12 Special Status Species

Each of the alternatives could potentially affect the construction of future utility or transportation
projects (within the alowed corridors) if a special status species is determined to be in the area
of influence of the project. It should be noted, however, that whatever associated impacts would
occur, they would result from implementing other compliance activities, regardiess of
implementing the alternatives addressed in this EIS.

5.10.13 Soil and Water Resour ces

5.10.13.1 Proposed Action (Strategy D)

The proposed action for soil and water resources, Strategy D, includes temporarily restricting
vehicular and construction activities when soils are at a heightened risk of erosion, such as
following heavy rain. This could temporarily affect construction schedules for any new utility or
transportation project within the State Route 85 transportation and utility corridor. However,
emergency utility maintenance (such as restoring power following storm damage) could
potentially require access to the utility infrastructure even if soils are prone to erosion. While
such emergency access would not be precluded, excessive surface damage done as a result of
such access would require restoration under the proposed action.
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5.10.13.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy C)

Neither Strategies B nor C for soil and water resources would affect utilities or transportation
corridors other than by the ways they are currently affected by other laws and regulations, such
as the Clean Water Act, which may require sediment control, pollution prevention, and erosion
control that might result from storm-water runoff.

5.10.13.3 No-action Alternative (Strategy A)
Like Strategies B and C, utilities and transportation corridor development and maintenance

would primarily be affected by other laws and regulations, such as the Clean Water Act, rather
than the provisions of the no-action aternative for this resource management e ement.

5.10.14 Air Resources

5.10.14.1 Proposed Action (Strategy A)

With the proposed action for air resources, Management Strategy A, utility/transportation
corridors development or maintenance would continue to be required to control excessive
fugitive dust and develop and implement Best Management Practices to control non-point source
pollution. These same objectives are typically required to comply with federal, state, or local
standards to control dust at construction sites.

5.10.14.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and Strategy D)

Because no special air quality management objectives are provided under Management Strategy
B, no impacts on utility/transportation corridors would occur.

Management Strategies C and D could positively affect motorists' viewing abilities along maor
transportation corridors, such as State Route 85, if dust palliatives are used and/or air quality
monitoring is implemented. However, most air quality impacts in the region that may affect
vigibility are short-term, typically associated with natural dust storms and stabilize over time so
these minor benefits might be infrequent.
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5.10.14.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

For air resources, the m-action alternative is identical to the proposed action and would have the
same effects.

5.10.15 Visual Resources

5.10.15.1 Proposed Action (Strategy B)

Strategy B visua resource objectives would require an assessment of the effects of new actions
on visual resources Proposals for any new utility or transportation developments, if allowed,
would be subject to separate NEPA documentation that would include an assessment of the
visual effects. Existing facilities would not be affected.

5.10.15.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy C and Strategy D)

Because Strategies C and D for visua resources would apply BLM’s visual resource
management criteria to visual resources management, any transportation corridor that occurs
within BMGR boundaries—namely, State Route 85, would become a sensitive viewpoint
looking onto range lands. This could affect management of these areas whereas they were not
necessarily managed as such previoudly.

5.10.15.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

Although Strategy A for this resource element provides for the protection of visual resources,
this management alternative would not be expected to alter the existing policy for maintenance
of utility or transportation corridors. Establishment of additional corridors would not likely be
affected with this management aternative either, because most restrictions on corridor
development would not result solely from the effects of corridor development on visual
resources.

5.10.16 Wildfire Management

5.10.16.1 Proposed Action (Strategy B)

The proposed action for wildfire management could change the way major transportation
corridors are managed on the BMGR in terms of roadway vegetation. Fire risks associated with
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motorists traveling on highways include cigarettes thrown from car windows and car fires, which
could potentially spread to BMGR lands away from the highway. Although the potentia always
existed for this type of fire, it has not been reported as an issue in the past. The proposed range-
wide fire management plan would assess this risk and could potentially result in
recommendations for management measures to reduce the risk (e.g., weed management
following the spring wildflower cycle to eliminate vegetation that could carry fire).

5.10.16.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy C and Strategy D)

Management Strategies C and D for wildfire managemert are identical to the proposed action
and would have the same effects on transportation corridor management.

5.10.16.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

Under the no-action aternative, wildfire management suppression would continue to be managed

under the existing objective. No changes in corridor maintenance would be expected and thus, no
effects would be expected.

5.10.17 Perimeter L and Use, Encroachment, and Regional Planning

No specia management prescriptions are provided for in Management Strategy A. However,
Alternative Management Strategies B, C, and D for perimeter land use, encroachment, and
regional planning could potentially affect off-range utility/transportation corridors through
increased coordination between the Marine Corps and Air Force and adjacent communities, land
managers/owners, and state, tribal, and local governments. The Marine Corps and Air Force may
be able to persuade utility/transportation mangers, regulatory agencies, or private or government
project proponents that a proposed utility or transportation corridor or project adjacent to the
BMGR would adversely affect the BMGR in some way and influence an outcome more
favorable to the range environment. Furthermore, increased coordination could provide early
reinforcement of the difficulties and likely potential incompatibilities of proposed
utility/transportation projects through the range with BMGR military operations and resource
management priorities.
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5.10.18 Adgaregate Effects on Public Utilities and Transportation Corridors

5.10.18.1 Proposed Action

Considered in aggregate, the 17 resource management elements of the proposed action would
have some additive impacts affecting the management of public utility and transportation
corridors through the BMGR. Most importantly, the proposed management objectives for
utility/transportation corridors would restrict al future utility/transportation corridor
development to existing corridors, except for the Yuma ASH; continue to limit development of
the State Route 85 corridor to current restrictions; and esablish a protocol consistent with NEPA
and other regulatory requirements for reviewing/approving proposed actions within existing
corridors. Other potential consequences are minor and may include restriction of future
development or change in management practices for existing corridors if the proposed wildlife
and vegetation surveys determine that a sensitive species habitat is located within an existing
utility/transportation corridor, if invasive species management protocols lead to a change in
existing management measures for the affected corridor (e.g., roadside weed control), or if
erosion control policies affect maintenance activities within the future utility and/or
transportation projects within the State Route 85 or proposed Yuma ASH corridors. Proposed
management provisions for perimeter land use, encroachment, and regional planning would also
create a potentia to affect off-range utility/transportation corridor development and projects but
this effect would not be additive or interactive with the effects of the other elements of the
proposed action.

5.10.18.2 Alternative Actions

Management Strateqy B

Objectives provided under Alternative Management Strategy B for the following resource
management elements could result in aggregate effects on the future management or potential
development of utility or transportation corridors: utilities/transportation; general vegetation,
wildlife, wildlife habitat, and wildlife waters, special status species, and perimeter land use,
encroachment, and regional planning. Alternative Management Strategy B provides an option for
considering the siting of additional utility/transportation corridors, other than the Yuma ASH,
within the BMGR. Given the current and foreseeable ongoing military use of the range, however,
the potential that any further corridor alignments through the BMGR would be found to be
compatible with its military purposes would appear to be unlikely. Although Strategy B focuses
mainly on regulatory compliance and does not outline the same level of natural resource
protection as the proposed action, the difficulty of siting a new corridor within the range would
still be compounded by provisions of Strategy B, which call for the protection and conservation
of vegetation communities, wildlife and wildlife habitat, and special status species. In addition,
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the provisions for perimeter land use, encroachment, and regional planning coordination would
increase the probability that range managers would provide input on the constraints that
utility/transportation corridor proposals through the BMGR would face early in the planning
process for those proposals. Early involvement in corridor proposals would likely be effective for
influencing the direction of these types of projects away from the BMGR.

Management Strateqy C

Alternative Management Strategy C would not permit the siting of additional
utility/transportation corridors, other than the Yuma ASH, within the BMGR. This strategy
would have minimal differences in the aggregate effects compared to the proposed action. In
terms of restricting future development of utility and/or transportation corridors, the management
objectives outlined under vegetation, wildlife, and wildlife habitat; special status species; and
visual resources for this strategy could have additive impacts that would potentially compound
the constraints imposed on future utility or transportation projects in the existing and proposed
Yuma ASH corridors.

Management Strateqy D

No new utility or transportation corridors (including the Yuma ASH) would be permitted within
the BMGR under Alternative Management Strategy D This would negatively affect plans for
construction of the Yuma ASH within a newly designated corridor along the western boundary
of the BMGR. Restricting its development would cause an increase in costs associated with the
need to establish a different route for the transportation corridor and have the potential to cause
major delays in the Yuma ASH construction because much of the planning work for this
highway has aready been completed. Otherwise, this management strategy would have similar,
but somewhat more pronounced, aggregate impacts as identified for the proposed action
principally because additional visual resource management objectives would impose an
additional constraint on future utility or transportation projects in the existing State Route 85
corridor.

5.10.18.3 No-Action Alternative
The no-action alternative would continue existing management of the State Route 85 corridor
and provide an option for considering the siting o additiona utility/transportation corridors,

other than the Yuma ASH, within the BMGR. The aggregate effects of the no action alternative
would not differ measurably from those of Alternative Management Strategy B.

W\01016\800\Draft El SClean\Chapter 5.doc 5214



BMGR INRMP 5.11 Specia Management Areas
Draft EIS February 2003

511 SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS

5.11.1 Resourcelnventory and Monitoring

5.11.1.1 Proposed Action (Strategy D)

Because the potential special management areas (the expired ACECs, SRMAs, HMA, and
Backcountry Byway) have been assigned specia land management designations in recognition
of certain resource or recreation values, the additional resource inventory and monitoring, as
presented under Strategy D, would have potential beneficial effects on the resources that make
these areas unique. In areas designated as special/natural interest areas, it is expected that there
would be less tolerance for deterioration or damage than in other locations and, presumably, the
monitoring and adaptive management program would have increased attention focused on them.
A more intensive schedule of monitoring would provide a tool for monitoring change in the
overal ecological heath of the area. Selection and implementation of this strategy would be
considered proactive in that it would establish a snapshot of the overall ecological health of an
area before a negative impact occurs. Through continued monitoring, appropriate adaptive
management responses could be implemented more expeditiously and effectively than under the
current, primarily reactive management.

5.11.1.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy C)

Strategy C would have the same overall beneficial effect on special natural/interest areas as the
proposed action. In general, implementing a more intensive schedule of natural and cultural
resource inventory and monitoring would help detect a potential change in the sensitive
resources of the areas before it becomes detrimental to the ecological health of the area.

Strategy B does not provide for the same level of proactive resource inventory and monitoring as
the proposed action, as its primary focus is on implementing inventory and monitoring activities
to comply with federal, state, and DoD regulations. Therefore, this strategy would not provide
the same amount of benefit to the resources in the special natural/interest areas.

5.11.1.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action alternative would continue with existing monitoring programs. While it would not
be expected that it would have a detrimental effect on the resources of the specia natural/interest
areas, in comparison to the proposed action, it would not have the same beneficia effect as the
increased inventory and monitoring.
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5.11.2 Special Natural/lnterest Areas

511.21 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

The proposed action (Strategy C) would redesignate ACECs as special natural/interest areas, but
would allow the SRMAs and Backcountry Byway to expire. By redesignating the ACECs as
special/natural interest areas, it is expected that there would be less tolerance for deterioration or
damage in these areas than in other locations and, presumably, the monitoring and adaptive
management program would have increased attention focused on these areas that could be more
effective in protecting special resources than existing programs. While they would no longer be
managed as specid management areas, the former SRMAs and Backcountry Byway would be
subject to the management provisions established in the proposed INRMP for the management
units in which they are located. For some management issues, this could mean the same or even
greater restrictions or limitation on use than was prescribed with the SRMA or Backcountry
Byway standard. However, the management standards could also be reduced. Some of the
management provisions for the ACECs could change as well, but special management provisions
in the form of additional restrictions or limitations on use could be established for specia
natural/interest areas and the intent would be to retain much of the protective legacy for the
ACECs.

Redesignating the flat-tailed horned lizard HMA as a specia natural/interest area and retaining
its existing management provisions would continue to benefit the resources for which this area
was specialy designated.

The potential for atering existing or establishing additional special natural/interest areas would
be evaluated based, at least in part, on the natural communities and plant and wildlife species that
are identified as conservation elements for the BMGR. Opportunities to better manage specia
geologic, scenic, cultural or other resource areas by designating them as special natural/interest
areas would also be considered.

5.11.2.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Strategy D is very similar to Strategy C in that ACECs and HMA would be redesignated as
specia natural/interes areas. However, Strategy D would also redesignate the SRMASs and the
Backcountry Byway as special natural/interest areas. As described for the proposed action for the
ACECs, the management prescriptions for the SRMASs and Backcountry Byway as defined in the
Goldwater Amendment could be changed, but the intent would be to hold these areas to a higher
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standard of management for increased protection. Like the proposed action, potential for altering
existing or establishing additional special natural/interest areas would be evaluated.

Strategy B would not redesignate the expired ACECs, SRMAS, and the Backcountry Byway as
specia natura/interest areas. Unlike Strategies C and D, this strategy does not allow for
development of special management provisions as reeded for resource protection. As a resullt,
the areas formerly protected through their designations would be managed according to the
selected management strategies for the resource elements in the INRMP (see Section 4.11.1 for
more information about the gecial management provisions of the ACECs, SRMAs, and the
Backcounty Byway).

Strategy B would, however, redesignate the flat-tailed horned lizaad HMA as a specid
natural/interest area and retain its existing management provisions, which would continue to
benefit the resources for which this area was specially designated.

5.11.2.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

Implementing Strategy A would continue to benefit the ACECs, SRMAS, the Backcountry

Byway and the HMA through retention of both the designations and the special management
provisions.

5.11.3 Motorized Access and Unroaded Area M anagement

5.11.3.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

The proposed action for this resource category would implement Strategy C. This strategy
would reduce the roads in all of the ACECs combined by a total of about 87 miles, in the
SRMASs combined by about 54 miles, and in the HMA by about 48 miles. Most of the mileage of
road closures would occur within the Tingjas Altas Mountains ACEC, Mohawk Mountains and
Sand Dunes ACEC, and Sentinel Plain Lava Flow SRMA. Few roads would be closed within the
Crater Range SRMA or the Gran Desierto Dunes ACEC (see Figures 31 and 3-2). For most
areas of the SRMAS, any change in motorized access would not affect the public because public
access in these areas is already restricted for safety reasons. No roads within the publicly
accessible portions of the Crater Range SRMA would be closed.

The road closures under Strategy C, as compared to the existing conditions, would reduce the

number of small, fragmented areas of land, increasing the unroaded area acreage within most of
the special management areas, which may benefit the sensitive resources contained within each
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of the areas (refer to Figure 3-3 and Figure 3-4 for a comparison of unroaded areas under each of
the management strategies for BMGR—West and BMGR—Eadt, respectively).

5.11.3.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Under the range-wide application of Management Strategy B, all of the existing roads within
each of the SRMAs, ACECs, and the HMA would be maintained. For the ACECs combined, the
total existing road mileage is estimated at about 263 miles; for the SRMASs combined, the total
existing road mileage is estimated at 80 miles, and for the HMA, the total existing road mileage
is estimated at about 182 miles. Motorized access and unroaded area management within each of
the areas would remain unchanged and could therefore potentially have some negative affect on
resources as compared to the proposed action, including those resources for which the special
management areas were created. New roads could be established with Strategy B, including a
proposal for bypass roads just outside of the Cabeza Prieta NWR boundary; if built, a portion of
the bypass road would be near the Tingja Altas ACEC southeastern boundary.

Implementing Strategy D would collectively result in the closure of an additional about 26 miles
of road in the ACECs, but the same mileage of road closures within the SRMAs and HMA.
Therefore, Strategy D would have the same effects as the proposed action in the SRMAs and
HMA. Cumulatively, the ACECs would, however, experience a greater reduction in the road
mileage with implementation of Strategy D.

5.11.3.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action alternative would not create or close roads on the BMGR in the short term.
Strategy A does provide for the possible development of a transportation plan that could
potentially result in future road closures, although the magnitude of those closures cannot be
determined. However, it is likely that at least some road closures would occur within the former
ACECs, SRMASs, and/or HMA.

5.11.4 Camping and Visitor Stay Limits

51141 Proposed Action (Strategy C)
The HMA, the Gran Desierto Dunes ACEC, part of the Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes,

and most portions of the SRMAS are not accessible to the public. Therefore, management
strategies for camping and visitor stay limits would not be applicable in these areas.
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Public access is allowed within the portion of the Crater Range SRMA that is east of State Route
85, generaly west of the Mohawk Mountains within the Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes
ACEC, within the Tingjas Altas Mountains ACEC, and along the Backcountry Byway. In these
areas, Strategy C would benefit the sensitive natural and cultural resources because camping
along certain road segments could be restricted if there were a resource protection issue and
camping would be prohibited within ¥+~mile of designated natural and cultura resources.
Because of the number of cultural resource sites within the Tingas Altas Mountains ACEC, this
could be especially beneficial to protect those resources. Defining and prescribing reasonable
rules for the disposal of human sewage and solid waste would aso help to prevent degradation of
these aress.

5.11.4.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Management objectives for Strategy D are the same as for Strategy C except that the vehicle-
based camping stays would be limited to 7 consecutive days within a 28-day period except by a
special use permit, as opposed to a 14-consecutive-day limit with Strategy C. Repeated use of the
same camp site in a short time period can lead to resource damage. However, few campers tend
to stay for even 7 days so the effects of Strategy D would likely be very similar to the proposed
action.

Strategy B would allow vehicles to be pulled up to 100 feet off aroad for vehicle-based camping,
rather than 50 feet for Strategies A, C, and D. This could result in damage to sensitive resources
within the specia natural/interest areas. Unlike the proposed action, camping would not be
restricted near resources that are sensitive to humaninduced disturbances, but Strategy B would
include the beneficial objective of prescribing rules for human sewage and solid waste disposal.

5.11.4.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action alternative would not change the manner in which camping is managed within any
of the specia natural/interest areas so effects would not change from existing conditions.
However, as compared to the proposed action, the potential for increased protection from
camping-related disturbances of sensitive resources within the specia management areas would
not exist.

5.11.5 Recreation Services and Use Supervision

The effects of the aternative management strategies for recreation services and use supervision
within special natural/interest areas (and former specially designated areas such as SRMAS, etc.)
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would be the same as those described for general outdoor recreation. These effects are presented
in Section 5.12.5.

5.11.6 Rockhounding

5.11.6.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C in Units 2 and 3 and Strategy D in All Other Units)

With the proposed action, rockhounding would be restricted from occurring within special
natural/interest areas. If the ACECs were redesignated as special natural/interest areas, as
proposed (see Section 5.11.2.1), no rockhounding would be allowed within the ACECs, SRMAS,
or HMA. If the ACECs were not redesignated as specia natural/interest areas, rockhounding
would be allowed within the publicly accessible portions of the former Mohawk Mountains and
Sand Dunes ACEC and in the northernmost part of the Tingas Altas Mountains ACEC. While
large quantities of rock would not be expected to be removed from these areas, rockhounding
activities could potentially damage other resources, including inadvertent damage of cultural
resource sites. Rockhounding would be prohibited in Management Units 1, 4, 5, 6, and 7 where
the other specially designated management areas occur.

5.11.6.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and/or Strategy D, Depending on
Unit)

If Strategy D were applied to Management Units 2 or 3, rockhounding would be prohibited from
the publicly accessible portions d the Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes ACEC and the
northernmost portion of the Tingjas Altas Mountains ACEC, thus better providing protection for
the resources within these areas.

If Strategy C were applied to Management Units 1, 4, 5, 6, or 7, rockhounding would be allowed
in the publicly accessible portion of the Crater Range SRMA east of State Route 85 and could be
allowed within a small portion of the Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes ACEC unless the
ACECs are redesignated as specia natural/interest aress.

If Strategy B were implemented, rockhounding would be alowed in al publicly accessible

portions of the ACECs and SRMAs that are within the management unit in which Strategy B
were applied.
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5.11.6.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)
With the no-action alternative, rockhounding would be alowed within the publicly accessible

portions of the former ACECs and SRMAs. The HMA is not accessible to the public and would
not be affected regardless of the management strategy selected.

5.11.7 Wood Cutting, Gathering, and Firewood Use, and Collection of Native Plants

5.11.7.1 Proposed Action (Strategy D in Unit 1 and Strategy C in All Other Units)

With the proposed action, the use of dead and downed wood for campfires would be prohibited
within Unit 1, but allowed in the other management units. Campfires would still be allowed in
Unit 1 if the wood used was not native to the BMGR; in other aress of the range, native BMGR
wood could be used for campfires. Rather than managing wood supplies by special management
area, the proposed action would manage wood supplies according to the new management units,
with monitoring to occur in high use areas and restricted if resource conditions dictate.
Consequently, wood gathering for campfires would be allowed in the publicly accessible
portions of the Crater Range SRMA, Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes ACEC, the
northernmost portion of the Tingjas Altas Mountains ACEC, and along the portion of El Camino
del Diablo Backcountry Byway within Unit 2. Current policies in accordance with the Goldwater
Amendment do not allow wood collection within these ACECs or within 150 feet of the
Backcountry Byway. Wood collection within the SRMAs was not prohibited in the Goldwater
Amendment so the proposed action would not change the policy within the portion of the Crater
Range SRMA east of State Route 85.

5.11.7.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and/or Strategy D, Depending on
Unit)

If Strategy D were applied to Units 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, or 7, al forms of wood cutting and wood
gathering would be prohibited in those units. This would continue to preserve the wood supplies
within the Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes ACEC and the northernmost portion of the
Tingjas Altas Mountains ACEC, and within 150 feet of el Camino del Diablo Backcountry
Byway within Unit 2.

The application of Strategy C to Unit 1 would alow for the introduction of wood consumption
(alowing the use of dead and downed wood) in the Gran Desierto Dunes ACEC, the Tingas
Altas Mountains ACEC, and within 150 feet of the portion of EI Camino del Diablo Backcounty
Byway in Unit 1. This would primarily affect the Tingas Altas Mountains ACEC and the
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Backcountry Byway as these areas are accessible to the public. Wood resources in high use areas
would be monitored and use restricted as resource conditions dictated.

Allowing the use of dead and downed wood, but prohibiting woodcutting within the flat-tailed
horned lizaad HMA with Strategy C would continue the existing provision for wood
consumption in this area. However, public recreation is not allowed in this area for safety
reasons.

Strategy B would allow for wood cutting, gathering, and firewood use as long as wood is used at
a sustainable rate and no regulatory compliance issue arises. This would primarily affect the
ACECs and within 150 feet of the Backcountry Byway where wood cutting and the taking of
dead or downed wood has been prohibited by the Goldwater Amendment.

5.11.7.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action alternative would continue to prohibit collection of firewood in ACECs and within
150 feet of the Backcountry Byway. Wood cutting for commercial or domestic use would
continue to be prohibited within the HMA (although this areais restricted to public access).

5118 Hunting

5.11.8.1 Proposed Action (Strategy B)

For the most part, the range-wide application of Strategy B for this resource category would have
an impact on the resources for which the specialy managed areas were created. The proposed
evauation of the effects of non-game species collection on wildlife, habitat, and other resources
could have an effect if it leads to limitations or restriction of collection activities (within the
authority of state law). The Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes ACEC, which is known habitat
for a wide range of herpetofauna (e.g., rosy boa snakes and fringed-toed lizards), would
potentially benefit from both the evaluation and any indicated limitations or restrictions.

5.11.8.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy C and Strategy D)

The range-wide implementation of Strategy D may benefit specially designated areas because
this strategy would potentially close the BMGR to nongame species collection (subject to
Arizona Game and Fish Commission approval of the proposed petition). As with the proposed
action, the Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes ACEC would most likely benefit from such a
prohibition because it is known habitat for a wide range of herpetofauna. However, unlike the
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proposed action, there would not be the potential benefit from any knowledge that could be
gained through the evaluation included in the proposed action.

The objectives outlined for Strategy C are identical to those of the proposed action and would
therefore have the same potential impacts on the special management areas as defined for the
proposed action.

5.11.8.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action alternative would continue existing game management programs and no impacts

from implementation of this strategy to special management areas are expected.

5.11.9 Recreational Shooting

The differences in the types of effects associated with the aternative management strategies for
recreational shooting are described for general outdoor recreation and presented in Section
5.12.9. While the proposed action (Strategy C) and Strategy D would include an assessment of
the appropriateness of designating recreational shooting areas on the BMGR, it is unlikely that
any such areas would be located within the areas that have historicaly had specia management
designations. The only potential effect on special natural/interest areas would likely be noise if a
shooting area were designated near a special natural/interest area, and this effect would be
considered in the assessment.

5.11.10 Utility/Transportation Corridors

5.11.10.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

Strategy C would restrict al future utility/transportation corridor development except for the
projects whose applications were filed prior to 6 November 2001 (the Yuma ASH project). If the
final aignment for the Yuma ASH were to pass through the HMA, the effects would be
addressed in the separate NEPA documentation being prepared for this proposed action.
Highway widening or new uitilities could occur within the State Route 85 corridor, which passes
through the Crater Range SRMA, but the effects would likely be minimal in that the
transportation/utility corridor was established prior to the SRMA designation and limitations on
what type of development can occur in the corridor would continue.
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5.11.10.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Strategy D would prohibit any new utility/transportation corridors from being established on the
BMGR in the future. Consequently, there would be no effect on special land designations.

Evaluating the development of additional utility/transportation corridors on a case-by-case basis
under Strategy B could have a negative effect on specially designated areas because of the
potential for the construction of a new corridor through one of the former ACECs, SRMAS,
HMA, or Backcountry Byway or a future special natural/interest area. Without a specific
proposal for an additional corridor, the level of effect cannot be evaluated at thistime. However,
it is not likely that new utility/transportation corridors would be considered compatible with the
military mission and the location of special natural/interest areas would likely be considered in
the evaluation of any proposals for a new corridor.

5.11.10.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)
Because it is unlikely that new corridors would be compatible with the military mission, the no-

action alternative would have essentially the same effect as the proposed action, even though
Strategy A would consider new corridor proposals in addition to the Yuma ASH.

5.11.11 General Vegetation, Wildlife, Wildlife Habitat, and Wildlife Waters

5.11.11.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

The proposed action for this resource management element (Strategy C) would alow the
implementation of up to six highpriority wildlife water developments prescribed by the
Lechuguilla-Mohawk and Draft Barry M. Goldwater East HMPs. An environmental analysis
would be conducted for the site-specific locations, when selected, which would include
consideration of any effects on specia natural/interest aress.

A beneficial manegement prescription of Strategy C would be the provision to conduct surveys
and establish control priorities for invasive species, which would benefit native species within
specialy managed areas. For example, the exotic Sahara mustard is an invasive species found to
inhabit the Mohawk Dunes and Mountains area of the BMGR. Implementing a proactive
program through the proposed INRMP to establish control priorities for, prevent the introduction
of, and monitor populations of invasive species and develop coordinated strategies to locally
eradicate and/or control the spread of these species commensurate with the threats they pose to
natural resources would benefit the vegetative resources of the Mohawk Mountains and Sand
Dunes ACEC.
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5.11.11.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Strategy D would suspend the implementation of wildlife water developments for the first five-
year term of the INRMP until a more thorough review of literature and studies could be
implemented to determine the benefits and adverse effects of wildlife waters. Therefore, no
specia natural/interest areas would be affected by new wildlife water developments, at least in
the short term. Like the proposed action, this strategy would also provide for conducting surveys
and establish control priorities for invasive species, which would benefit native species within
specialy managed areas.

While Strategy B would allow for the implementation of the wildlife water developments
described by the Lechuguilla-Mohawk and Draft Barry M. Goldwater East HMPs as well as
consider additional wildlife waters, any effects on specia natura/interest areas would be
evauated in the siting studies for these developments. Like the proposed action, Strategy B
would provide for conducting surveys and establishing control priorities for invasive species,
which would benefit the native vegetation within special natural/interest areas.

5.11.11.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)
Strategy A would have similar effects to Strategy B with regard to wildlife water developments.

This strategy would not provide for any additional surveys and research of invasive species.

5.11.12 Special Status Species

Impacts on specia natural/interest areas would not be expected with implementation of any of
the management strategies for this resource management element.

5.11.13 Soil and Water Resour ces

5.11.13.1 Proposed Action (Strategy D)

While al of the alternatives provide for some amount of soil protection, the proposed action,
Strategy D would provide for the most. Under Strategy D, restrictions would be placed on
vehicular access on roads when soils are particularly susceptible to erosion, such as after a heavy
rain. In addition, this alternative would be a higher priority candidate for restoring the soil in
certain areas where vehicle use has caused excessive surface damage. Although there are no
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areas within the expired SRMAs, ACECs, the HMA, or the Backcountry Byway where soil
erosion is of particular concern, these provisions could only have a beneficial effect on the
protection of soil resources of the various areas.

5.11.13.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Strategies B and C both add to the existing soil and water resource management provisions, with
Strategy C offering increased eosion control measures. Both strategies would benefit soil and
water resources within the special management areas, which are integra elements within
sensitive natural ecosystems of the expired SRMASs, ACECs, and the HMA.

5.11.13.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)
Although the other alternatives, especially the proposed action, provide for a greater number of
management prescriptions that would help protect and restore soil resources, the soil and water

resource objectives under the no-action alternative would have a continued benefit for special
management areas.

5.11.14 Air Resources

5.11.14.1 Proposed Action (Strategy A)

The range-wide application of Management Strategy A would continue to minimize impacts to
the air resources through the control of fugitive dust emissions at construction and recreational
sites, including any sites within special natural/interest areas.

5.11.14.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and Strategy D)

Of the aternative management strategies, Strategy D may be the most effective at reducing
impacts to the air resources by monitoring air quality trends, avoiding activities in areas of
deteriorating air quality, and using dust palliatives on heavily traveled roads. Using dust
palliatives to control excessive fugitive dust generated on roads could reduce the amount of dust
created on certain drag roads that are traveled by the Border Patrol within the Tingjas Altas
Mountains ACEC and aong the EI Camino del Diablo Backcounty Byway. Although no need
for dust abatement activities have been identified for these areas in the past, if a future problem
were to arise, this strategy could have positive impact.
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Compared to the proposed action, Strategy C would be better at controlling fugitive dust through
the use of dust palliatives on heavily traveled roads as well as at construction sites.

Strategy B would have more adverse impact than any of the other aternatives because it offers
no management objectives to control dust.

5.11.14.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The proposed action for air resources is the no-action alternative. The effects would be the same

as described for the proposed action.

5.11.15 Visual Resources

The visual quality of each of the special management areas is one of the many reasons for
establishing special designations for the areas. The management strategy aternatives for this
resource category should not differentiate effects on the various areas, as they all specifically
provide for the protection of visual resources. The proposed action, Strategy B, would continue
to manage visual resources in a similar manner as they are under the existing condition. In
comparison, however, Strategies C and D would provide for the greatest amount of visua
resource protection through the incremental increase in visual resource protection objectives.

5.11.16 W.ildfire M anagement

Strategies B, C, and D could all potentially benefit special natural/interest areas because they
would all develop a range-wide fire management plan, which could provide added protection for
the specia qualities within any special management areas.

The no-action aternative would be less proactive in fire management, but includes fire
suppression.

5.11.17 Perimeter L and Use, Encroachment, and Regional Planning

All of the management strategy alternatives for this resource category would provide for better
coordination and communication with the land owners and land managers for lands adjacent to
the BMGR. This would have a particular benefit for the expired Mohawk Mountains and Sand
Dunes ACEC, as it is located just south of Interstate 8, between the communities of Tacna and
Dateland. Increased coordination with land owners in the area could provide for a proactive
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approach to identifying potential land use or natural and cultural resource issues that may affect
the area. The expired Tingjas Altas Mountains ACEC, Gran Desierto Dunes ACEC, and the flat-
tailed horned lizard HMA are all contiguous with Mexico and could aso benefit from increased
communication regarding land management issues.

Strategy D provides for the greatest degree of coordination and would have the greatest potential

benefits. Strategy C and B would also result in benefits commensurate with the level of
coordination included in the strategy provisions.

5.11.18 Adgaregate Effects on Special Natur al/l nter est Areas

5.11.18.1 Proposed Action

The two major types of aggregate effects that could potentially occur within special management
areas include (1) changes to natural resources that would have a direct impact within the specia
management areas, and (2) changes in resource management policy that would have secondary
effects on the resources within the special management areas.

Redesignating the expired ACECs as specia natural/interest areas, but not redesignating the
expired SRMAs and Backcountry Byway as special natural/interest areas could potentially have
an adverse impact on how the natural resources within the SRMAs and Backcountry Byway are
managed if special management provisions are not developed for the areas. However, this impact
could be baanced by the actions proposed in this EIS for the other resource management
elements. In particular, the proposa to close roads (and create larger unroaded areas),
implement stricter rules for recreation services and use supervision, restrict or prohibit
rockhounding, and protect resources from camper damage would together reinforce the
protection and preservation of special resources, regardless of whether they are within a specially
designated management area. The potential for altering existing or establishing additional special
natural/interest areas would be based, at least in part, on the natural communities and plant and
wildlife species that are identified as conservation elements for the BMGR. Opportunities to
better manage specia geologic, scenic, cultural or other resource areas also would be evaluated.

Changes in resource management policy that would have a potential secondary effect on specia
management areas include provisions for resource monitoring, increased law enforcement, use of
dead and downed wood, designating recreational shooting areas, development of wildlife waters,
erosion management, best management practices to reduce particulates, wildfire management,
and perimeter bnd use coordination. While alowing use of dead and downed wood and noise
from designated recreational shooting areas could potentially result in negative impacts on
sensitive resources within special management areas, the proposed additional resource inventory
and monitoring could determine if one of these activities were significantly affecting sensitive
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natural and/or cultural resources. In addition, erosion control measures, best management
practices to reduce particulates, wildfire management, and increased perimeter land use
coordination would benefit management of the former SRMAs, ACECs, the HMA, and the
Backcountry Byway. Finaly, the proposal to develop a limits of-acceptable-change system and
to develop adaptive management responses to emerging esource conservation and protection
problems provides the opportunity to make any adjustments that might be necessary to protect
the resources both within and outside of specially designated areas.

5.11.18.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy C)

Management Strateqy B

Under the range-wide application of Management Strategy B, although most ongoing natural and
cultural resource management practices would be continued, resource protection and
conservation measures would typically be limited to those necessary to achieve basic regulatory
compliance. While application of this management strategy would not be expected to cause any
measurable degradation of the sensitive resources within the special resource management areas,
the effects would be expected to be more adverse than those associated with the proposed action.
As with the proposed action, the two types of aggregate effects that were identified include: (1)
changes to natural resources that would have a direct impact within the special management
areas, and (2) changes in resource management policy that would have secondary effects on the
resources within the special management areas.

If Strategy B were selected for this resource management element, the INRMP would state that
the former ACECs, SRMAs, and the Backcountry Byway would be managed without special
management provisions. In addition, application of this management strategy would allow public
access and use opportunities to increase, compatible with sustaining a healthy natura
environment. As opposed to the proposed action, the existing road network would be retained
and thus, unroaded area acreage would stay the same.

Changes in resource management policy that would have a secondary beneficia effect on special
management areas include provisions for resource monitoring, regulations for disposal of human
sewage and waste, erosion management, wildfire management, and perimeter land use
coordination. Unlike the proposed action, allowing wood cutting and firewood use range-wide,
expanding the footprint for vehicle-based camping, potentially allowing for new
transportation/utility corridors, and not taking action to control dust could potentially result in
adverse aggregate effects for the special resource management areas.
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Management Strateqy C

Under Management Strategy C, as with the proposed action, the expired ACECs and the HMA
would be redesignated as special natural/interest areas, but not the SRMAS or the Backcountry
Byway. For the most part, resource management elements would be similar to the proposed
action, but there would be a somewhat lesser degree of resource protection with regard to
resource inventory and monitoring and soil and water resource management objectives and
additional protection as compared to the proposed action for air and visual resources. The range-
wide use of dead and downed wood for campfires would be allowed under Strategy C (including
within Unit 1), which would introduce a consumptive activity that was previoudly prohibited
within specia resource management aress, athough use would be monitored in high-use areas
and restrictions implemented as dictated by resource conditions. Overall, however, Strategy C
was applied to most management units accessible to the public under the proposed action and
would therefore have similar effects on special resource management areas as the proposed
action.

Management Strateqy D

In aggregate, the effects of selection and implementation of Management Strategy D would have
an overal beneficia impact on specia resource management areas within the BMGR. The
SRMAs and Backcountry Byway would be redesignated as special natural/interest areas in
addition to the ACEC and HMA. Approximately 107 more miles of road would be closed, which
would alow for additional large-size unroaded areas, including some within and near special
management areas. Like the proposed action, the potential for altering existing or establishing
additional special natural/interest areas would be evaluated.

As compared to the proposed action, the range-wide application of Management Strategy D
would result in additional air and visua resources management objectives and additional rules
and regulations for recreational users would be implemented for camping, vehicle party size,
rockhounding, wood collection and firewood use, hunting (if the BMGR were closed to nont
game species collection as a result of the proposed petition to the Arizona Game and Fish
Commission), and recreational shooting. In addition, new utility and/or transportation corridors
would not be granted and additional wildlife waters would be suspended for five years. Like the
proposed action, resource inventory and monitoring, soil and water resource management
objectives, a wildfire management plan, and increased perimeter land use coordination would be
implemented.
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In aggregate, the management practices proposed under Management Strategy D would have a
favorable effect on the protection of the existing specia resource management areas designations
and the resources within these areas.

5.11.18.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The range-wide application of Management Strategy A for each of the resource management
elements would differ from the proposed action in that there would be fewer studies, evaluations,
and assessments than with the proposed action. However, the existing (but expired) designations
for the ACECs, SRMAs, HMA, and Backcountry Byway would al be retained along with their
management provisions. This would not necessarily be the same as the proposed action because
of the various changes in objectives for the other resource management elements. However, this
would assure that the qualities for which the special management designations were given would
not be degraded or changed to the same degree as under current management.

512 OUTDOOR RECREATION

5.12.1 Resourcelnventory and Monitoring

5.12.1.1 Proposed Action (Strategy D)

The proposed action for this resource category (Strategy D range-wide) may have indirect effects
on recreation. The proposed resource inventory and monitoring objectives are based on a limits
of acceptable change management system to monitor key indicators of environmental effects of
ongoing uses of the BMGR, including recreation. If the findings of the inventory and monitoring
efforts reveal that deleterious effects are occurring as a result of recreation use, the Air Force and
Marine Corps could adapt their management to address the issue or issues. Adaptive
management responses could modify, limit, or restrict recreational access or activities to address
identified resource conservation and protection problems. In the event that a monitoring program
reveals that deleterious effects on natural or cultural resources are resulting from the combined
effects of recreation and military uses, limitations could be placed on recreation use; athough the
Sikes Act and MLWA of 1999 provide for recreational use, that use must be environmentally
sustainable and consistent with the military purposes of the range. On the other hand, monitoring
the effectiveness of management actions could determine that some restrictions on recreation are
unnecessary and may be removed (e.g. it may be that there are so few large groups with multiple
vehicles using the BMGR that the requirement for a specia use permit is found to be
unnecessary).
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Given the subject matter and the potential ever-changing consequences on recreation, the level of
effect of the proposed action on recreation cannot be specifically predicted. Programmaticaly,
however, any impacts are expected to be relatively minimal and localized to specific areas or
types of use on the BMGR and not affect overall recreation use, opportunities, or trends on the
BMGR or in the greater recreation study area.

5.12.1.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy C)

Resource inventory and monitoring under Alternative Management Strategy C would have
similar potential to indirectly affect recreation as the proposed action. Strategy B would lack the
adaptive management provisions and the limits of acceptable change system included in the
proposed action. Instead of using inventory and monitoring and thresholds or indicators that
would define the limits of acceptable change and the initiation of management action,
management could be based on assumed effects Oftentimes, this management approach can lead
to limitation or restrictions on recreation that may be unnecessary or unproven or that are applied
in an ill-timed, reactionary approach that is late in terms of arresting resource damage while the
problem is still small. Strategy B, however, does include the monitoring of the effectiveness of
compliance actions, which could be used for the cessation or alteration of ineffective restrictions
on recreation.

5.12.1.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

Strategy A for this resource category would have less potential for effects on recreation use than
the proposed action because restrictions or limitation on recreation are less likely to be
prescribed based on the results of monitoring or the use of the limits of acceptable change
management system. However, if resource conservation and protection problems arise, there
could be more restrictive limitations on recreation use because managers would not have the
benefit of the scientific findings from inventory and monitoring to better understand the
relationship between recreation use and resource conservation or protection problems.

5.12.2 Special Natural/lnterest Areas

5.12.2.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

The proposed action for special natural/interest areas (Strategy C range-wide) may have minor
effects on recreation in that the redesignation of the expired ACECs as specia natural/interest
areas could bring renewed attention and interest in these areas. DoD guidance allows and, in
some ways, encourages installations to engage in public awareness and outreach programs to
educate the public regarding the resources on military lands and DoD efforts to conserve those
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resources. The redesignation of the special natural/interest areas may provide an opportunity for
such public relations, if deemed appropriate. Depending on how the redesignation is
communicated to the public, this could lead to a dlight temporary increase in visitation to those
areas that are generally open to public access (the proposed Tingjas Altas Mountains and most of
that portion of the Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes special natural/interest areas west of the
Mohawk Mountains). As most of the HMA (that which is located within Management Unit 1) is
not open to general public access, its redesignation as a special/natural area would have no
predicted consequences on recreation (see Figure 3-2).

Additional effects on recreation could result from the development of special management
provisions as needed for resource protection, which could translate into limitations or restrictions
on recreation use or access opportunities. However, the major elements that might contribute to
such management provisions are being addressed by the other resource management elements
that are under examination in this EIS. The proposed action would also alow for the potentia
alteration of existing or establishment of additional specia natural/interest areas based on the
proposed evaluation. If exiting special natural/interest areas are altered or additional special
natural/interest areas are created within areas accessible to the public, effects on recreation could
be similar to those discussed for the publicly accessible portions of the expired Tingjas Altas
Mountains and the western Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes ACECs, which would be
redesignated as special natural/interest areas.

No effect on recreation is expected to result from not designating the expired SRMAS as specia
natural/interest areas. With the exception of that portion of the Crater Range SRMA located east
of State Route 85, the expired SRMAS are located in areas that are not open to general public
access. The SRMA designation is actualy a carry-over from prior recognition of these areas as
unique in the State Natural Area program and Luke Air Force Range Natural Resources
Management Plan. When they were evaluated in the Goldwater Amendment effort, they were not
provided with ACEC designations because they were in conflict with ongoing military activities
a Manned Ranges 1, 2, and 4. The SRMA designation was applied instead to provide
recognition to the special resource values found in the expired SRMA areas. The SRMA
designation can be customized to enhance, promote, or limit recreation in the designated area
depending on resource-based recreational opportunities or resource protection constraints. The
use of the expired BMGR SRMASs for recreation was never appropriate because of access
restrictions necessary to protect public safety. Although both areas have qualities that would
otherwise support recreation use, the recognized values of these areas are their scenic and
geologic qualities.

Not redesignating the now expired EI Camino del Diablo Backcountry Byway would potentialy
have minor effects on recreation. Certain management provisions that were included when the
Goldwater Amendment designated the backcountry byway are not being given consideration
under the proposed action Most relevant for recreation are the now expired policies to prohibit
firewood collection within 150 feet of the corridor, allow no new surface-disturbing activities
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within one-quarter mile of the road, and reclaim military use areas that are identified as non
essential to current or future military mission. Each of these is primarily protective of the scenic
qualities and recreational character of this roadway. Under the proposed action, this corridor
would be managed the same as al other roads on the BMGR. The road would nonetheless retain
recognition for its historical significance and the interpretive signs erected along the corridor
would remain. Recreation use of the road would also probably be unchanged, as the route would
remain one of the primary recreation use roads on the BMGR, providing access to much of the
publicly accessible portions of BMGR—West and to the Cabeza Prieta NWR-portion of El
Camino del Diablo, which has been listed in the National Register of Historic Places.

5.12.2.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

In comparison to the proposed action for special natural/interest areas, Strategy B differs in that,
in addition to the expired SRMAs and expired Backcountry Byway, the expired ACECs would
be managed without special provisions. There is no difference in impacts between the proposed
action and this strategy relative to recreation from the redesignation of the HMA. The potential
effects of redesignating the expired ACECs as special natural/interest areas, as assessed for the
proposed action, would not occur. Rather than alowing for the development of specia
management provisions for these areas, these areas would be managed based on the unit-by-unit
selection of the other resource management elements that are being addressed in this EIS. The
effects of not redesignating the expired SRMAs and expired Backcountry Byway as special
natural/interest areas would be the same as described for the proposed action. One other
distinction between this strategy and the proposed action is that under the proposed action, new
specia natural/interest areas might be established (and possibly for recregtional purposes) based
on a proposed evaluation thereof, whereas this strategy does not call for such an evaluation.

Strategy D for this resource element differs from the proposed action in that, in addition to the
HMA and expired ACECs, the expired SRMAs and Backcountry Byway would also be
redesignated as specia natural/interest areas. Depending on how the public is informed of the
redesignation, there could be temporary increased recreation interest/use of the publicly
accessible portions of these specia management areas. Like stated for the proposed action
relative to the expired ACEC redesignation, special management provisions could be applied to
the SRMAs and Backcountry Byway as necessary, but most items that would be addressed in
such provisions may aready be addressed in the other resource management elements under
consideration in this EIS. Also, as with the proposed action, Strategy D calls for the evaluation of
the potential for altering existing or establishing additional special natural/interest areas,
including those in public use areas appropriate for or recognized as having beneficia qualities
for recreation use.
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5.12.2.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action alternative for special natural/interest areas differs from the proposed action in that
the expired special management area designations (ACECs, SRMAs, Backcountry Byway, and
HMA) and applicable special management provisions would be redesignated. The SRMA
designation would continue to be largely inappropriate as these areas are generally closed to
public access, except for that part of the Crater Range SRMA located east of State Route 85.
While most specia management provisions for these areas proposed in the Goldwater
Amendment RMP would not be applicable, recreation facilities could potentially be established
in the publicly accessible part of the Crater Range SRMA as proposed in the RMP including a
point-of-interest interpretive kiosk (regarding the geology of the area and Sonoran Desert plants,
animals, and ecosystems) and picnic area. Similarly, a few actions from the Goldwater
Amendment that relate to preservation of the scenic quality in the State Route 85 transportation
and utility corridor portion of this SRMA could be implemented; however, because DoD does
not have the same visual resource management mandate as the BLM, implementation of these
provisionsis regarded as unlikely.

Similarly, the applicable policies for El Camino del Diablo Backcountry Byway management
would probably remain in effect rather than expire as they would under the proposed action.
These management prescriptions (to prohibit firewood collection within 150 feet of the corridor,
allow no new surface-disturbing activities within one-quarter mile of the road, and reclam
military use areas that are identified as non-essential to current or future military mission) are
regarded as beneficial to recreation in that they protect the scenic and recreational character of
this road.

5.12.3 Motorized Access and Unroaded Area M anagement

5.12.3.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

The proposed action for motorized access and unroaded area management (Strategy C) would
affect recreational access opportunities in that the use of redundant roads in localized areas for
recreational driving and motorized access to certain localized areas would be precluded (see
Figures 31 and 3-2). The principal road management objective of the proposed action is the
elimination of redundant routes, but to retain a realistic level of road access. Overal, the road
network available for public use would decrease by about 36 percent, from 973 miles to 621
miles (a difference of 352 miles). Most of the reduction in available public use road mileage
would occur in BMGR—West where almost 91 percent (or 320 miles) of the decrease would
occur, whereas 32 miles of road currently available for public use would be closed in BMGR—
East as a result of the proposed action (see Table 3-6). The concentration of use on roads that
would remain open could result in an increase in encounters between users, thereby lessening the
sense of seclusion in the affected areas. Conversely, the closure of roads and natural or assisted
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reclamation of these areas would enhance the natural setting and related recreationa character in
these areas. A unit-by-unit assessment of potential effects on outdoor recreation follows:

Management Unit 1

Within this management unit, about 117 miles of roads would be closed. Of the 223 miles of
roads that would remain, those within restricted military use areas that are not open to public use
would comprise 124 miles, a decrease from 177 miles. The roads within military use areas that
would be closed are redundant roads that are concentrated in the northwest corner of the BMGR.
Roads outside of restricted military use areas but which would be restricted to government use
only would remain unchanged at 21 miles. Outside of restricted military use areas in that portion
of this unit that is generally open to public, roads would be reduced by about 45 percent (from
142 miles to 78 miles of roads or from 42 percent to 35 percent of the total roads in this unit)
(see Table 3-7).

Most of the roads that would be closed are redundant routes located in the area surrounding the
Tingjas Altas Mountains, which are primarily recreation use roads (see Figure 3-2). Access to all
of the main recreational interest areas in the unit— including EI Camino del Diablo, the foot of
the natural rock tanks at Tingjas Altas (high tanks), Cipriano Pass, Tingjas Altas Pass, and
popular informal camping sites in the area—would be retained. The route leading from El
Camino del Diablo to the foot of the high tanks would continue to be restricted to one route from
the north and one route from the east. The longest road that would be closed is an alternate route
through Tingjas Altas Pass north and roughly parallel to the main pass road that provides access
through the Tingjas Altas Mountains, which totals about 6 miles. An about 3 mile aternative
route south of Cipriano Pass would also be closed. Extensive recreational driving opportunity
would remain, but some spur roads that provide access to the base of the mountains would be
closed and multiple routes within localized areas would be reduced to one or two primary routes.
For those that value the current level of recreational driving available, such road closures would
likely be viewed as negative. For those that value a scenic and natural setting over multiple
recreational driving routes, the closure and restoration of roads would enhance the recreational
character in this area. With the closure of roads, there would be fewer options for vehicle-based
camping. This could result in higher rates of interaction between visitors, which is undesirable
for those recreational users seeking solitude. Views of the landscape from the remaining roads
and from available camp site, however, would likely be improved by the closure and restoration
of roads, which can detract from the natural setting and recreational character of this area.

Management Unit 2

Within Management Unit 2, about 237 miles of roads would be closed, leaving 310 miles
available for public and government use. This represents a 43 percent reduction in the road
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network. Of the remaining road network, most (294 miles or 95 percent) would remain generally
open to public access and the remaining 16 miles of road would remain restricted to government
use only, and not be available for public use (see Table 3-8). If the Cabeza Prieta NWR bypass
roads were constructed, then an additional seven miles of road would be open for governmental
use only, for a total of 23 miles. Most roads to be closed are redundant roads or spur roads
leading to the base of the Gila or Copper mountains. Five main localized areas with closely
spaced redundant road networks would be affected by these closures. (1) redundant roads in the
western Gila Mountain foothills area near the northern BMGR boundary, many of which were
created by unauthorized ORV travel; (2) redundant roads east of the Gila Mountains and west of
El Camino del Diablo in the vicinity of the TACTS Range laser hazard area; (3) redundant roads
and roads leading to various points at the base of the Copper Mountains, (4) a redundant road
network near the northern BMGR boundary east of the Gila Mountains; and (5) redundant roads
near the northern BMGR boundary west of Baker Peaks (see Figure 3-2). Motorized access to
most recreational interest sites in this unit, including the Baker Tanks and Fortuna Mine, would
not be affected. The road to Betty Lee Mine would be closed at a point where the road condition
has deteriorated and become unsafe for vehicle use; however, the site could still be accessed on
foot. As described for Management Unit 1, these road closures would change the recreational
character in favor of those wsers who value a natural setting, but not in favor of those who value
maximum recreational driving opportunity.

Also within Management Unit 2, site-specific planning would be implemented for the two
Cabeza Prieta NWR bypass roads, which total an estimated 7 miles. This would have the effect
of establishing new roads, but they would not be open to recreation use. The bypass roads would
serve as an aternate to the roads within the refuge/wilderness that are administrative use roads
currently used by the Border Patrol during ground surveillance. As this portion of the refuge is
also Wilderness, routine use of these roads by Border Patrol is not favorable to the wilderness
setting. The bypass roads would relieve much of the requirement for Border Patrol use of the
administrative roads in the refuge/wilderness but some search or rescue operations would till
require the use of the roads inside the refuge.

Management Unit 3

Within this management unit about 21 miles of roads would be closed, 19 miles of whichare
public use roads located in areas generaly open to the public and 2 miles of which are within
restricted military use areas that are not open to genera public access (see Table 3-9 and Figure
3-2). This represents about a 20 percent decrease in public use roads. The roads to be closed are
primarily located in the vicinity of the Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes, including about 5
miles of roads that provide northerly access to the base of the Mohawk Mountains and about a
10-mile segment of the road thet defined the southwestern boundary of the former ACEC (see
Figure 3-2). There are relatively few roads within this management unit and the proposed road
closures would limit recreational driving opportunities in relatively few areas. The roads that
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would remain open offer highly scenic views of the expired Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes
ACEC and Mohawk Valley, an area that has retained most of its natural qualities.

Management Unit 4

Within this management unit, about 49 miles of road would be closed, but there would be no
change to the 6 miles of road located in the Mohawk Sand Dunesthat is currently accessible to
the public (see Table 3-10 and Figure 3-1); thus, there would be no impact on recreation.

Management Unit 5

About 164 miles of roads would be closed in this management unit, but this unit is entirely
closed to general public access (see Table 3-11 and Figure 3-1). Thus, the proposed action would
have no consequence on recreation within this management unit.

Management Unit 6

Within Management Unit 6, an estimated 32 miles would be closed, al of which are principally
public use roads (see Table 3-12). This would represent about a 16 percent reduction in public
use roads in this unit. These roads include redundant roads and multiple spur roads in localized
areas. An additional 10 to 15 miles of roads that serve as run-in lines to guide attacking aircraft
on ar-to-ground training strikes to Manned Ranges 1 and 2 have recently been deemed as
incompatible for recreation use. Access to recreational interest sites and adequate hunter access
would be retained within this management unit (see Figure 3-1).

Management Unit 7

Within Management Unit 7, 38 miles of roads would be closed. Public access within this unit is
limited to certain road segments in two areas, one is contiguous with the adjacent Unit 6 and the
other has road linkages with the Sonoran Desert NM to the north (known as the Bender Springs
area) (see Figure 3-1). The only road that would be closed where recreation use would be
affected is a mile road located in the Bender Springs area in the northeast corner of this
management unit (see Table 3-13). Remaining motorized access within this area of Management
Unit 7 would be restricted to one road (see Figure 3-1).

As aresult of the overall reduced road network, some recreational users that currently visit the

BMGR for the recreationa driving opportunities available with the current road network or for
direct vehicle access to selected personaly favored sites that would no longer be provided with
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this form of access may choose to no longer visit the range. Such users may prefer vehicle access
in other areas in the BMGR region. While motorized access is limited in most preservation-based
recreational lands in the BMGR region (Cabeza Prieta NWR, Organ Pipe Cactus NM, Kofa
NWR, etc.), additional backcountry recreational driving opportunities are available near the
BMGR on BLM-managed lands that are managed for limited ORV use (meaning that vehicles
must remain on established roads). The Imperial Sand Dunes Recreation Area offers diverse
recreational driving and ORV use opportunities, athough the recreational character and
environmental setting differ from the BMGR.

5.12.3.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Alternative Management Strategy B for motorized access and unroaded area management,
applied range-wide, would retain the entire existing road network. Including the Cabeza Prieta
NWR bypass roads, there would be 973 miles of roads open to public use rather than the 621
miles of road per the proposed action (see Table 3-6). Additional roads could be constructed for
public access needs, which would be of a general benefit in terms of recreational motorized
access, but would also potentially change the recreational character of some areas. Proposals for
construction of such roads and their effects, including impacts on outdoor recreation, would be
reviewed in detail in accordance with the NEPA and other regulatory requirements on a case-by-
case and site-specific basis. Similarly, Strategy B could also include additional future motorized
public access to currently restricted locations if changes in military activities eliminate safety or
security restrictions in those locations. The potential for opening these areas to future motorized
access is generally viewed as a positive effect in that it would provide new opportunities for
compatible recreational use.

With alternative Strategy D recreational driving opportunities would be reduced further, in
comparison to the proposed action, as there would 107 more miles of roads closed, 67 miles (63
percent) of which are public use roads (see Table 3-6 and Figure 3-2). Of these, more than half
(35 miles or 52 percent) of these roads would be within Management Unit 2, about one-third (22
miles or 33 percent) would be within Management Unit 1, and the remaining 10 miles occur
mostly in Unit 3 (7 miles), but also within Unit 6 (2 miles) and Unit 7 (1 mile) (see Tables 3-7
through 3-13). Recreationa driving opportunities would be reduced further, particularly in the
Gila and Tingas Altas mountain foothill areas including about 7 miles of aternative roads
leading to the Fortuna Mine vicinity along the western flank of the Gila Mountains, about 7 to 8
miles of roads along the eastern side of the Wellton Hills and near Coyote Wash, an approximate
6-mile road extending southward from Marine Corps Ground Support Area 50 that provides
access to the northern base of Sheep Mountain, a 6 mile alternate route through Tingjas Altas
Pass northward and roughly paralel to the main Tingjas Altas Pass road, and an approximately
5-mile redundant road near the northern BMGR boundary east of the Mohawk Dunes and west
of the Mohawk Mountains. As compared to the proposed action, about 15 additional miles of
roads within BMGR—West would be restricted to government use only (see Table 36 and
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Figure 3-2). Strategy D would not include development of the Cabeza Prieta bypass roads, which
would result in undiminished Border Patrol vehicle incursions within the refuge/wilderness.
Strategy D would have the potential to lead to concentration of use on roads that would remain
open, to a dightly greater degree than the proposed action. As compared to the proposed action,
this could result in a slight increase in encounters between users, thereby lessening the sense of
seclusion in the affected areas. Conversely, the closure of the additional roads that would be
closed under this strategy and natural or assisted reclamation of these areas would enhance the
natural setting and related recreational character in these areas, which cover a dlightly greater
area than the roads to be closed under the proposed action.

5.12.3.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action alternative for this resource management element would result in the retention of
the existing estimated 2,222-mile road network and 1,203 miles of this network would remain
open to the public, pending the completion and implementation of a transportation plan (see
Table 3-6 and Figures 3-1 and 3-2). The results of the transportation plan cannot be predicted at
this time; however, roads not meeting land management, public, or military needs could be
closed. Generaly, resultant impacts on recreation would likely be similar to those of the
proposed action, although they could differ in magnitude.

5.12.4 Camping and Visitor Stay Limits

5.12.4.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

The proposed action for camping and visitor stay limits (Strategy C range-wide) would have
direct impacts on recreation, which overal would be minima and not expected to affect
recreational use patterns or opportunity. Most of what is proposed for this resource management
element is a continuation of existing policy for camping and visitor stay limits. For the most part,
camping would be allowed to continue in the same fashion: dispersed self-contained camping in
all areas open to the public and vehicle-based camping within 50 feet of most existing roads
designated as open to public use, with vehicle-based camping stays limited to 14 consecutive
days within a 28-day period except by special use permit. For example, desert bighorn sheep
hunters intending to camp more than 14 consecutive days on the BMGR during the annual
bighorn sheep hunting season (typically, the month of December) would continue to be required
to apply for a specia use permit. Overall, the recreational setting for camping would continue to
be relatively primitive (i.e.,, remote and undeveloped areas with no services provided). The
provisions for restricting camping along certain road segments and requiring al campsites to be
more than ¥+mile away from designated areas when needed for resource protection purposes
would have similar impacts in that opportunity for camping, in particular vehicle-based camping,
may be lessened in some areas. While current opportunities for dispersed self-contained and
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vehicle-based camping would remain intact in unaffected areas, these restrictions could have the
impact of concentrating camping use to levels that may be noticeable, particularly in popular
recreation use areas during the highest periods of use. This could have minor effects on
recreational character in terms of increasing encounters between users and reducing the sense of
seclusion and wildness in the affected areas. The proposed closing of public use roads would
reduce opportunities available for vehicle-based camping; this combined effect is further
addressed in the aggregate effects analysis (see Section 5.12.18.1).

If the proposed assessment of the benefits and effects of establishing designated camping areas
results in a decision to designate camping areas, however, there would be a more pronounced
change in recreational character in the vicinity of these camping areas. Although the camping
areas, as currently envisioned, would be undevel oped, the evidence of other users would be more
prominent and interaction with other users would be more likely within and near these camping
areas, which would result in a less primitive and secluded recreational experience. Those
recreational users seeking a recreational experience with opportunity for solitude and a sense of
wildness would be less likely to use designated camping areas. These users could choose to camp
in other areas of the BMGR or other off-range locations (e.g., designated Wilderness areas),
whereas other users may be attracted to using these designated camping areas because of ther
convenience (previously cleared of rocky matter and vegetation, leftover campfire rings,
capability to support larger groups, €tc.).

Lastly, the proposed rules for the disposal of human sewage and solid waste would have little
impact on recreation, but would add to the current visitor rules and regulations that recreation
users would be required to comply with. Although recreation use waste has not been a
widespread or common problem on the BMGR, better management of waste provides benefits to
the recreation environment in that there is less chance of encountering litter.

5.12.4.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Strategy B for this resource element differs from the proposed action in that (1) vehicle-based
camping would be alowed within 100 feet of roads open to public use, (2) there would be no
restrictions on camping along certain road segments for resource protection purposes, and
(3) there would be no assessment and decision regarding the establishment of designated
camping areas. The first two of these provisions would have the effect of further dispersing
vehicle-based camping opportunities throughout greater portions of the range that are generally
open to the public than would occur under the proposed action. Because there is plentiful area
available for camping and the relatively low rates of recreational camping within the publicly
accessible portions of the range, there would be minimal differences regarding vehicle-based
camping along roadways between Strategy B and the proposed action. However, vehicle-based
campsites could be further secluded from road traffic, dust generated from those roads, and other
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recreation and government BMGR users as vehicles could be located as far as 100 feet from the
roadway, increasing the likelihood that campsites would also be located farther from the road.

The only difference between Strategy C and Strategy D in this resource management element is
the limits on vehicle-based camping stays that would be allowed within a 28-day period without
aspecial use permit. With Strategy C, the proposed action, the limitation is 14 consecutive days,
whereas with Strategy D it is 7 consecutive days. Those recreational users desiring a vehicle-
based camping stay longer than 7 consecutive days would need to obtain a specia use permit.
Based on the limited recreational use data available, such use accounted for about 3 percent of all
recorded BMGR—East visitation during calendar year 2000 (the duration of most stays was
from one to four days) (Barry 2002a). Thus, the impact of alternative Strategy D on recreational
users is expected to be minimal, particularly considering longer-term vehicle-based camping
would still potentially be allowed with a special use permit.

5.12.4.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)
The no-action dternative for camping and visitor stay limits would result in effects smilar to

those described for Strategy B, with the exception that vehicle-based camping would be required
to be within 50-feet rather than 100-feet of all roads in areas open to the public.

5.125 Recreation Services and Use Supervision

5.12.5.1 Proposed Action

The proposed action for this resource element (Strategy C in Unit 2 and Strategy D in al other
units) would have a multitude of potential consequence on recreation as follows:

Continuing to prohibit ORV travel. This management objective would continue to
prohibit recreational ORV travel on the BMGR. Off-road travel has been expressy
prohibited on the BMGR since implementation of the Goldwater Amendment and prior
thereto by Air Force and Marine Corps regulations. Nonetheless, some unauthorized off-
road travel has occurred on the BMGR. An increase in frequency of unauthorized off-
road travel was noted during BLM road surveys in the late 1990s, particularly in the
northern portions of Management Units 2 and 3, where suburban residential communities
in the Yuma area have been established, and between EI Camino del Diablo and Tingjas
Altas. Some management actions were taken to designate a single route of travel between
El Camino del Diablo and Tingjas Altas and to increase the law enforcement presence in
these areas. As a result, the occurence of unauthorized off-road travel has apparently
been reduced in recent years (U.S. Air Force 1999).
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As noted in Section 4.12.1, recreational trends indicated that off-road travel has recently
grown in popularity and continues to be a popular form of recreation in Arizona (Arizona
State Parks 1999, AGFD 2002a). While areas that are open to off-road travel are located
within the study area, areas available for such use are decreasing. For example, off-road
use areas within the Imperial Sand Dunes Recreation Area have been recently closed for
resource protection purposes and access to private lands is becoming increasingly
difficult due to various factors including transfer of ownership, changes in land use, and
land development. During scoping for this EIS, there were a relatively large number of
public comments that expressed a desire for ORV use areas within the BMGR and an
equally large number of persons expressing a desire for prohibiting off-road travel. Thus,
there is no clear consensus of opinionor predominant public attitude/value with regard to
even limited off-road use of the BMGR. Continuation of the policy to prohibit off-road
travel would continue to limit the areas available for such use in southwestern Arizona.
For those recreation users that favor a recreationa setting free of off-road travel, there
would be a continued beneficia effect; for those seeking additional areas for off-road
travel, there would be a continued negative effect.

Continuing to prohibit on- and off-road racing. During the draft environmental
assessment phase for developing the Goldwater Amendment, on and off- road racing was
proposed as a recreational use of the BMGR. However, this alternative was not selected
in the final Goldwater Amendment and o+ and off-road racing has never been authorized
on the BMGR. No public comment in favor of implementing on or off-road racing on
the range was received during the scoping and public workshops for this EIS. Other
opportunities for such uses are located in closer proximity to population centers (e.g.,
Yuma Speedway near Yuma, Pima Motorsports Park near Tucson, Parker 400 Course
near Parker, and Phoenix International Raceway near Phoenix to name a few). Thus,
continuation of this management objective is expected to have no impact on recreation.

Restricting motorized public travel in all washes, except where the wash is a
designated part of the road system open to the public and is dry. The Goldwater
Amendment established the BMGR as a limited ORV use area, with al vehicles
restricted to designated or established roads classified as existing primary, secondary,
tertiary, patrol, or unimproved roads. To the extent that designated or established roads
entered and traversed washes, travel in washes was authorized under this management
plan. Although unrestricted driving in washes large enough to accommodate a vehicle is
traditional among some BMGR users, this activity has not been previously authorized
under BLM, Air Force, or Marine Corps regulations and BLM law-enforcement officers
have enforced restrictions on this activity. The draft Barry M. Goldwater East HMP
included a provision to permit driving in dry wash beds, but this document was never
finalized or implemented. The proposed action in this EIS is consistent with the
Goldwater Amendment and would restrict motorized public travel in al washes, except
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for where the wash is a designated part of the road system open to the public and when
the wash is dry.

Driving in washes offers a unique recreational experience with opportunities to view
wildlife and xeroriparian vegetation that does not occur within the upland valley and
bajada areas dissected by these washes. Driving in washes is a practice that is used by
some hunters, and other visitors, to gain access to locations where game species are more
likely to occur. Washes are aso popular for vehicle-based camping sites. The proposed
action would continue the prohibition on this type of vehicle-based recreational activity
within the BMGR.

Require a special use permit for asingle party with 20 or more vehicles in Unit 2
and 10 or more vehicles in all other units. The direct impact of this management
objective would be on groups with larger numbers of vehicles that recreate on the
BMGR. Those most likely to be affected would be clubs and groups that organize
outdoor recreational events (e.g., four-wheel drive clubs, scouting groups). The
recreational opportunity would not be precluded; however, the requirement for a special
use permit would be more stringent than the current 50-vehicle requirement. An indirect
impact would be that other recreational users would be less likely to encounter larger-
sized groups, which would be of benefit for those users seeking a sense of seclusion.
Nonetheless, recreational party sizes with more than 10 vehicles are apparently relatively
rare. During calendar year 2001, the average number of vehicles per party was 1.4 and
only one single party was recorded as having ten vehicles (Barry 2002a). Although
similar statistics are not available for BMGR—West, there are incidental reports that use
by groups with greater numbers of vehicles are dightly more prevalent, particularly along
El Camino del Diablo. The two longest segments of this road are located in Management
Unit 2, where the threshold for a special use permit would be 20 vehicles; the threshold
on the segments of El Camino del Diablo within Management Unit 1 would 10. For these
reasons, the impact of this management objective on recreation is expected to be
minimal.

Continue to require compliance with general vehicle operating rules. This objective
would not change recreation opportunity, but would continue to require responsible use
of vehicles by recreational users. There would be no expected impact on recreation from
continuing this requirement.

Retain a permit system and expand efforts to educate users about natural and
cultural resource sensitivities. The permit system may discourage some from using the
BMGR for recreation because of the preplanning that is required and because there is a
requirement to sign a hold harmless agreement. Expanding efforts to educate users about
resource senditivities may have a beneficial impact in that recreational users would have a
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greater understanding and appreciation for the natural and cultural resources present on
the BMGR.

| ssue special recreation use permits, as appropriate. This provision, in and of itself,
would not have effects on recreation. However, it ensures that the means for issuing a
specia use permit would be provided for those management objectives for which a
gpecia use permit would be required (camping stays longer than 14-consecutive days,
single parties with more than 10 or 20 vehicles, use of automatic weapons, recreational
shooting between sunset and sunrise).

Implement increased public education and recreation use information programs,
particularly to inform the public about road restrictions and resour ce sensitivities.
This management objective could enhance the recreational experience by providing better
interpretive informetion about the road management policy and the reasons some roads
are being closed. Greater public understanding results in improved voluntary compliance,
and appreciation of how the road closures are a contributing part of the BMGR natura
and cultural resources management program.

Retain a minimum number of full-time law enforcement positions dedicated to the
BMGR. Although this management objective is new, it does not reflect a change from
the existing condition. There currently are a total of seven full-time law
enforcement/security officers dedicated to the BMGR; however, there have been timesin
recent years where there was just one or two such positions. If budget constraints or other
circumstances result in a decrease in operating funds, Strategy D would ensure that the
law enforcement priority is for at least six and the Strategy C priority is for at least four
officers. Recreational users would continue to be subject to relatively prevalent law
enforcement presence and required adherence to the visitor use rules and regulations,
including those new rules and regulations that may result from the implementation of the
proposed INRMP.

Develop and implement limits-of-acceptable change monitoring to guide recreation
use management and protect natural and cultural resources. As stated in Section
5.12.1.1, adaptive management responses could limit or restrict recreational opportunities
or uses to address emerging resource conservation and protection problems and prevent
them from compounding. Furthermore, in the event that a monitoring program reveals
that deleterious effects or natural or cultural resources are resulting from the combined
effects of recreation and military uses, limitations could be placed on recreation use;
although the Sikes Act and MLWA of 1999 provide for recreational use, that use must be
environmentally sustainable and consistent with the military purposes of the range. On
the other hand, by monitoring the effectiveness of management actions, ineffective
restrictions on recreation may be lifted.
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Assess requirements for signs or other measures to indicate road restrictions;
implement management actions based on findings. Signs and other modifications that
may be used to indicate road restrictions are sometimes viewed as intrusive in a
backcountry recreational setting that is relatively wild and secluded in character.
Nonetheless, they would likely be necessary to implement management provisions,
particularly with regard to the roads that would be closed under the proposed action. (The
Marine Corps and Air Force intent is to control vehicle traffic within the range by posting
roads that are open. The status of al roads that are not posted as open would be closed.
This would help to avoid problems of persons driving on closed roads becalse the sign
had been removed or was not visible.) This objective allows for a more detailed analysis
of what means would be most appropriate for indicating road restrictions than is possible
in this programmatic-level document. Effects on recreational character would be
balanced with the effectiveness of meeting recreation use management objectives.

Assess the need for and effects of additional gates and fencing to control entry and
use; erect as needed. The potential effects on recreation from this objective would be
similar to those stated for the above measure for signs. However, unlike signs or other
measures to indicate road restrictions, gates and fencing to control entry and use would
more likely be located at BMGR perimeter locations rather than interior range locations
and, therefore, have less of a potential effect on the character of the recreational setting.
Another potential effect would be that unauthorized entry for recreation would be less
likely to occur with the implementation of such a management provision, which is a
benefit from a recreation use management perspective. As discussed in Section 4.12.1,
law enforcement reports indicate that an estimated five to ten percent of recreation use on
the BMGR is nonpermitted and, thus, not reflected in available recreation use statistics
(BLM 2000a and 2001a; Barry 2000). As unauthorized use decreased, managers would
have a more complete account of al recreation use on the BMGR, which would be
beneficia in terms of effective recreation managemert.

Develop and maintain recreation use records and statistics. This provision would be
of benefit for recreation use management. There is currently a lack of recreation use data
that can be used to track recreational trends—such as use patterns and activities (areas of
the range that are frequented, sizes of parties, most frequent recreation activity), user
populations, and visitor perceptions. Collection of data regarding hunter effort and
harvest success could provide currently lacking data on harvest levels of game species on
the BMGR. Such a record keeping system would provide valuable information to track
recreation use trends and proactively manage recreation use to minimize conflicts
between recreation use opportunity and resource protection and corservation.

Prohibit use of metal detectors. This new management objective would not provide an

opportunity for those recreational users that use metal detectors in recreationa treasure
hunting. This is not considered to be a frequent activity on the BMGR, but there is a
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concern in that there could be unnecessary hazards because metal detectors could register
locations of buried ordnance; thus, exposing the user digging for the object that registered
on the meta detector to potential harm. While the lack of the opportunity would be a
negative recreational effect, the safety benefits are crucial.

Prohibit entry to mines. Although this activity is not currently strictly prohibited, range
users are advised to avoid mine shafts due to their instability, other inherent hazards, and
the incompatibilities of recreation use and protection and conservation of bat species.
Despite this, some recreational use of mines does occur on the BMGR. Those
recreational users that visit the BMGR for the purposes of exploring abandoned mine
shafts on the BMGR, would no longer be afforded such an opportunity.

5.12.5.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and/or Strategy D, Depending on
Unit)

The only real difference between Strategy C and Strategy D for this resource element is the
requirement for a special use permit for a single party with 20 or more vehicles under Strategy C
and 10 or more vehicles with Strategy D. If Strategy D were applied in Unit 2 rather than
Strategy C, there could be more of an effect than the proposed action related to this restriction
because EI Camino del Diablo is known to be used by four-wheel drive groups that would be
likely to have more than 10 vehicles. However, it is difficult to reliably assess this impact given
the lack of detailed recreation use data for BMGR—West. If Strategy C were applied in Unit 1
and Units 3 through 7, rather than the proposed action (Strategy D), there would be even less
impact on larger groups having more vehicles using the publicly accessible portion(s) of these
units. As available data indicates no group sizes with 10 or more vehicles in BMGR—Eadt, there
would likely be only a dlight difference in effect from requiring a permit for 20 or more vehicles
versus 10 or more vehicles.

Important distinctions with Strategy B for recreation use and supervision in terms of potential
consequences on outdoor recreation are as follows:

Evaluate the need for and effects of allowing public ORV travel in designated ar eas.
As discussed for the proposed action and detailed in Section 4.12.1, there is increasing
interest in recreation related to ORV travel and decreasing opportunities for such use
within the BMGR region. This alternative strategy may eventually provide for designated
areas where this activity could occur and benefit the contingent of recreational users that
desire such use, while negatively affecting the contingent of recreationa users that are
opposed to such types of recreationa uses of the BMGR. The evaluation would allow for
further assessment of off-road travel effects on groups, the environment, and recreational
use trends on the BMGR and adjacent areas.
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Require a special use permit for a single party with 30 or more vehicles. The effects
of this alternative management objective are expected to be somewhat less than what
would occur under the proposed action. Recreational use groups having 30 or more
vehicles are observed to be rare on the BMGR.

Implement measures to make permits easier to obtain. This objective, which is not
included in the proposed action, is regarded as potentially having a beneficial effect on
recreation users and possibly resulting in an increase in recreation use of the BMGR.
However, given that all users would still be required to sign a hold harmless agreement,
the means of making permits easier to obtain would be fairly limited. The estimated five
to ten percent of recreational users that do not obtain a permit may be more inclined to
obtain a permit if the process is made easier, which would be a benefit in terms of
recreation use management. Recreationa use levels on the BMGR would probably
change only dlightly.

Retain existing public education and use information programs. In comparison to the
proposed action, this objective would not include the benefit of providing additional
information about road restrictions and resource sensitivities. Also, unlike the proposed
action, this strategy also does not provide for an evaluation of using signs or other means
to indicate road closures. Thus, there would likely be less comprehension of road closures
and use policies (e.g., a road is closed unless posted as open) and less voluntary
compliance. Existing public education and use information programs do, however,
include information about BMGR ecology and natural and cultural resour ces protection
programs, including the importance of using vehicles only on existing roads.

Allow motorized public travel in designated washes (when dry). Unlike the proposed
action, this management objective would allow for the use of designated washes for
recreational motorized use. The impact on recreation would be opposite of that which
would occur under the proposed action: the scenery, recreational driving experience,
vehicle-based camping, and hunter access unique to this form of motorized public access
would be sanctioned in designated areas, which would be of benefit to recreational users
that value this activity.

Retain a minimum of two full-time law enforcement officers. This management
objective would provide for a fewer minimum number of law enforcement officers than
the proposed action. Past law enforcement experience has shown that, while having two
full-time law enforcement officers improves user compliance with visitor rules and
regulations, a greater law enforcement presence is likely needed to provide sufficient
supervision.

Retain existing levels of resource protection law enforcement unless a compliance
issuearises. It is difficult to assess what the difference in effects on recreation would be
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from this objective in comparison to te proposed action to develop and implement
limits-of-acceptable change monitoring to guide recreation use management and protect
natural and cultural resources. Under either management approach, recreational use
and/or opportunity could be affected if detrimental effects to resources are occurring. The
main difference is that the proposed action provides a more proactive approach whereby
issues might be addressed prior to the point where a compliance issue arises. Thus, this
Strategy B objective, which is not based on adaptive management, may provide less
opportunity to take management actions that might avoid unnecessary conflict between
recreation use and resource protection and conservation.

Retain existing gates and fences unless additional gates and fencing are needed for
safety and compliance reasons. Compared to the proposed action, this management
objective would not result in potential changes to recreational character. It would also
continue to potentialy result in the estimated five to ten percent of non-permitted
recreation use that is not reflected in recreation use statistics, which is viewed as negative
in terms of recreation use management.

Evaluate the feasbility of allowing public entry to mines where such use is
compatible with safety and resource protection requirements; if feasible, implement
a program for such use under special use permit provisons. Unlike the proposed
action, which would prohibit entry to mines, this strategy would possibly alow public
entry to mines under limited circumstances. Assuming that there is a mine site on the
BMGR that would be safe for recreational use and that such use would not compromise
resource protection requirements, this alternative action would provide an uncommon
recreational opportunity for exploring historic mining sites. Thus, in comparison to the
proposed action, this management objective could potentially create rather than preclude
this recreational opportunity and use.

Other objectives that are not included in this alternative management strategy, but which are
included in the proposed action are to develop and maintain recreation use records and statistics
and prohibit the use of metal detectors. The impacts from these objectives, as assessed for the
proposed action, would not occur with implementation of Strategy B.

51253 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The potential consequences of the no-action aternative for recreation services and use
supervision on outdoor recreation would differ from the proposed action as follows:

Potentially allow motorized public travel in dry streambeds and wash bottoms in

accordance with the Draft Barry M. Goldwater East HMP. Unrestricted recreational
driving in washes is currently prohibited under the Goldwater Amendment. This activity
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could be sanctioned in BMGR—East if the draft Barry M. Goldwater East HMP were
finalized, as required by the no action alternative, and a proposal in that draft HMP for
public driving in washes were approved.

Require a special use permit for a single party with 50 or more vehicles. This
management objective, in contrast to the proposed requirement of a specia use permit for
single party size of 10 or more vehicles (or 20 or more vehicles in Unit 2), would have
fewer potential impacts on recreation use. Party sizes with more than 50 vehicles have
been rare on the BMGR, limited to such large-scale events as the construction of wildlife
water developments using volunteers (which are otherwise addressed/managed via
required NEPA analysis).

Retain a permit system. As opposed to the proposed action, no additional measures
would necessarily be taken to inform the public about natural and cultura resources
present on the BMGR. Public appreciation, interest, and understanding of these resources
and DoD efforts to manage them would be less pronounced.

Two related objectives are discussed together here: (1) provide the public with up-
to-date visitor use maps and rules and regulations and (2) establish an
environmental education program. In contrast to the proposed action, no extra
measures would necessarily be taken to inform the public about road closures and
resource sensitivity. As a result, there could be less voluntary compliance with the road
closure and less understanding of how the road closures contribute to natural and cultural
resources management at the BMGR. The potential for the recreational experience to be
further enhanced through interpretive programs as discussed for the proposed action,
would not necessarily occur (athough the information that is currently provided to
recreational users includes some information about BMGR resources and ecology).

Two related objectives are discussed together here: (1) develop an action plan for
interagency law enforcement and (2) enforce all public access per mit requirements
and regulations. While these objectives reflect current law enforcement practices, they
stand in contrast to the proposed action in that no minimum number of full-time law
enforcement positions dedicated to the BMGR would be required. If funding constraints
occur, there would be no guarantee law enforcement positions would not be eliminated.
The less law enforcement presence, the more likely that infractions could occur,
increasing potential for risk to public safety, resource damage, and increased conflict
between recreational users and BMGR mission requirements.

Develop a BMGR sign plan, implement a signing program based on identified sign
needs. In contrast to the proposed action, sign needs associated with road closures would
not necessarily be identified. Recreation users may have a more difficult time
understanding what roads remain open to public access.
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Implement appropriate public safety protection measures. With this management
objective rather than the proposed action, there would be less emphasis on gates and
fencing to control entry and use and, therefore, less probability that gates and fencing
would be erected. Unauthorized entry would likely continue to occur and such recreation
use would continue to not be accurately reflected in recreation use statistics.

Other objectives that are not included in this alternative management strategy, but which are
included in the proposed action are to develop and implement limits-of-acceptable change
monitoring to guide recreation use management and protect natural and cultural resources,
develop and maintain recreation use records and statistics, and prohibit the use of meta
detectors. The impacts from these objectives, as assessed for the proposed action, would not
occur with implementation of the no-action aternative.

5.12.6 Rockhounding

5.12.6.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C in Units2 and 3, and Strategy D in All Other Units)

The proposed action for rockhounding would prohibit rockhounding from all units of the range
except for Units 2 and 3. Within Units 2 and 3, rockhounding would be prohibited within the
Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes (expired ACEC and proposed special natural/interest area),
and other areas that are sensitive to human-induced disturbances (e.g., cultural resource sites and
areas frequented by sensitive species). The effect would be greatest in terms of recreation
opportunity. Currently, rockhounding (surface removal only) is alowed in al portions of the
range that are open to general public access, with the standard limitation for BLM-managed
lands of 24 pounds plus one piece. With the proposed action, the opportunity for rockhounding
would be eliminated within about one half of that portion of the BMGR that is generally open to
public access.

The effect on recreation use, however, would probably be relatively minor. As indicated by
available recreation use data for the BMGR, those recreational users that are engaging in
rockhounding are also engaging in other recreation activities such as camping, hiking, and
hunting. It is believed that few recreation users visit the BMGR solely for the rockhounding
opportunity, but rather it primarily occurs as a secondary or incidental activity associated with
other recreation use. Those minerals and gemstones avidly sought by rockhounds, such as
precious and semi-precious gemstones, crystals, ores, and collector specimens are not known to
be plentiful on the BMGR. Nonetheless, recreation use would likely decrease in those areas of
the BMGR that may be of interest for rockhounders (e.g., areas with unique geology and
associated rock specimens such as geodes or volcanic rock or abandoned mine sites). The level
of decreased use in these areas is difficult to assess given the lack of specific recreation use data;
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however, given that these dtes would retain other interests for recreational users (e.g., scenic,
geologic, and/or historic interest), such decrease would probably be moderate to low.

Another potential effect is that recreation use associated with rockhounding could be diverted to
those portions of Units 2 and 3 where the activity is not prohibited. Whereas currently
rockhounding is believed to occur in a relatively dispersed fashion, rockhounding could become
more concentrated in character in those areas most favorable for rockhounding (perhaps
localized rocky outcrops or abandoned mine sites in the Copper and Gila mountains and Wellton
Hills). Similarly, the activity could be diverted to off-range locations where rockhounding is not
prohibited.

5.12.6.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and/or Strategy D, Depending on
Unit)

In Units 2 and 3, the alternative actions for this resource element are Strategy B and Strategy D.
The differences between Strategy B and Strategy C are fairly minor. Both alow for limited
rockhounding to occur, but the activity could be prohibited from special natural/interest areas
and other designated areas for resource protection with Strategy C, whereas with Strategy B such
restrictions would be applied only if a compliance issue arises. Although rockhounding might be
prohibited in fewer areas with Strategy B than with Strategy C, both similarly have the potential
to prohibit rockhounding from select locations on the BMGR. Thus, the effects on recreation
from implementing Strategy B in Units 2 and 3 rather than the proposed action (Strategy C)
would not be expected to differ appreciably from the proposed action. Of note, whereas
rockhounding would be prohibited in the Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes (proposed special
natural/interest area) in Unit 2 under the proposed action, it would not necessarily be prohibited
in this area under Strategy B. Overall, Strategy B would have similar consequences on outdoor
recreation as the proposed action: potential for the elimination of rockhounding as a recreation
opportunity in certain areas and corresponding minor localized reductions in use, but no overall
effects on recreation use patterns.

The effect of implementing Strategy D in Units 2 and 3 would differ from the proposed action
(Strategy C for these units) in that rockhounding would be prohibited in these areas, eliminating
a recreational opportunity that currently exists and which would continue to exist under the
proposed action. As discussed in Subsection 5.12.6.1, although rockhounding is known to occur
on the BMGR, it is not clear how the opportunity correlates with use. Visitation to locations
within the units that were previousy used principally for rockhounding (perhaps abandoned
mine sites such as those in the Copper and Gila mountains and Wellton Hills) might decrease.
Overall visitation to these units could also decrease if those who recreate within these units do so
because of the rockhounding opportunity, but this is not believed to be the case.
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In the remaining units, the alternative strategies for rockhounding are Strategy C and Strategy B.
As stated, these two strategies differ only in that rockhounding could be prohibited in designated
areas under Strategy C, and only prohibited under Strategy B if a compliance issue arises. The
effect of implementing either of these strategies rather than the proposed action (Strategy D) in
Units 1, 4, 5, 6, and 7 would be similar. By continuing to allow rather than prohibit this activity,
those who currently rockhound in these publicly accessible areas of these units (part of Unit 1,
most of Unit 6, and small isolated areas of Units 4 and 7), either as a primary or incidenta
recreational activity, would not be as greatly affected as they would under the proposed action.
The opportunity for rockhounding and corresponding recreation use would only be eliminated in
localized areas where the activity might be prohibited. In the majority of these relatively popular
recreation areas for the BMGR (Area B and the Tingas Altas Mountains area), rockhounding
would be alowed to continue. Thus, under either alternative Strategy B or C in these units,
recreation use and trends associated with current rockhounding would probably not be affected.

5.12.6.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action alterrative would not reduce the area of rockhounding recreational opportunity on
the BMGR as the proposed action would. There would be no potential for change in recreation
use patterns that are associated with current use of the BMGR for recreational rockhounding.
Unlike all other strategies in this resource category, the quantitative limitation on surface rock
remova would remain “24 pounds plus one piece” rather than the dightly more restrictive “no
more than 25 pounds.”

5.12.7 Wood Cutting, Gathering, and Firewood Use, and Collection of Native Plants

5.12.7.1 Proposed Action (Strategy D in Unit 1 and Strategy C in All Other Units)

The proposed action for this resource element (Strategy D in Unit 1 and Strategy C in all other
units) would have minor impacts on recreation in that it would (1) change where wood could and
could not be collected for campfires and (2) prohibit native wood campfires in Unit 1. While
some may view the presence of dead and downed wood branches and snags as adding to a
natural recreational setting, the use of dead and downed wood for campfires is aso a popular
activity associated with recreational use of the range. Currently, collection of dead and downed
wood is prohibited within the expired ACECs and within 150 feet of EI Camino del Diablo.
Under the proposed action, it would be prohibited within Management Unit 1, but allowed in al
other areas of the BMGR. Wood collection could eventually be prohibited in other areas of the
BMGR besides Unit 1 because (1) in the ACECs, special management provisions could be
adopted to preclude collection of dead and downed wood and (2) in high-use areas, native wood
supplies would be monitored and wood collection would be restricted if resource conditions
dictate. In any case, those areas where the collection of dead and downed wood would be
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prohibited would retain a more unaltered, natural, and wild recreational setting. In those areas
where wood collection would be allowed, the recreationa setting could be altered in character
where the harvesting of dead and downed wood is apparent.

All aternatives would continue to allow for campfire wood (except for native wood fires would
be prohibited within Unit 1). Campfires are an important recreation use, providing fuel for
cooking, light, and heat. Although native wood fires would be prohibited within Unit 1, fires
created with wood brought into the range from off-range sources or charcoa would be allowed.
However, the recreational experience associated with wood gathering would be precluded in
these areas, in the same way that it is currently precluded within the ACECs and within 150 feet
of El Camino del Diablo.

5.12.7.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and/or Strategy D, Depending on
Unit)

Strategy B differs from the proposed action for this resource element in that it would allow wood
cutting and gathering and firewood use as long as wood is used at a sustainable rate and no
compliance issue arises. The greatest difference in comparison to the proposed action is that
wood cutting would be allowed rather than prohibited. Otherwise there is not a great difference
between Strategy B and Strategy C in terms of potential consequences on recreation. For those
recreational users that value having access to native wood for campfires, this strategy would
provide the greatest opportunity for such use. For those that favor a recreational setting that
retains a natural character, this alternative is least favorable. This change in recreational setting
would have the greatest potential for change in publicly accessible portions of the BMGR where
wood collection is currently prohibited, part of the expired Mohawk Mountains and Sand Dunes
ACECs, Tingjas Altas Mountains ACEC, and within 150 feet of EI Camino del Diablo.

Strategy D is an dternative action for this resource element for all units except for Unit 1. This
strategy would have more effects on recreation than the proposed action in these units (Strategy
C), particularly within the units that are open to public use. The strategy would prohibit native
wood campfires and preclude the collection and use of dead and downed wood for campfires,
whereas within these units, the only current restrictions on the collection of dead and downed
wood is within 150 feet of EI Camino del Diablo and within the expired Mohawk Mountains and
Sand Dunes ACEC. The type of effect that would occur is subjective. For those recreational
users who value the opportunity to collect and use native wood for campfires, this strategy would
be viewed as negative. For those recreational users that vaue a setting that retains the natural
condition of wood branches, snags, and debris, this strategy would be viewed as positive.

Strategy C is an aternative action for this resource element for Unit 1. Within the expired

Tingas Altas Mountains ACEC portion of Unit 1, which is open to the public and where wood
collection is currently prohibited, this aternative could represent a change in the recreationa
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character unless a special management provision is adopted to preclude wood collection within
the expired ACEC. The restriction of wood collection within the expired ACEC is considered
somewhat likely under the Strategy C management objective to restrict wood collection if
resource conditions dictate because the Tingjas Altas/Davis Plain area has been subject to over
harvesting of ironwood in the past.

5.12.7.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

Compared to the proposed action, the consequences of the no-action alternative for this resource
category would differ in that the collection of dead and downed wood would continue to be
prohibited within the expired ACECs and within 150 feet of El Camino del Diablo Backcountry
Byway and permitted within al other areas of the BMGR. Also, under the no-action alternative
there would be no areas where native campfires would be prohibited, unlike the proposed action,
which would prohibit native wood campfires in Unit 1. Unlike the proposed action, there would
not be the potential for the recreational setting to change within the expired ACECs and El
Camino del Diablo as a result of possibly alowing wood collection to occur where it had
previously been prohibited.

5.12.8 Hunting

5.12.8.1 Proposed Action (Strategy B)

The proposed action for hunting (Strategy B) would continue existing game management
programs. It would also assess the need for a specia hunting permit program that requires
payment of nominal fees to be used for the protection, conservation, and management of
wildlife, including habitat improvement and related activities on the BMGR and
implement/manage actions as indicated by the assessment results. One issue to be addressed in
the assessment would be whether such a program would be feasible in terms of generating
enough funds with a nomina fee to support the program based on hunter participation rates
(1,692 total hunter use days for AGFD Game Management Units 40A and 40B in 2000, see
Table 4-28). If such a program were implemented, it could adversely impact hunters by requiring
the payment of a nominal fee. As a result, hunter use may decrease within the BMGR and
increase in areas near the BMGR where similar hunting opportunity is present, but where no fee
would be assessed. This effect may be particularly evident in years where chances of hunter
success on the BMGR are regarded as marginal. Some opportunities for hunting, however, are
somewhat unique to the BMGR (i.e., annual bighorn sheep hunt) and hunters may be required to
pay the fee in order to participate in the hunt. Over time, the protection, conservation, and
management of wildlife would be expected to enhance existing game management programs
(which focus on maintaining sustainable populations of game species) and, thereby, benefit
hunters and potentially increase hunter participation rates. For example, the program could be
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combined with the current permitting program and provide more accurate and useful data to
BMGR resource managers on rates of harvest of game species than is currently available. In the
long term, a better understanding of relationships between harvest levels and maintaining
sustainabl e populations of game species could be achieved.

Another potential adverse effect could result from the proposed evaluation of the effects of non
game species collection on wildlife, habitat, and other resources and, if indicated, limit or restrict
collection activities within the authority of state law. Those who participate in non-game species
collection as a means of recreation could be negatively impacted if limitation or restrictions were
eventually imposed as a result of this management objective.

5.12.8.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy C and Strategy D)

There is no difference between the proposed action and alternative Strategy C. Alternative
Management Strategy D would have the same effects as the proposed action, with the exception
that instead of the proposed evaluation of the effects of non-game species collection, the Arizona
Game and Fish Commission would be petitioned to close the BMGR to non-game species
collection.

5.12.8.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action alternative for hunting would not have the potential effects on recreation that the
proposed action could with possibly implementing a specia hunting program that requires the
payment of nomina fees for hunting on the BMGR. The no-action aternative would be
potentialy lacking in long-term sustainable populations of game species, to the extent that such a
program could result in long-term benefits beyond what could be accomplished under existing
BMGR game management programs.

5.12.9 Recreational Shooting

5.12.9.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

Implementation of the proposed action for recreational shooting (Strategy C range-wide) would
potentially negatively affect those interested in using the BMGR for recreational shooting with
automatic weapons because automatic weapons would be prohibited, except by specia use
permit. The Air Force has found that recreational shooting involving the use of automatic
weapons is incompatible with the aviation training mission in BMGR—East. The Marine Corps
had similar mission compatibility concerns regarding previous organized shooting rallies within
BMGR—West involving the use of automatic weapons, but is willing to consider sanctioning
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this activity under special use permit. The Marine Corps would require the results of a careful
safety and environmental impact assessment, however, on a proposal for automatic weapons
shoots within BMGR—West before deciding on a special use permit application for this activity.
Although the Marine Corps would be the lead agency in the development of the necessary safety
and environmental assessment studies, proponents for the recreational use of automatic weapons
may be required to provide the funding for the studies. If issuance of a specia use permit for the
use of automatic weapons were the outcome of the application and assessment process, there
would not be a negative effect other than the inconvenience and possibly expense of obtaining
the permit.

For those recreational shooters that use non-automatic weapons, the only initial impact of the
proposed action would be that recreational shooting between sunset and sunrise would no longer
be allowed, except by specia use permit. Otherwise, recreational shooting with nortautomatic
weapons would continue to be sanctioned under existing regulations as long as it is compatible
with military use, public safety, and no significant resource issues are identified. In lieu of
obtaining the special use permit required, those seeking recreational shooting opportunities for
nighttime shooting and/or use of fully automatic weapons under the proposed action would have
to seek such opportunities in off- range locations.

The importance and character of recreational shooting as an activity/issue would be assessed
under the proposed action to determine the appropriateness of this activity on the BMGR and
implement a decision based on the findings. The establishment of designated specific shooting
area(s) would be considered. The studies that are called for are an indication that current use of
the BMGR for recreational shooting is not well understood. The occurrence of recreational
shooting and the values and attitudes that BMGR recreational users have towards recreational
shooting are al data that are lacking for the purposes of this assessment. The assessment of the
appropriateness of recreational shooting on the BMGR could result in any number of possible
results. The consideration of establishing designated recreational shooting area(s), if
implemented, would result in a favorable impact for recreational shooters, but negative impacts
for those recreational users that favor a recreationa setting where this type of recreationa use is
not present. Any further assessment of the potential effects of the proposed action on recreation
is regarded as too uncertain given the limitations of currently available information about
recreational shooting.

5.12.9.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Strategy B would not be likely to have the same effects on recreational shooting as the proposed
action. The management objective to allow recreational shooting to occur under existing
regulations—as long as it is compatible with military use, public safety, and no significant
resource issues are identified—is essentially a continuation of current policy. If shooting at night
or automatic weapons were determined to be incompatible, these forms of recreational shooting
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could also be precluded under this strategy. As noted in Section 5.12.9.1, the Air Force has
already determined that recreational use of automatic weapons is incompatible with its military
mission within BMGR—East and Marine Corps has suspended this activity from BMGR—West
pending possible future consideration of its public safety and environmenta effects. Unlike the
proposed action, there would be no planned assessment of the importance and character of
recreational shooting as an activity/issue on the BMGR.

With Strategy D, there would be more immediate impacts to recreational shooters, as all
recreational shooting activities (except as they relate to hunting) would be prohibited. An
assessment would be conducted to determine the appropriateness of alowing this activity in
designated areas. As stated for the proposed action, the outcome of such an assessment cannot be
predicted, but if designated shooting areas were established, this could have positive effects for
recreational shooters, but potentially negative effects for those recreational users who would
prefer not to see such intensive recreation uses occur on the BMGR.

5.12.9.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

With the no-action aternative (Strategy A range-wide), the predicted impacts on recreational
shooting as assessed for the proposed action would not occur. Recreational shooting would be
allowed to continue to occur as long as it is compatible with military use, public safety, and does
not significantly affect resource protection. There would be no assessment of the importance and
character of recreational shooting as an activity/issue.

5.12.10 Utility/Transportation Corridors

The proposed action and alternatives for utility/transportation corridors would have little effect
on recreation. The planned Yuma ASH alignment is within the northwestern BMGR where
public access is prohibited. The only aea of the range adjacent to the State Route 85 corridor
where there is public access is Unit 6 (Area B). There is nothing within the proposed and/or
alternative management strategies for management of the State Route 85 corridor that would
affect recreation (with the exception of the no-action alternative as it relates to the Crater Range
SRMA as discussed in Section 5.12.2.3). The potential development of additional
transportation/utilities corridors, which would be alowed under Alternative Management
Strategy B and the no-action alternative, could negatively impact recreation if they are located in
publicly accessible portions of the range as they could change the recreational character of the
setting in the affected areas. Future approval of the additional transportation/utility corridors
through the interior of the BMGR is unlikely, however, because of incompatibility problems that
this activity would pose for the military purposes of the range.
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5.12.11 General Vegetation, Wildlife, Wildlife Habitat, and Wildlife Waters

5.12.11.1 Proposed Action (Strategy C)

The proposed management objectives for general vegetation, wildlife, and wildlife habitat
management would continue to provide for management of these resources in a manner that
maintains, and possibly improves the recreational setting. The characteristics of the natura
environment, including ecosystem functions, would be favored by actions such as eliminating
trespass grazing by livestock and habitat restoration efforts for areas that have been damaged by
a discontinued military, agency, or intensive public use. The management objective to identify
key areas and implement restrictions as needed to protect and conserve habitat, ecosystems, and
biodiversity could result in prohibitions or restrictions on recreation use and/or opportunity
within or near these key areas. Game species populations would be expected to remain stable
throughout the range of the targeted species, provided that natural processes, such as
precipitation rates, remains supportive of those populations.

Wildlife water developments are generally regarded as of benefit to target game species, but
concerns about unintended effects, in terms of nontarget species and ecosystem management
have been raised. In terms of recreation, these wildlife waters may be appropriately viewed as
favorable in terms of recreational hunting in that the game species that use open water on the
range include bighorn sheep, deer, javelina, and upland game birds. Wildlife water developments
also create greater potential opportunities to view and enjoy wildlife in the vicinity of the waters.
However, they also represent a manmade modification in the environment that could detract
from the wild setting that defines the recreational character of much of the BMGR and introduce
a new location wherein camping within ¥ mile would be prohibited. The proposed action would
allow for the construction of six high priority wildlife waters during the first five years of the
INRMP and calls for literature reviews and additional studies to better understand the benefits
and effects of wildlife water developments. Although the effects on recreation from the
development of the six proposed wildlife waters is expected to be minimal and localized, these
effects on recreation cannot be further assessed at this time because the location and other details
of the developments are not currently known, but would generally be expected to be neutral or
positive. However, in accordance with NEPA and other applicable statutes, such effects would
be further analyzed in site-specific documentation for each water devel opment proposal.

5.12.11.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy D)

Alternative Strategy D for this resource element is the same as the proposed action, with the
exception that no new wildlife waters would be developed during the first five-year term of the
INRMP. There would be the same benefits as described for the proposed action, but not the
potential for minimal and localized impacts from wildlife water developments, at least during
this five-year period.
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Alternative Strategy B would similarly provide the same effects on recreation in terms of
vegetation, wildlife, and wildlife habitat as the proposed action. Because it does not include the
management objective to identify key areas and restrict activities as necessary to protect and
conserve them, there is not the potentia effect on recreational use and opportunity, as described
for the proposed action. There is little distinction that can be made between potential effects of
the proposed action and Strategy B with regard to the effects of wildlife water developments.
Although Strategy B authorizes up to 17 new wildlife waters and the consideration of additional
wildlife water developments during the term of the INRMP, it is unlikely that more than about
six of these 17 water developments would be constructed in the first five years of the INRMP
(the same as the proposed action). Wildlife water development actions beyond the first five years
of the plan under the proposed action would be dependent upon studies to be conducted.

5.12.11.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action alternative for this resource element would have fewer benefits than the proposed
action in terms of ecosystem management and rebitat restoration. This management approach,
however, is more heavily focused on game species management and, thus, may equally benefit
hunters. There would be 17 new wildlife waters constructed as planned in the HMPs, although it
is unlikely that more than about six of these would be developed in the first five years of the
INRMP (the same as the proposed action). The effects of these waters on recreation would be
minimal and in localized areas and beneficial for hunters throughout the range of the targeted
game species.

5.12.12 Special Status Species

Special status species management requirements can affect recreation use opportunities.
Management Unit 3, for example, was closed to recreation entry beginning in March 2002 from
15 March to 15 July each year to minimize the potential for harassment effects on Sonoran
pronghorn during the annual fawning period for this endangered species. Given the reduced 2002
Sonoran pronghorn population estimate (21 animals), it is possible that recreation use
opportunities may be further impacted by such requirements or actions deemed appropriate by
the USFWS and/or the Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Team. The management objectives under
consideration in the proposed action (Strategy C), alternative actions (Strategies B and D), and
the no-action alternative (Strategy A), however, would not have direct impacts on BMGR
recreation. Most impacts to recreation occur because of compliance requirement or management
programs that are independent of the proposed INRMP (e.g., biological opinions, Flat-tailed
Horned Lizard Range-wide Management Strategy, Sonoran Pronghorn Recovery Plan). The only
potential impact that could be a result from implementation of the proposed INRMP would be
indirect; that is, the adaptive management process could potentially result in modifications to the
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management objectives and some of these changes could potentially affect recreation use
opportunity. Differences between consequences of the proposed action, alternative actions, and
no-action aternative, however, would be too speculative at this juncture.

5.12.13 Soil and Water Resour ces

5.12.13.1 Proposed Action (Strategy D)

The proposed action for soil and water resources (Strategy D) would potentially affect recreation
use in that it could result in the restriction or modification of recreationrelated activities as
necessary to meet the following objectives:

continue to restrict the operation of motorized vehicles to established roads

comply with statutory requirements for soil and water resources and to prevent erosion in
areas of cultural resource sensitivity

take measures to minimize soil/water contamination or erosion resulting from vehicle use
or other activities

temporarily restrict vehicular activities when soils are susceptible to a heightened risk of
erosion, such as following heavy rain

restore areas where vehicle use has caused excessive surface damage, temporarily closing
roads if necessary

Impacts to recreation would vary depending on the management objective and related actions
taken for its implementation. However, such impacts are expected to be relatively minor as long-
term impacts would most likely be limited to localized areas. While restricting motorized access
following a heavy rain would likely affect a wide area of the range, impacts from these
restrictions on recreation would likely be short-term (not expected to last for more than several
days to weeks). For example, a long-term closure of the eastern segment of EI Camino del
Diablo within the Cabeza Prieta NWR has recently been necessary because of dust build-up
problems and the lack of a readily available solution to this problem. As the intended
management measures would prevent erosion and other impacts that could detract from the
predominant natural recreational setting of the BMGR, the proposed action for soil and water
resources would provide indirect benefits for some types of recreation over the long term.
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5.12.13.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy C)

Strategy C for this resource element would not include the last two objectives listed above, both
of which are temporary measures potentially limiting access on roads, so potential impacts to
recreation from restriction or modification of activities would not occur as they would under the
proposed action. Similarly, Strategy B would not include the objective to restrict or modify
activities as necessary to comply with statutory requirements for soil and water resources and to
prevent erosion in areas of cultural resource sengitivity. Not implementing these objectives from
the respective implementation of Strategy B or Strategy C rather than the proposed action would
likely result in minimal differences in consequences on recreation as described for the proposed
action.

5.12.13.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

One objective for soil and water resources in the no-action alternative that would potentially
affect recreation is the continued restriction of the operation of motorized vehicles to established
roads. This objective is more completely addressed in terms of recreation in the management
objectives for recreation use and supervision (which address the restriction of off-road travel and
compliance with general vehicle operating rules). While this provides some degree of
restriction/modification of recreation use, it is not as extensive as that described for the proposed
action.

5.12.14 Air Resources

5.12.14.1 Proposed Action (Strategy A)

No impacts to recreation are foreseen for the proposed action for air resources. Although the
proposed ation includes a provision for the control of excessive fugitive dust at recreation
activity areas, this is a continuation of existing policy. Excessive fugitive dust from recreation
activity has not historically been a management issue for the BMGR, but it could potentially
become one in the future. Control measures, if needed, could potentialy include limitations or
restrictions on recreation use, but perhaps more likely would include management by DoD such
as the application of dust palliatives to roadways or recreation activity areas.

5.12.14.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B, Strategy C, and Strategy D)

Alternative Management Strategy B for air resources could have a negative effect on recreational
users if dust emissions from uncontrolled human activities reached levels where they were
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detrimental to the visua setting or caused a public heath and safety hazard (e.g., lack of
visibility on dusty roadways).

There is no appreciable difference in predicted effects on recreation from the proposed action
and Alternative Strategy C. Strategy D, however, could potentially provide more protection of air
quality than the proposed action. This strategy would also avoid new activity in areas of
deteriorated air quality, and therefore there would be less potential for compounding effects
degrading air quality and impacting recreational users.

5.12.14.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)
Because the proposed action is Strategy A for this resource management element, there is no

difference in effects betweenthe proposed action and no-action aternative.

5.12.15 Visual Resources

5.12.15.1 Proposed Action (Strategy B)

The proposed action for visua resources (Strategy B) would continue to manage the scenic
resources of the BMGR in a manner that is generaly protective of the current recreational
setting. This would be generally beneficial in retaining the predominantly natural setting that
contributes to the recreational character of much of the BMGR.

5.12.15.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy C and Strategy D)

Strategy C for this resource element would add to the visual resource management program and
potentialy provide for management of visual resources that takes land use, viewers, and
viewsheds into consideration. As recreation users are primary viewers of the BMGR, this
strategy would provide additional benefits for recreation in preservation of the current
recreational setting. Alternative Strategy D would further benefit recreation beyond that of the
proposed action or Strategy C in that there would be additional management and restoration for
unroaded areas. However, due to their lack of motorized access, these areas would be less
frequently viewed by recreational users than other areas of the BMGR, but views of these areas
may nonetheless be available from various viewpoints within areas accessible to the public for
recreation.

W \01016\800\Draft El SClean\Chapter 5.doc 5263



BMGR INRMP 5.12 Qutdoor Recreation
Draft EIS February 2003

5.12.15.3 No-Action Alternative (Strategy A)

In terms of recreation, thereislittle if any difference in consequences of the no-action alternative
for this resource element in comparison to the proposed action. The assessments of new actions,
as required for the proposed action, would most likely be required with NEPA regardless of

which aternative is implemented.

5.12.16 Wildfire Management

5.12.16.1 Proposed Action (Strategy B)

The proposed action for wildfire management could benefit recreation indirectly by minimizing
threats to recreation users from wildfire and by minimizing effects of fires on the recreation
setting. The proposed management objective calls for a comprehensive plan that include fire
prevention, suppression, recovery, mapping, monitoring, and possible mitigation protocols for
both human and nort human caused fires in accordance with the threat to human life, property,
and natural and cultural resources. No such plan currently exists. Conversely, the plan could also
affect recreation if it results in the prescription of additional rules and regulations for the
recreational use of fire (i.e., for campfires) so as to prevent or reduce the risk of recreation
related wildfires.

5.12.16.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy C and Strategy D)

The aternative actions are identical to the proposed action for this resource element and,
therefore, would not result in potential consequences that differ from those described for the
proposed action.

5.12.16.3 No-action Alternative (Strategy A)

The no-action aternative for wildfire management would not have the potential effects on
recreation as described for the proposed action. Current policy, to suppress wildfires to achieve
the lowest acreage loss and in the most cost-effective and efficient manner, is less
comprehensive than the proposed action. If a large-scale wildfire were to occur under the no-
action aternative, there would be more potential for risk of harm to recreational users and
degradation of the recreation setting. No additional rules involving the use of fire for recreation
use would be expected.
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5.12.17 Peimeter Land Use, Encroachment, and Regional Planning

5.12.17.1 Proposed Action (Strategy D)

Because lands adjacent to the BMGR also support various recreation uses, the proposed action
for this resource element offers several advantages in terms of recreation management. As
discussed in Section 4.12.1, there are increasing rates of participation in outdoor recreation
activities and increasing population in the BMGR region. Coordinating with these adjacent land
managers on recreation use and supervision issues; recreation use statistics; recreation attitudes,
values, and trends; interrelationships, coordinated approaches for management; etc. would
provide additiona tools for BMGR and adjacent land managers to better respond to the
recreational use needs while also protecting natural and cultural resources.

5.12.17.2 Alternative Actions (Strategy B and Strategy C)

Both of the alternative actions offer some degree of the benefits for recreation as discussed for
the proposed action for this resource element, only to a lesser degree. Strategy B is the least
comprehensive and thus offers the leas benefits, whereas Strategy C offers some protection, but
is more limited in scope.

5.12.17.3 No-action Alternative (Strategy A)

Because the proposed action offers no special management objectives for perimeter land use,

encroachment, and regional planning, none of the benefits as noted for the proposed action
would necessarily occur under the no-action aternative for this resource element.

5.12.18 Adqgagregate Effects on Outdoor Recr eation

5.12.18.1 Proposed Action

There are five categories of potential aggregate effects on outdoor recreation as a result of the
combined effects of the objectives as assessed under the 17 individual resource management
elements in the preceding sections. Four of these are specific to the BMGR as follows:
recreational opportunity, recreation character, changes in recreation use, recreation management.
The fifth category is effects on outdoor recreation outside the BMGR. The overall aggregate
impacts cannot be further summarized, as there is a mixed effect, with no clear objective finding
of beneficial or adverse impacts on outdoor recreation. Potential aggregate impacts for each
category are as follows:
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BMGR Recreational Opportunities

The aggregate effects of the proposed action would have few effects on recreation opportunity on
the BMGR. For the portions of the BMGR available for outdoor recreation use, recreational
opportunities would continue to include dispersed hunting, backpacking, hiking, primitive
camping, recreationa driving, picnicking, recreational shooting, photography, nature study,
visiting historical/cultural sites, rockhounding, and sightseeing. Those recreational opportunities
that would continue to be precluded, first and foremost, would be those that are incompatible
with the military mission or resource protection requirements established by law or implemented
through the proposed INRMP (see Section 2.1), and thus are not further analyzed herein.
However, as aresult of implementing the proposed action, some opportunities for recreation that
could conceivably fall within this legal framework would continue to be prohibited, including
off-road travel, on- and off-road racing, and driving in washes. Other types of recreational
opportunity would continue to be limited or restricted but in a different manner, including
recreational  driving, camping, and rockhounding. There ae aso some new
prohibitions/restrictions that would affect opportunities for recreational shooting, treasure
hunting, and entry to mines. In addition, some potential changes in recreational opportunity
could occur following further assessment, including recreational shooting, camping, hunting, and
non-game species collection.

The greatest aggregate impact to recreational opportunity would be in regard to recreationa
driving. Each of the forms of motorized recreational use that would continue to be precluded—
ORV travel, on and off-road racing, and driving in washes—are generally viewed as favorable
in terms of meeting resource protection and conservation goals of a higher standard, but would
do so at the expense of opportunity for these forms of recreation on the BMGR. Based on input
received during public scoping and Core Planning Team input during the INRMP planning
process, demand for opportunity for both ORV travel and driving in washes on the BMGR has
been noted, while demand for on- and/or off-road racing has not. However, there has also been
opposition for allowing for such opportunity, based on concerns for potential adverse impacts to
natural and cultural resources.

In addition, although recreational driving would continue to be limited to travel on existing roads
and trails in areas where public access is allowed, further limitations would occur as the result of
the roads that would be closed or closed to public access under the proposed action. The
proposed action would reduce the road network available for public use by about 36 percent,
from 973 miles to 621 miles (a difference of 352 miles), with 91 percent of the reduction in
available public use road mileage occurring in BMGR—West. The type of recreational
opportunity that would be most affected would be recreationa driving on redundant road
networks. In addition, motorized recreational opportunity could be temporarily restricted when
soils are at heightened risk for erosion. Plus, the proposed action would change the threshold for
the requirement for a specia use permit for single parties from 50 vehicles or more to 10 or more
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vehicles (or 20 or more vehicles in Unit 2). Together with the continued prohibition of some
types of recreational driving, proposed road closures, and temporary restrictions when soils are at
heightened risk for erosion, and based on input received during public scoping and Core
Planning Team input during the INRMP planning process, the aggregate effect on recreational
opportunity would be greatest for recreational driving groups that have an interest in the
continued opportunity for access to the maximum compatible recreational driving opportunities
on BMGR (e.g., some four-wheel driving interest groups).

Other aggregate impacts would occur that would place limitation on recreational camping
opportunities. The combined effect of the proposed closure of 352 miles of roads generally open
to the public use and temporary closures for soil and water resource protection would, in
aggregate, eliminate the associated recreational opportunity, including roadside vehicle-based
camping, in these areas. In addition, there are other management actions that would further limit
camping opportunity, in particdar vehicle-based camping, in the provisions for restricting
camping along certain road segments and requiring all campsites to be more than %= mile away
from designated areas when needed for resource protection purposes. Similarly, if the six new
wildlife waters proposed were constructed within publicly accessible portions of the range, they
would introduce new locations wherein camping within % mile would be prohibited in
accordance with state law.

The opportunity for recreational wood gathering for campfires would continue to be restricted in
certain areas, athough the opportunity would be precluded based on management units, rather
than by specia land management designations as it currently is (within the expired ACECs and
within 150 feet of the expired EI Camino del Diablo Backcountry Byway). Although campfires
would continue to be allowed, a new prohibition on the use of native wood for campfires would
affect recreational opportunity within the publicly accessible portion of Unit 1 (encompassing
most of the expired Tingas Altas Mountains ACEC, which would be redesignated as a special
natural/interest area). Related to this topic, the development of special management provisions as
needed for resource protection within the proposed special natural/interest areas could translate
into additional restrictions on recreational opportunities within these areas, athough provisions
are not known at this time.

New restrictions on rockhounding would not only limit the amount of rock material that could be
removed by handpicking for nonrcommercial use, but would also prohibit the activity from
occurring in al units of the range except for those portions of Units 2 and 3 that are not
designated as special natural/interest areas and other areas that are sensitive to human-induced
disturbances (e.g., cultural resource sites and areas frequented by sensitive species). With the
proposed action, the opportunity for rockhounding would be eliminated within about one half of
that portion of the BMGR that is generally open to public access.

The proposed action would also introduce some restrictions on recreational shooting, treasure
hunting, and mine exploration. New restrictions on recreational shooting opportunity would
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result from the requirement to obtain a specia use permit for the firing of automatic weapons or
the use of firearms between sunset and sunrise. Recreational opportunity associated with the use
of metal detectors for treasure hunting would be a precluded due to new management action that
would prohibit the use of metal detectors on the BMGR. Lastly, whereas opportunity for entering
mines is currently allowed but advised against, the proposed action would prohibit entry to
mines. Based on available data about recreation use of the range, activities related to each of
these three recreational opportunities are infrequent among past and current range users.

Finally, changes in recreational opportunity could result from the findings of several assessments
that are called for under the proposed action including a specia hunting program that may assess
a nominal fee for hunting on the BMGR and a study of norgame species collection that may
place restrictions or limitations on this activity on the BMGR within the authority of state law. If
designated camping or recreational shooting areas are established, new types of recreational
opportunity could potentially be created on the BMGR that vary from the current types of
opportunity for these activities. Additionally, if the findings of the inventory and monitoring
efforts reveal that deleterious effects are occurring as a result of recreation use, the Air Force and
Marine Corps could adapt their management to address the issue or issues. Adaptive
management responses could modify, limit, or restrict recreational opportunity to address
identified resource conservation and protection problems.

BMGR Recreational Setting

The aggregate effects of the proposed action would not be expected to result in dramatic changes
to the recreational setting of the BMGR from the existing condition. The recreational setting of
the BMGR would continue to be relatively wild in character with a sense of remoteness and
seclusion dominant in many areas accessible to the public. Although the proposed action would
result in mixed effects on the recreational setting, overall the balance of the aggregate impacts
would be a recreationa setting in which natural environmental conditions are more dominant,
but where there may be increased evidence of other recreational users and land
management/recreation use supervision.

Aggregate impacts from management objectives would enhance the natural setting and related
recreational character may be additive and/or interactive, including: continuing to prohibit ORV
travel and driving in washes; closing 658 miles of roads and the natural or assisted reclamation
of these areas; limiting areas where wood cutting and gathering, firewood use, rockhounding,
and transportation/utility corridor development could occur; continuing visual resources
management practices; developing a comprehensive wildfire management plan; and coordinating
with perimeter land owners and managers. Two consequences of the proposed action could
potentially deter from the natural setting in localized areas: (1) the construction of six new
wildlife waters, which would represent a manmade modification in the environment that could
detract from the natural recreational setting if constructed in areas open to public access and (2)
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not redesignating the now expired EI Camino del Diablo Backcountry Byway as a specia
natural/interest area, because there could potentially be effects to the natural setting through the
discontinuation of special management objectives (including no longer prohibiting collection of
dead and downed wood within 150 feet of the corridor or allowing new surface disturbing
activities within ¥+mile of this corridor).

Management objectives that would reduce the road network, and limit areas where camping,
wood gathering, and rockhounding would be permitted could result in a dlight aggregate increase
in encounters between users, thereby lessening the sense of seclusion in the affected areas. On
the other hand, management objectives could reduce the encounters between users if visitation
decreases as a result of new restrictions or limitations on recreational opportunity (see third
point, below) or from requiring a special use permit for groups with 10 or more vehicles (or 20
or more vehicles in Unit 2).

Although the law enforcement presence and required adherence to the vsitor use rules and
regulations would not be expected to change, there would be new rules and regulations that may
result from the implementation of the proposed INRMP. The educational materials regarding
natural and cultural resources management and the proposed road management policy would be
communicated to the public through the recreational permit system and educational/interpretive
materials. There would be more gates, fencing, and signing to control entry and use. Adding to
the rules and regulations that recreation users would have to comply with and the more evident
presence of land management and recreation use supervision could change the character of the
recreational experience for some.

Lastly, some changes in the recreational setting could eventually occur as the result of
assessments regarding establishing designated camping areas, specific shooting area(s), and signs
and other measures for indicating road closures. Both the designated camping and shooting
areas, if established, would result in a more pronounced change in recreational setting in the
vicinity of these designated areas than would result from the other management objectives.
Although the camping areas, as currently envisioned, would be undeveloped, the evidence of
other users would be more prominent and interaction with other users would be more likely
within and near these camping areas, which would result in a less primitive and secluded
recreational experience. Likewise, recreational shooting areas represent a relatively intensive use
that would have similar impacts on the natura recreational setting in localized areas. Assessing
requirements for signs or other measures to indicate road restrictions and implementing
management actions based on findings could potentially change the recreational setting in
localized areas. Signs and other modifications that may be used to indicate road restrictions are
sometimes viewed as intrusive in a backcountry recreational setting that is relatively wild and
secluded in character. Nonetheless, they would likely be necessary to implement management
provisions, particularly with regard to ensuring that the roads that would be closed under the
proposed action would no longer be driven. Although the current intent is to post roads that are
open ard all roads not posted as such would be closed, the proposed assessment allows for a
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more detailed analysis of what techniques would be most appropriate for indicating road
restrictions. Effects on recreational setting would be balanced with the effectiveress of meeting
recreation use management objectives, particularly in the long term as the closed roads
revegetate and blend into the natural setting.

BMGR Recreation Use

As a result of management actions proposed in this EIS, there could be some increases or
decreases in recreation use of the BMGR. In aggregate, there is a greater potential for decreased
use than increased use as a result of the management objectives identified for the proposed
action. However, over time, BMGR recreation use rates are expected to increase independent of
the proposed INRMP as a result of regiona population growth and trends toward increased
participation in outdoor recreation activities. The greatest potential for decreased recreational use
of the BMGR would potentially result from the proposed reduced road network. As a result of
reduced recreational driving opportunities, some recreational users that currently visit the BMGR
for the recreational driving opportunities available with the current road network or for direct
vehicle access to selected personally favored sites that would no longer be accessible may choose
to no longer visit the range. Likewise, opportunities for rockhounding, camping, exploring
mines, or treasure hunting would be restricted or eliminated, and a special use permit would be
required for certain types of recreational shooting and for groups with larger numbers of
vehicles. As a result, some range visitation may decrease among those who visit the range for
these recreational opportunities, which are currently allowed with fewer restrictions and
limitations than they would be if the proposed action were implemented for this EIS.

With regard to decreases in visitation that may result from reduced recreationa driving
opportunity, vehicle-based camping, and other uses associated with motorized access, the
greatest aggregate effect would likely occur within BMGR—West, where almost 91 percent (or
320 miles) of the decrease in the available public use road mileage would occur. While only 32
miles of publicly accessible road would be closed in BMGR—East, rockhounding would be
prohibited in Unit 6 (but allowed in Units 2 and 3 in BMGR—West) and entry to mines would
be prohibited range-wide. However, based on available recreation use data, a weaker correlation
is expected between recreation use rates and opportunity for rockhounding, entry to mines, and
use of metal detectors than between recreation use rates and motorized access opportunities.
Little, if any, effect to overall recreation use would be expected as a result of the requirements
for specia use permits for shooting at night and with automatic weapons and for single parties
with 10 or more vehicles (and 20 or more vehicles in Unit 2) because these uses comprise a
relatively small amount of overall recreation use of the BMGR.

The redesignation of the expired ACECs as special natural/interest areas, however, could bring

renewed attention and interest in these areas and result in increased visitation to these areas
where they are open to public access, particularly if the DoD engages public awareness and
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outreach programs regarding these areas. There is also the potential that, over time, the more
natural recreation setting expected from the implementation of the proposed action may result in
increased visitation among those recreational users that value such opportunities.

Again, some effects could occur as a result of assessments that are proposed in this EIS. These
include the potential for nominal hunting fees, limitations or restrictions on non-game species
collection (within the authority of state law), and further regulation of recreational shooting.
Whereas, recreational use could decrease as a result of the special hunting program requiring
payment of nominal fees and limitations or restrictions on non-game species collection, the
establishment of recreational shooting area(s) could actually increase recreation use of the
BMGR because there is a regional demand for this type of use.

BMGR Recreation Management

As previoudly explained, the proposed action would result in a fundamental change in the
approach to recreational management in the adoption of a limits of acceptable change approach.
This fundamental change would be intertwined with other proposed changes to specific
management tools. For example, there would be an improved record keeping system to track
recreation use trends and proactively manage recreation use to minimize conflicts between
recreation use opportunity and resource protection and conservation. The permit system would
continue to be a key recreation management tool, and would be added to in order to inform the
public about road restrictions and resource sensitivities. Soecial use permits would be required
for more activities. The erection of gates and fencing to control entry would decrease
unauthorized use of the range and provide a more complete account of all recreation use on the
BMGR. Likewise, coordinating with adjacent land managers would provide additional tools for
BMGR and adjacent land managers to better respond o the recreational use needs while aso
protecting natural and cultural resources.

A minimum number of full-time law enforcement positions dedicated to the BMGR would be
retained, which would continue to be an advantage for managing recreation use. There would
likely be increased visitor rules and regulations to implement as a result of proposed
management objectives including rules for the disposal of human sewage and solid waste, road
closures, expressed prohibition of driving in washes, prohibiting entry to mines and the use of
metal detectors, prohibiting rockhounding in some areas, special use permit requirements, etc.
There would aso be a change in focus from increased regulation within former ACECs and
along EI Camino del Diablo Backcountry Byway to the unit- specific enforcement of restrictions
and prohibitions (e.g., rockhounding, wood gathering, etc.). However, additiona management
provisions could be adopted and rules and regulations could be expanded within the proposed
and any future specia retural/ interest areas.
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There could be additional impacts on recreation management as the result of the workload and
findings of the assessments called for with regard to the specia hunting program, nongame
species collection, designated camping and shooting areas, monitoring native wood supplies in
high-use areas; and requirements for signs and other measures to indicate road restrictions. For
the most part, these resulting effects on recreation management would most likely be additional
rules and regulations and means for enforcing them. However, if the hunting program were
implemented, it could provide more accurate and useful data to guide recreation management of
game Species.

Recreation Outside of the BMGR

As aresult of some of the proposed management actions, some recreational users may visit non
BMGR locations for outdoor recreation opportunities that would no longer be available or more
strictly controlled on the BGMR, such as motorized public access, rockhounding, entering mines,
etc. The greatest potential for impact would be on BLM-managed lands that are managed for
limited ORV use (meaning that vehicles must remain on established roads), that would offer
additional backcountry recreational driving opportunities than the BMGR would with the
proposed road closures. Recreation use of the Imperial Sand Dunes Recreation Area, which
offers diverse recreational driving and ORV use opportunities, may also increase as a result of
the proposed motorized access objectives.

Another potential effect on recreation outside of the BMGR would potentialy result from the
establishment of the Cabeza Prieta NWR bypass roads. The bypass roads would serve as an
aternate to the roads within the refuge/wilderness that are administrative use roads currently
used by the Border Patrol during ground surveillance. As this portion of the refuge is also
Wilderness, the discontinuation of routine use of these roads by Border Patrol would be
favorable to recreational users of the refuge wilderness setting. Coordination with adjacent land
managers for the benefit of natural resources could also potentially influence outdoor recreation
outside the BMGR.

The results of proposed assessments could displace use from the BMGR to adjacent lands. These
include the special hunting program, if it were to result in the assessment of a nomina fee for
hunting on the BMGR, and the recreational shooting assessment, if it were to result in the
restriction/prohibition of recreational shooting on the BMGR.
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5.12.18.2 Alternative Actions

Management Strateqy B

In comparison to the proposed action, Management Strategy B would have similar aggregate
impacts on outdoor recreation. The greatest difference would be that no road closures would
occur and thus associated aggregate recreational impacts, as assessed for the proposed action,
would not occur. In addition, the careful consideration of some potentially compatible
recreationa activities that would be precluded under the proposed action would be considered.
These are ORV travel in designated areas and entry to mines. A brief summary of differences
between this strategy and the proposed action by each category of aggregate impact follows:

BMGR Recreational Opportunities

In comparison to the no-action aternative, there would be no change in recreation opportunities
related to existing motorized public access, associated camping, and other recreational activities.
However, in comparison to the proposed action, there would be more than 352 miles of
additional road accessible to the public and perhaps even more miles as motorized public travel
would be alowed in designated washes and additiona roads may be established for recreationa
purposes. There could be less of an impact on larger groups as a specia use permit would not be
required for a single party unless the party had 30 or more vehicles. There would aso not be the
restrictions and limitations on recreational shooting, treasure hunting, camping, and entry to
mines, or potential effects following further assessment on recreational shooting and camping.
However, the potential effects would be the same as the proposed action for hunting and non
game species collection. There would be greater opportunity for wood cutting, gathering, and use
than under both the proposed action and the current condition.

BMGR Recreational Setting

As compared to the proposed action, there would be few aggregate effects on the recreationa

setting from Management Strategy B. Aggregate impacts on the existing recreational setting as a
result of the continuation of current policy would continue with few distinctions. Vehicle-based
camping would be allowed within 100 feet of established roads rather than 50 feet, which could
further disperse and seclude campers from other users. Although first constrained by the military
mission, new transportation/utility corridors may be established, which could have site-specific
impacts on recreational setting. Rather than six new wildlife waters, up to 17 new waters would
be constructed, which could affect the recreational setting if located in recreation use areas.
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BMGR Recreation Use

In contrast to the proposed action, there would not be any expected changes in recreation use
patterns compared to existing conditions from implementing Management Strategy B. If an ORV
use area were established, however, there might be increased recreation use due to the relatively
high demand and short supply of such opportunities in the BMGR region. The same effects on
recreation use that could occur with the proposed action as a result of assessments—including
nominal hunting fees and limitations or restrictions on nort game species collection (within the
authority of state law)—could also occur under this strategy.

BMGR Recreation Management

As compared to the proposed action, there would be fewer consequences on recreation
management under Strategy B. For the most part, recreation management would occur based on
current programs without a change to a limits of acceptable change approach. As no specia
management provisions would be continued for the expired ACECs, SRMASs, and Backcountry
Byway and no other specia natura/interest areas would be established, all recreation
management would be based on either a range-wide or a unit-by-unit basis. The same potential
effects as assessed for the proposed action with regard to a special-fee hunting program and non
game species collection could occur, within the authority of state law. As the objectives for
coordination with adjacent land owners and managers are more limited in scope than those of the
proposed action, there would be some, but a lesser degree of potentia influence on off-range
recreation use expected, but potentially more than occurs under the existing condition.

Recreation Outside of the BMGR

None of the management actions that were identified as potentially causing increased use in
other recreational lands in the vicinity of the BMGR would occur with Management Strategy B.
Conversdly, if an ORV use area were established, there might be less ORV use and entry to
mines in lands in the vicinity in favor of exercising these opportunities on the BMGR. The same
effects as described for the Cabeza Prieta NWR bypass road, however, would occur with this
strategy. Also, as with the proposed action, actions taken based on assessment of the special
hunting program may result in hunting outside the range to avoid the nominal fee, if a fee were
established. Similarly, if non-game species collection on the BMGR were limited or prohibited,
this activity could occur more frequently on BMGR perimeter lands.

W:\01016\800\Draft EI SClean\Chapter 5.doc 5274



BMGR INRMP 5.12 Qutdoor Recreation
Dra