
c 

\ -

oj 

( -

\ \ 

v.s~. Department of the Interiqr 
/ 

Bu[eau of Land Management 
ArizQna State Offi,ce -
Tucson Field Office June 1999 

,- . 
Firrat,l2n-vironmental I mpQpt Statement 
Rayl(l,nd:>E(xGh~ange/Plan Amendment 

-/ 

, 
!' 

. SELECTED LA~DS_ 
Overlooking RM-r7, (just westof the- ~ 

Ray ¥ine), a parcel$electl!d bJ( Asarco
under the proposed land exchange. 

,-

-_'::---

( / 

OFFERED LANDS ( C 

.BigSandyBiiter on the Tomlin #4/ParGel, 
~ one of the Ifmds offered-t? too public 
~-undet the Proposlld lan1 efchange. 

/ ~ ..--, _/ \/ 

-/ 

( ) 



The Bureau of Land Management is responsible for the balanced management of the public lands and resources 
and their varioijs values so that they are considered in a combination that will best serve the need of the 
American people. Management is based upon the principles of multiple use and sustained yield; a combination 
of uses that take into account the long term needs of future generations for renewable and nonrenewable 
resources. These resources include recreation, range, timber, minerals, watershed, fish and wildlife, wilderness 
and natural, scenic, scientific, and cultural values .. 
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In reply refer to: 

United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU Of lAND MANAGEMENT 

Tucson Field Office 
12661 East Broadway Blvd. 
Tucson, AZ 85748·7208 

AZA28350/2200 (AZ917/060) (520) 722-4289 

June 7, 1999 

Dear Reader. 

The BUreau of Land Management (BLM) lias prepared a Final Eiivironmental Jmp~c~ ~tatement 
(FEIS) in response to an exc.hange proposal .;..:the Ray Land Exchange.:. .. :from ASARCO 
IncorpOrated. In the FEIS, the agency preferred alternative (the proposed action) would 
exc.haltge 10,976 acres offederat" iands or mineral estate for 7,300 acres of private iands. The 
encl?sed. FEIS encompaSses the draft EIS with appropriate corrections, additional information, 
and DEIS comments with agenc.y responses. 

Changes made to the EIS since the draft publication are identified by a highlight (111,.0 or 
strikeout (strikeout). These markings indicate updated, corrected, or additional information. A 
ne~ ch~pter haS been added, Chapter 7, which documents the comments received on the Draft 
EIS and BLM's responses. 

Comments received oii the FEIS will be considered in preparing the record of decision on the lartd 
exc.hange. All comments on the FEIS must be received within the 30 day comment period 
after the pUblication of the Notice of Availability in the Federal Register, anticipated for June 
25,1999. Send FEIS comments to: Shela McFarlin, Project Manager, BLM, Arizona State 
Office, 222 N. Central Avenue, Phoenix, AZ 85004. 

Please note that corbriients, including names and street addresses ofrespoiidents, are available for 
public review and/or release under the Freedom oflnforrnatlon Act (FOIA). individuai 
respondeiits may request confidentiality. tfyou wisn to Withhold your Iiame and street address 
from puhlic review or from disclosure under FOIA, you must state this prominently at the 
beginning of your written Goi'iirneht. Such requests Will be honored to the extent allowed by Jaw. 
Ali subniissions from organlzations or businesses, and from mdividuais identifYing thernseives as 
repreSentatives or officials of organizations or businesses, will be made available for public 
inspection in their entirety. 

This FEIS combihes the analysis of the exchange proposal With a prOpos·ed plan ameiidment. 
The proposed plan amendment would change the exiSting iand tenure· decisions in the Phoenix and 
Safford District Resource Management Plans to retain much of the selected lands, to a decision to 
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dispose ofthese lands. The plan amendinent process offers art opportUnity for adfti.i:i1isttative 
review by filing a protest with the BLM Din!ctor. This applies "oniy to the proposed plan 
amendnient, not the exchange itself. The protest must be received at the address below by close 
of business no later than 30 days after the Notice of Availability IS published in the Federai 
Register, anticipated for june 25. 

Protest letttin must be sent to: 
Director, BLM; Attention: Ms. Brenda Williams, Protests Coordinator WO-21OILS-107S; 
Department of the Interior, Washington, DC 20240. 
The overnight mail address for protests is: Director, BLM; AttentiDn: Ms. Brenda 
wiUiarns, :Pn>tests Coordinator (WO-210), 1620 L. Street NW, Room 1075, Washington, 
DC 20036. 

At a minimum, protest letters must include: 

1. The name, mailing address, telephone number and interest of the person filing the 
protest. 
2. A stateinent of which parcel or parcels (by township, range and section) or issues are 
being protested. 
3. A statement ofthe part or parts of the plan amendment being protested. To the extent 
posslbie, this should be done by reference to specific pages, paragrap~ sections, tabie.s 
and maps included Witlilii the proposed plati ameildrtient. 
4. A copy of ail documents addressing the Issues or parceis that you submitted during the 
pl~ pn>cess or a reference to the date the issue or issues were discussed by you for 
the reoord. 
5. A $f~WIl'lent 9f:r~~Q~ expWPiPg why the DL.M Si~~ P~ct9r's prQPQ~~ g~~iQP.l!!! 
believed to be moorreGt. All relevant facts heed to be included iii the statei:i:i@iit ofielisoiiS. 
TheSe facts, reasons, and documentation are very important to understand the protest 
rather than merely expressing disagreement with" the proposed decision. 

Please call Shela McFarliil uyou have any questions on the FEIS and proposed plan amendinent 
at (602) 417.:.9568. We weicome your cOmInents to assist us throughout the EIS process. 

Enrilosure, 
FEIS 

Sincerely, 

t;}~~ 
Jesse Jileri 
Field Manager 
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This Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) analyzes impacts that may occur from a proposed land 
exchange combined with a proposed plan amendment. ASARCO Incorporated (Asarco), a mining 
company, proposed the Ray land Exchange to acquire approximately 10,976 acres of public-lands in 
Pinal and Gila Counties. In exchange, BlM would acquire approximately 7,304 acres in Pinal and 
Mohave Counties. The BlM's preferred alternative is the Proposed Action, which would result in the 
exchange of lands as noted above. In addition to analyzing the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of 
the land exchange, the EIS also analyzes whether to approve a plan amendment. Changes to the 
Phoenix and Safford District Resource Management Plans are required to allow BlM to authorize an 
exchange in areas previously designated for retention in public ownership. Mining-related uses, as 
allowed under the General Mining law of 1872 and the Federal land Policy and Management Act, are the 
foreseeable uses of the public lands regardless of whether the land exchange is approved or not. The EIS 
analyzes the impacts of foreseeable uses at the current level of information. Four alternatives are 
considered: The Proposed Action (Preferred Agency Alternative); the Buckeye Alternative which would 
delete 800 acres of selected lands from the exchange; the Copper Butte Alternative which would remove 
1,815 acres from the exchange; and the No Action Alternative. Effects of the Proposed Action include: 
acquisition of riparian, desert tortoise, and southwestern willow flycatcher habitat; transfer of private 
in holdings in wilderness and in Areas of Critical Environmental Concern to federal ownership; improved 
manageability; and the removal of BlM administrative responsibilities to oversee mining activities. The 
Buckeye and Copper Butte alternatives would have similar impacts with certain selected lands remaining 
under BlM administration and portions of offered lands excluded from the exchange to equalize values. 
Impacts of the No Action Alternative include continued or increased BlM involvement in overseeing 
mining; loss of opportunity to acquire high resource valued lands; and loss of ability to improve 
management on "checker boarded" lands in Mohave County. 

Manager Responsible for Preparing this EIS and for Approving the land Exchange: 
Jesse Juen, Tucson Field Office 

Official Responsible for Authorizing the Proposed Plan Amendment: 
Gary Bauer, Acting Arizona State Director 

FEIS Comments Must be Postmarked By: July 25, 1999 

Agency Contact: 
Submit Comments to: 

Shela McFarlin, Project Manager 
Native American Minerals/Arizona land Exchange Teams 
Arizona State Office 
Bureau of land Management 
222 North Central Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 
(602) 417-9568 
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SUMMARY 

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) documents the analysis of the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment between ASARCO Incorporated (Asarco) 
and the U.S.D.1. Bureau of Land Management (BLM). This DEIS has been prepared in compliance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) guidelines set by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), 
and the BLM NEPA Handbook (BLM 1988). The first five chapters of this document describe the purpose 
of and need for action; the Proposed Action and alternatives, including BLM's Preferred Alternative; the 
affected environment; environmental consequences, cumulative impacts, irreversible and irretrievable 
commitments of resources, unavoidable adverse impacts; and consultation and coordination undertaken for 

is a Cha 6 lists ns mari this ~ 

The Proposed Action consists of two connected actions: a plan amendment and a land exchange. Through 
the exchange, Asarco seeks to acquire approximately 10,976 acres of public lands and mineral estate lands 
(the selected lands), the vast majority of which are adjacent to its existing Ray Mine in Pinal County, Arizona. 
These lands are administered by the BLM Tucson Field Office. The selected lands include three isolated 
tracts of less than one acre each and 30 larger parcels ranging in size from approximately 2 acres to 2,001 
acres. A plan amendment to the Phoenix and Safford Resource Management Plans (RMPs) is required as 
the selected lands have not been designated for disposal through previous BLM planning processes. 

In exchange, Asarco is offering two separate parcels and three parcel groups (the offered lands, 18 parcels 
in all) that it owns, totaling approximately 7,300 acres. These private parcels are located in Pinal and 
Mohave County and include the following: 1) the Gila River Parcel at Cochran is located in Pinal County 
and contains a segment of the Gila River Riparian Management Area (GRRMA) and is within the Middle Gila 
Cultural Resource Management Area (MGCRMA); 2) the Sacramento Valley Parcel abuts the Warm Springs 
Wilderness in Mohave County; 3) the Knisely Ranch parcel group lies within the Mount Tipton Wilderness 
in Mohave County, 4) the Tomlin Parcel group lies adjacent to the Big Sandy River, located within the Big 
Sandy Herd ManagementArea; and 5) the McCracken Mountains Parcel group occurs within the McCracken 
Desert Tortoise Habitat Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC). 

PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 

In proposing the Ray Land Exchange, Asarco seeks to consolidate its land holdings within and adjacent to 
areas of ongoing mineral development at the Ray Mine. Asarco intends to use a portion of the selected 
lands to support and expand current and future mining-related operations, with the remainder used for site 
security and environmental buffers. In exchange, the BLM Tucson and Kingman Field Offices would acquire 
lands containing important natural resources and other values and move toward achieving its land tenure 
adjustment objectives, as stated in the Phoenix and Kingman Resource Area Resource Management Plans 
(RMPs). The offered lands are located within special management areas identified by the appropriate RMPs. 
Criteria for lands to be acquired within special management areas include: lands with riparian habitat; lands 
within watersheds of important riparian areas; lands with high value wildlife habitat; lands for administrative 
sites, developed recreation sites, or that provide access to public lands; lands with significant cultUral and 
paleontological properties; and in holdings within special management areas. Collectively, the offered lands 
meet several of these acquisition criteria. 

The Proposed Action is not consistent with the Phoenix and Safford RMPs in that these plans do not identify 
all the selected lands for disposal by exchange. Therefore a plan amendment to change the land tenure 
decision for both RMPs is also considered in this EIS. Criteria for disposal include lands that are difficult or 
uneconomic to manage, lands no longer needed for the original purpose for which they were acquired, 
and/or lands that will serve an important public purpose. 
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The BLM is authorized to complete land exchanges under Section 206 of the Federal Land Policy 
Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976, as amended by the Federal Land Exchange Facilitation Act (FLEFA) 
of 1988, after considering whether the exchange will: 1) provide the opportunity to achieve better 
management of federal lands; 2) meet the needs of state and local residents and their economies; and, 3) 
secure important objectives, including but not limited to, protection of fish and wildlife habitats, cultural 
resources, watersheds, and wilderness and aesthetic values [43 CFR §2200.0-6{b)]. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

Four alternatives are analyzed in this document: the Proposed Action, the Buckeye Alternative, the Copper 
Butte Alternative, and the No Action Alternative. The Buckeye Alternative was developed to address the 
public's concern for public lands adjacent to Walnut Creek, while the Copper Butte Alternative further 
minimizes the amount of land to be exchanged around the Copper Butte deposit. All of the alternatives, 
including the No Action, have actions in common; that is, activities that are likely to occur regardless of which 
alternative is selected. These actions common to all alternatives are called the foreseeable uses and involve 
mining-related uses of the selected lands. Other alternatives which were considered but eliminated from 
detailed consideration in the EIS, are presented in Chapter 2. 

Proposed Action Alternative (Agency Preferred Alternative) 

The Proposed Action consists of a land exchange between Asarco and the BLM and a corresponding plan 
amendment for the Phoenix and Safford District RMPs. This alternative would result in the largest area of 
land exchanged of all the action alternatives. Completion of the exchange would result in Asarco acquiring 
31 selected parcels (approximately 10,976 acres) most of which are near its Ray Mine. In exchange, BLM 
would acquire two individual offered lands parcels and three parcel groups (approximately 7,300 acres) 
located within or adjacent to three special management areas and two wilderness areas in Pinal and Mohave 
Counties. 

Buckeye Alternative 

This alternative involves reducing the total acreage of the selected lands from approximately 10,976 acres 
to approximately 10,176 acres by excluding 800 acres of Parcel CB-1 in Sections 25 and 26 ofT3S, R12E. 
The purpose of this alternative is to eliminate from the exchange the Buckeye Long-Range prospect as this 
is an area with high resource values and future mining potential. The offered lands would include all parcels 
in the Proposed Action except Section 9 of the McCracken Mountains Parcels for a total offered lands 
package of approximately 6,659 acres. 

Copper Butte Alternative 

This alternative involves the smallest area of land exchange of all the action alternatives. It would reduce 
the total acreage of the selected lands from approximately 10,976 acres to approximately 9,161 acres by 
excluding Parcels CB-1, 08-2 and portions of CB-3. The purpose of this alternative is to eliminate from the 
exchange the Long-Rang~Prospect, and the I ntermittent and Transition foreseeable use areas that are not 
immediately adjacent to the Copper Butte deposit. The offered lands would include all parcels in the 
Proposed Action except Sections 3, 9 and 19 of the McCracken Mountains Parcels for a total offered lands 
package of approximately 5,601 acres. 

No Action Alternative 

Under this alternative, no lands would be eXChanged. The selected lands and federal minerals would remain 
publicly owned and administered by the BLM according to the multiple use management directives in FLPMA 
and the RMPs, as amended. The RMP would not be amended at this time to allow for an exchange 
proposal. The offered lands would remain under private ownership and subject to development. 
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Summary 

Actions Common to All Alternatives 

The foreseeable uses of the selected lands are mining-related uses and are expected to occur under all 
alternatives. Mining could occur on private, patented lands under a land exchange, on public lands subject 
to BLM's 43 CFR 3809 regulations, or through patenting under the Mining Law of 1872. 

Descriptions of the foreseeable uses are based on conceptual plans provided by Asarco, which broadly 
outline three general types of facilities and activities that are likely to occur on the selected lands. 
Foreseeable uses involve: Production Operations and Support Areas for stockpiles, haul roads, and other 
facilities related to production and processing using solution extraction/electrowinning (SX/EW) techniques; 
Transition Areas for access roads, safety buffers, and pollution prevention stormwaterfacilities maintenance; 
and Intermittent Use Areas for spatial buffers, site access, and environmental monitoring facilities. 

SCOPING 

The preparation ofthe Ray Land Exchange began in 1994 with a proposal from Asarco to acquire BLM lands 
adjacent to the Ray Mine. A Notice of Intent (NOI) was published in the Federal Register on December 19, 
1994 and a scoping period was conducted from December 1994 to February 1995 with meetings in Kearny 
and Mesa, Arizona on January 30 and 31, 1995, respectively. However, an offered lands package was not 
completed in time for scoping. In the following two years, Asarco acquired the offered lands and expanded 
the selected lands and scoping was reinitiated in the summer of 1997, with publishing a NOI in the Federal 
Register on June 20,1997. A Notice of Exchange Proposal (NOEP) was published in the Federal Register 
on June 20, 1997 and in local newspapers in Gila, La Paz, Pinal and Mohave Counties. The NOEP 
announced the proposal for exchange of approximately 10,976 acres of selected lands for approximately 
8,9941 acres of offered lands, provided legal descriptions for the selected and offered lands, and stated that 
the selected lands identified in the exchange have been segregated from appropriation for a period of five 
years under the public land laws. 

During the Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment scoping period, three open house meetings were held in 
Kearny, Mesa and Kingman on July 21,22 and 23,1997. Open house meetings were advertised through 
publication of the NOI in the Federal Register, legal notices in local papers, and the informational mailer sent 
to over 1,000 interested parties. Fliers written in Spanish and English with scoping open house information 
were posted throughout the towns of Kearny, Winkelman, and Hayden. Open house participants were 
provided with a fact sheet and comment form. A total of 190 individuals attended the five open house 
meetings, each of which lasted four hours. 

A list of 46 issues were compiled from written and verbal comments received during and after formal 
scoping. Thirteen issues and comments were determined to be beyond the scope of the EIS and/or were 
eliminated from further consideration. The remaining 31 issues and comments, organized for both the 
selected and offered lands under the major topic headings of Biological Resources, Physical Resources, 
Mineral Resources, Land Use, Cultural Resources, Socioeconomic Resources, and Hazardous Materials, 
were carried forth for analysis. These issues are discussed further in Section 1.8 of Chapter 1. 

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Table 2-7 in Chapter 2 of this document summarizes the potential environmental impacts of the Proposed 
Action, the Buckeye, Copper Butte and No Action alternatives. Detailed descriptions of impacts of both the 
proposed exchange and the foreseeable uses are provided in Chapter 4; also described are cumulative 
effects; irretrievable and irreversible commitments of resources; and unavoidable adverse impacts of the 
Proposed Action, Buckeye and Copper Butte alternatives. Unavoidable adverse impacts include: 1) impacts 

1 Due to the results ofthe appraisals, the Proposed Action no longer includes a1l8, 994 acres of offered lands. The offered lands 
for the Proposed Action have been reduced to 7,300 acres and are discussed in more detail in Chapters 1 and 2. 
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to archaeological sites from transfer out of public ownership and; 2) loss of approximately 8,196 acres of 
public land within seven BLM grazing allotments and corresponding reduction in grazing receipts and 
approximately 918 Animal Unit Months (AUMs). 
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CHAPTER 1 

PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) describes the potential environmental impacts of the 
proposed Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment. This Proposed Action consists of two connected actions: 
1) a land exchange between ASARCO, Inc. (Asarco) and the U.S.D.1. Bureau of Land Management (BLM), 
and 2) corresponding amendments to BLM's Phoenix Resource Management Plan (Phoenix RMP) and the 
Safford District Resource Management Plan, as amended (Safford District RMP), which are needed to allow 
BLM to consider disposing of the lands Asarco wants to acquire through exchange. Since authorization of 
the land exchange and the plan amendment constitute two connected federal actions that are both subject 
to compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other federal laws, executive orders, 
and policies, the BLM is preparing one EIS for both actions (40 CFR 1508.25). 

Asarco has proposed to acquire approximately 10,9762 acres of public lands and federally owned mineral 
estate located near its Ray open-pit copper mine and other operations in south-central Arizona. The parcels 
that Asarco has identified for acquisition are termed the "selected lands." All of the selected lands are 
currently administered by the Tucson Field Office of the Arizona BLM.3 A portion of the selected lands 
(8, 196 acres) are full estate, meaning that the public owns and BLM administers both the surface and the 
subsurface mineral estates associated with these parcels. Both estates would be traded in the proposed land 
exchange. The remainder of the selected lands (2,780 acres) are split-estate lands, meaning that Asarco 
already owns, or is in the process of purchasing, the surface estate, and the BLM administers the mineral 
estate. Only the mineral estate ofthese 2,780 acres would be traded in the proposed land exchange. 

In exchange for these federal holdings, Asarco is offering to the BLM approximately 7,300 acres of private 
land that it owns within the state of Arizona. These parcels are termed the "offered lands." They are located 
in Pinal and Mohave Counties, and fall within the boundaries of BLM's Tucson and Kingman Field Offices. 
The offered lands possess resource qualities considered to be of significant value to the public and have 
been identified for acquisition by the BLM in the Phoenix and Kingman Resource Area RMPs, as amended 
(BLM 1988, 1985, 1992, 1996d). For purposes of this environmental analysis, the offered lands have been 
clustered into five units (see Chapter 2 for the configuration of these units). 

Asarco is one of the state's largest producers of nonferrous metals, principally copper. In Arizona, Asarco 
operates three open-pit copper mines, one in-situ mine, two solution extraction/electrowinning (SXJEW) 
plants, four mills, and one smelter. The Ray Mine, located near the community of Kearny in south~central 
Arizona, has been in operation for more than 85 years, of which the last 11 years have been under Asarco 
ownership. The mine and associated SXJEW plant produce approximately 40,000 tons of copper cathodes 
each year (Asarco 1996). 

This FEIS has been prepared in compliance with procedures established under NEPA4
, Council on 

Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR §1500-1508) and BLM guidelines contained within the 

2 The acreage figure for selected lands used throughout this document is approximate, but correct in magnitude, and is sufficiently 
accurate to be used pending cadastral surveyor other BlM-approved methods to quantify acreage. 

3 Arizona BLM recently reorganized the boundaries ofits administrative units and changed the name of those units from "Districts" 
to "Field Offices." Before reorganization, the selected lands were within the administrative boundaries ofthe Phoenix District and managed 
under the guidance of two documents, the Phoenix RMP and Safford District RMP. Now the selected lands are within the administrative 
boundaries of the Tucson Field Office; however, management guidance for these lands is still provided by these two RMPs. 

4 42 USC § 4321, et seq., as amended. 
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BLM NEPA Handbook (H-1790-1, 1988). Implementation of the proposed land exchange/plan amendment 
is subject to the BLM's Record of Decision (ROD) on the Final EIS and completion of associated land 
appraisals, surveys, and realty transactions. 

1.2 PROJECT HISTORY AND BACKGROUND 

In 1994, Asarco proposed to consolidate its holdings in the Ray Mine Complex and Casa Grande area 
through a land exchange with the BLM, who began processing the exchange under a Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA). Through the proposed exchange, Asarco would acquire 6,549 acres of public lands or 
federal minerals (the selected lands) within and adjacent to its existing Ray Mine and Santa Cruz In-Situ 
Project in exchange for other lands (the offered lands) in Arizona owned by Asarco. The BLM determined 
that prior to making a decision about the land exchange the agency would have to prepare a plan 
amendment because the exchange proposal was not in conformance with existing planning decisions. The 
proposed plan amendment would be conducted at an Environmental Assessment (EA) level that would 
analyze the potential environmental impacts of changing the land tenure decision from retention to disposal 
by exchange of the selected lands. The proposed Ray Land Exchange would be analyzed concurrently but 
separately in an EIS. In December 1994, a Notice of Intent (NOI) was published in the Federal Register and 
public scoping was conducted through February 1995 for the Ray Land Exchange EIS. At the completion 
of scoping, Asarco still did not have an offered lands package due to offered land contracts collapsing. The 
decision was made to rescope the exchange once the offered lands became known but to continue baseline 
studies for the selected lands. 

Shortly following scoping for the land exchange, a NOI was published in the Federal Register in March 1995, 
and scoping was conducted for the Proposed White Canyon Plan Amendment and Environmental 
Assessment for the Phoenix and Safford District Resource Management Plans (BLM 1996a). The proposed 
Plan Amendment had two purposes: 1) to consider changing the land tenure classification from retention to 
disposal by exchange of the selected lands identified in the Ray Land Exchange and; 2) to change the 
designation and management of the White Canyon Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC). In 
February 1996, a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was issued on the EA for the Plan Amendment 
(BLM 1998c). Three protests were filed in March 1996. Before the protests were resolved, however, Asarco 
requested an expanded exchange and the protest issues became moot. The BLM decided: 1} to partially 
adopt portions of the Plan Amendment, specifically those dealing with the ACEC decision, and 2} the 
decisions regarding land tenure would not be approved at that time since the exchange had been expanded 
considerably. 

In response to Asarco's request of additional selected lands and the need for a larger plan amendment, the 
BLM determined that the EIS should consider both the land exchange and a plan amendment in one 
document. The EIS was renamed the Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment Environmental Impact 
Statement. 

The land exchange pack~ge, finalized in 1997, includes all the lands from the original Ray Land Exchange 
package plus nine new ~elected land parcels and a plan amendment. BLM reinitiated the scoping process 
in June 1997 because adding new selected and offered lands and combining a plan amendment was a 
significant change from the original Proposed Action. Public scoping efforts for the Ray Land Exchange/Plan 
Amendment are summarized in Section 1.8 of this chapter and are described in detail in Chapter 5. 

1.3 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 

The purpose of the proposed Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment is to exchange ownership of federal 
lands for private lands. Asarco proposed the Ray Land Exchange with the BLM in order to acquire public 
lands adjacent to its Ray Complex (Ray Mine and associated facilities) and the Santa Cruz In-Situ Copper 
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Mining Research Project.s In exchange, Asarco is offering to the BlM private lands containing important 
natural resource and other values. By acquiring the selected lands, Asarco seeks to consolidate its land 
holdings within and near areas of ongoing mineral development and to use the selected lands to support and 
expand current and future mining-related operations. Through the exchange, BlM has an opportunity to 
achieve several public lands management objectives: 1) improve resource management efficiency by 
disposing of heavily encumbered, isolated and difficult to manage public lands; 2) acquire lands that will 
consolidate ownership patterns within wilderness and special management areas; and 3) acquire lands with 
fewer encumbrances and higher resource values. 

The proposal is not consistent with the current land tenure objectives provided in the Phoenix and Safford 
District RMPs. According to these documents, lands within Resource Conservation Areas (RCAs) and long
Term Management Areas (l TMAs), including the selected lands, are to be retained in federal ownership. 
Further, these RNiPs direct the BlM to seek to expand its ownership within these resource areas by acquiring 
private and State Trust lands (surface and subsurface) through an active exchange program. Due to a 1988 
court decision, the State of Arizona has not been able to complete land exchanges with the BlM, nor will the 
State be able to complete any land exchanges with the BlM within the foreseeable future (Arizona Supreme 
Court and Deer Valley Unified School District v Superior Court, 1988). Further, Asarco is looking to expand 
its mining operations within the area which would require BlM to administer, on a long-term basis, lands that 
are encumbered by mining activities. 

Approximately 9,906 acres of the selected lands are part ofthe White Canyon RCA, which is managed under 
the Phoenix RMP, and approximately 433 acres are part of a former Safford District l TMA, which is 
managed under the Safford District RMP (Table 1-1). As stipulated by the RMPs, these selected lands, 
totaling approximately 10,339 acres, or about 94.2 percent of all the public lands desired by Asarco, are to 
be retained in public ownership. 

Table 1-1. Selected lands Acreage to Which a Plan Amendment to the Phoenix and Safford District 
RMPs Would Apply 

Selected Lands Already Lands Requiring 
RMP Selected Lands (ac) Identified for Disposal (ac) Plan Amendment (ac) 

Phoenix 10,543 637 9.906 

Safford District 433 0 433 

TOTAL 10,976 637 10,339 

The purpose of the proposed plan amendment is to change the land tenure classifications in the Phoenix and 
Safford District RMP's so that the BlM may consider the proposed Ray Land Exchange. This objective 
would be accomplished by 1) changing the land tenure decision from retention to disposal by exchange for 
those public lands within the White Canyon RCA that were selected for the proposed exchange, and 2) 
changing the land tenure decision from retention to disposal by exchange for the similarly selected public 
lands within the former Safford District l TMA . 

The proposed land tenure decision adjustments would apply to both full estate and split (subsurface mineral) 
estate parcels. Table 1-2, 01'1 the pfCcecliflg page, summarizes the acreage of full and mineral estate 
selected lands managed under the Phoenix and Safford District RMPs. 

5 The Santa Cruz In-Situ Copper Mining Research Project is located west of Casa Grande, Arizona, on lands owned by Asarco 
Santa Cruz Inc., Asarco, and Freeport-McMoRan Inc., doing business as the Santa Cruz Joint Venture (SCJV). 
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Table 1-2. Acreage of Full Estate and Mineral Estate Selected Lands Managed under the Phoenix 
and Safford District RMPs 

RMP 

Phoenix 

Safford District 

TOTAL 

Full Estate (ae) 

7,841 

355 

8,196 

1.4 DECISION TO BE MADE 

Mineral Estate (ae) 

2,702 

78 

2,780 

Total 

10,543 

433 

10,976 

This EIS will analyze the environmental impacts of both the proposed Ray Land Exchange, including 
foreseeable uses of the selected and offered lands, and the proposed plan amendment for the Phoenix and 
Safford District RMPs. During preparation of the EIS, the BLM considered three types of actions (connected, 
cumulative, and similar); three types of impacts (direct, indirect, and cumulative); and three types of 
alternatives (no action, Proposed Action, and other reasonable action alternatives) when determining the 
scope of the EIS. The analysis and disclosure of impacts in the EIS will be the basis for the following federal 
decisions, which will be rendered in a Record of Decision issued by the Arizona State Office of the BLM. 

1. BLM must decide whether or not to approve the plan amendment for the Phoenix and Safford 
District RMPs. 

2. If the plan amendment is approved, BLM must decide whether or not to approve the land exchange 
proposed by Asarco, or an exchange alternative which is consistent with the approved plan 
amendment. 

1.5 PROJECT LOCATION AND PLAN AMENDMENT AREA DESCRIPTION 

The selected lands consist of 31 parcels of public lands located in Pinal and Gila Counties in south-central 
Arizona. Twenty-eight of the parcels occur in the Middle Gila River Basin between Mineral Creek to the 
north, the White Canyon Wilderness to the northwest, and the San Pedro River to the southeast. These 28 
parcels are clustered in three areas (the Ray Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye. and Chilito/Hayden) near 
Asarco's Ray Mine and the communities of Ray. Kearny, Hayden, and Winkelman, Arizona (Figure 1-1). 
The remaining 3 parcels are located about 50 miles west of the Ray Complex, near the community of Casa 
Grande in Pinal County (Figure 1-1). 

The offered lands consis~ of 18 parcels owned by Asarco which are located in Pinal and Mohave Counties, 
also in Arizona (Figure 1.::2). These parcels, which are treated throughout this document as five units (two 
single parcels and three, parcel groups), include parcels along the Gila and Big Sandy Rivers, the Black 
Mountains, and Cerbat Mountains. 
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1.6 RELEVANT BlM RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLANS AND APPLICABLE 
lAWS AND REGULATIONS 

Table 1-3 summarizes the principal laws and regulations with which the BLM must comply in order to 
authorize the proposed land exchange/plan amendment. 

Table 1-3. Principal Laws and Regulations Relating to the Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment (see 
Appendix E for a detailed description) 

Law/Regulation 

American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) 
42 USC § §1996 

Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) 
16 USC § §470 

Clean Air Act (CAA) 
42 USC § §7401 et seq. 

Clean Water Act (CWA) 
33 USC §1251 et seq. 

Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
16 USC § §1531 et seq., as amended 

Federal Land Exchange Facilitation Act of 1988 
(FLEFA) 
43 USC §1716, §1740 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) 
43 USC §1701 

Mining and Mineral Policy Act of 1970 

Mining Law of 1872, as amended 

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation 
Act (NAGPRA) 25 USC § §3001, et seq. 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
42 USC § §4321 et seq., as amended 

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) 

National Materials and Minerals Policy Research and 
Development Act of 1980 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 
1986, as amended 

Superfund Amendment and Reauthorization Act of 
1926 (SARA), as amended 

Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) 
42 USC § 300f et seq. 

Wild & Scenic Rivers Act (WSRA) 
16 USC § §1271 et seq. 

Wilderness Act (WA) 
16 USC §1131 et seq. 

Bureau of Land Management 

Applies to 

Native American religious places and access 

archaeological resources 

air quality 

surface water quality 

threatened & endangered species 

federal land exchanges 

federal lands, special management areas 

mining 

mining claims 

treatment of human remains and associated cultural 
items 

federal undertakings 

archaeological and historic properties 

mineral resources 

hazardous or solid waste 

identifies and manages superfund sites 

drinking water quality 

wild & scenic rivers 

wilderness 
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Table 1-3, continued. Principal Laws and Regulations Relating to the Ray Land Exchange/Plan 
Amendment (see Appendix E for a detailed description) 

Law/Regulation 

Secretary of the Interior Order 3175 

Executive Order 11593 

Executive Order 11988 

Executive Order 11990 

Executive Order 12898 

Executive Order 13007 

Applies to 

Indian trust assets 

preservation of cultural environment 

floodplain management 

wetlands, riparian zones 

environmental justice 

sacred sites 

1.6.1 Conformance with Relevant Resource Management Plans 

The relevant BLM RMPs for the lands involved in the proposed Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment are 
the Phoenix RMP (BLM 1988), Safford District RMP (BLM 1991, 1994b),and Kingman Resource Area RMP 
(BLM 1993). Approximately 10,543 acres (96%) of the selected lands are managed according to the Phoenix 
RMP, which identifies only 637 of these acres for disposal by exchange (Table 1-1). About 433 acres (4.0%) 
of the selected lands are managed according to the Safford District RMP, which identifies none of these 
acres for disposal by exchange. Consequently, of the total 1 0,976 acres Asarco would like to acquire, 10,339 
acres have not been approved for disposal by exchange. A plan amendment for both RMPs is therefore 
needed to implement the Proposed Action. 

If acquired by the BLM, the offered lands would be administered under guidance provided in the Phoenix 
and Kingman Resource Area RMPs. All of the offered lands have been identified as desirable for acquisition 
in one of these two documents. No other RMPs are applicable to the lands involved in the proposed land 
exchange/plan amendment. 

1.6.2 Plan Amendment Authority 

According to the BLM planning regulations contained in 43 CFR §1600, an amendment to an RMP is used 
to consider a proposal or action that is not in conformance with the plan, but warrants further consideration 
before the plan is revised. The regulations prescribe the process that must be followed and the format that 
must be used in developing a plan amendment (43 CFR §1610.5-5). Since this plan amendment has been 
combined with the exchange EIS, it is considered a Category 2 Plan Amendment and appropriate 
requirements are being followed. 

, 

1.6.3 Land Exchange Authority 

The BLM is authorized to complete land exchanges under Section 206 of the Federal Land Policy 
Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA),6 as amended by the Federal Land Exchange Facilitation Act of 1988 
(FLEFA)/ but only after a determination is made that the public interest will be served by the exchange. 
Exchange is the preferred method of public land disposal (SLM 1991); however, the BLM is not obligated 
to process every exchange proposal it receives. Land exchanges are considered discretionary and voluntary 
actions (43 CFR §2200.0-6). Objectives and criteria for federal land ownership adjustments are provided 

6 43 USC §1701. 1716. 

7 43 USC §2201. 
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in general by Section 203 of FlPMA, and specifically in the Phoenix RMP. Table 1-4 summarizes these 
objectives and criteria for disposing of and acquiring public lands. 

Table 1-4. BlM Objectives and Criteria for Public Land Disposal and Acquisition 

DISPOSAL 

Objectives 

Improve resource 
management efficiency 
and service to the public 
by disposing of isolated 
tracts of public land 

Acquire lands with 
higher resource values 
that meet BLM 
management objectives 

Dispose of suitable 
parcels of public land to 
facilitate county and city 
needs for public 
purposes (parks, 
landfills, etc.) 

Criteria 

Lands that are difficult 
or uneconomical to 
manage and not suitable 
for management by 
another agency 

Lands no longer needed 
for the original purpose 
for which they were 
acquired 

Lands that will serve an 
important public 
purpose 

Source: Phoenix RMP (BLM 1988) 

1.6.3.1 Determination of Public Interest 

ACQUISITION 

Objectives 

Acquire lands with high 
public values that 
complement existing 
management programs 
within speCial 
management areas 

Consolidate ownership 
pattern within special 
management areas to 
improve management 
efficiency 

Criteria 

Lands containing riparian 
habitat or within 
watersheds of important 
riparian areas 

Lands with high value 
wildlife habitat, including 
threatened and 
endangered species 
habitat and major 
migration corridors 

Lands for administrative 
sites Of developed 
recreational sites 

Lands providing access to 
public lands 

Lands containing 
significant cultural and 
paleontological properties 

When considering the public interest, the authorized BlM officer shall give full consideration to 1) the 
opportunity to achieve beUer management of federal lands; 2) meeting the needs of state and local residents 
and their economies; and 3) securing important objectives, including, but not limited to, protection of fish and 
wildlife habitats, cultural resources, watersheds, and wilderness and aesthetic values [43 CFR §2200.0-6(b)]. 
The Secretary of the I nterior must consider improved federal land management, the needs of state and local 
people, and a host of values and uses associated with the lands proposed for exchange. These values and 
uses include but are not limited to " ... protection of fish and wildlife habitats, cultural resources, watershed, 
wilderness and aesthetic values; enhancement of recreational opportunities and public access; consolidation 
of lands and/or interests in lands, efficient management and development; accommodation of land use 
authorizations; promotion of multiple-use values; and fulfillment of public needs" (43 CFR §2200.0-6). 

1.6.3.2 Resource Values 

As required by Section 206(a) of FlPMA, the Secretary must also find that the values of, and the 
management objectives served by, the lands being acquired (the offered lands) are greater than or at least 
equal to the values of and management objectives served by the lands being disposed of (the selected 
lands). It can be said that, in" part, the public interest is served if the values of the resources being 
exchanged are comparable or in the public's favor. 

Bureau of Land Management 1-9 
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1.6.3.3 Monetary Values of the Selected and Offered Lands 

Equalization of Monetary Values. The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976, as 
amended by the Federal Land Exchange Facilitation Act (FLEFA) and the pertinent regulations at 43 CFR 
2200 require that the lands being exchanged be of equal value, meaning that the monetary value of the 
offered and selected lands must be equal. Any difference in monetary values, up to 25 percent of the value 
of the public lands leaving federal ownership (selected lands), must be equalized through a cash payment, 
except as provided for by 43 CFR 2201.1-1, 2201.5, and 2201.6, by the exchange. This ensures that the 
exchange is fair in terms of monetary value. 

Appraisal Process. Regulations at 43 CFR2201.3 address appraisals for land exchanges, including 
reference to the Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land Acquisition (UAS) (Department of Justice, 
1992). These standards stem from years of eminent domain legal action and provide guidance for all federal 
appraisals. Additionally, state appraisal laws implementing the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal 
Practice apply. All appraisals for the Ray Land Exchange have been completed and reviewed by 
professional, state-certified appraisers, either BLM staff appraisers or private appraisers working under 
contract for BLM. 

Most of the land involved in the exchange was appraised using the sales comparison approach. This is the 
most common and defensible method to appraise land. It derives an indication of value from a methodical 
comparison between the land being appraised and several recent sales of similar land. Land is deemed 
similar if it is of the same highest and best use, that is, it enjoys the same probable, physical, legal, and 
financially productive use. 

The mineral potential of the exchange lands was also considered in the appraisals. Those lands with known 
and quantifiable mineral resources were appraised using the income approach. This method looks to the 
income producing potential of the land (mineral deposit) and estimates the income and expense 
requirements of a typical extraction scenario for those deposits. The net income is then converted to a lump 
sum present value using a rate of return derived from the sales of other income producing mineral deposits 
and/or the anticipated rate-of-return of other mineral based investments. 

1.6.3.4 Patent Application Process 

BLM is currently processing a patent application, filed by Asarco in December of 1990, for approximately 
387 acres of the selected lands in the Copper Butte Area. The patent application is considered ~liIm 
a first half final certificateS and is pending issuance of the second half final certificate. The Secretary of the 
Interior is the authorizing official, who can authorize anywhere from 0 acres to 387 acres to be patented. 
Currently, ~~.there is a moratorium issued by the Secretary of the Interior formJl~ 
.~~lr_ll~~mi~'" first halffinal certificates filed before September 30, 1994 
for all federal lands. Should the patent be authorized before the completion of the ROD for the EIS, these 
acres would be eliminated from the exchange. 

t"~·.w 

1.6.4 NEPA Anal~.$is and Other Environmental Regulatory Requirements 

Federal regulations require that all land exchanges [43 CFR §2200.0-6(h)] and all Category 2 proposed plan 
amendments to RMPs (43 CFR §1610) be analyzed in accordance with NEPA and CEQ regulations 
contained in 40 CFR §1500-150B. In the case of Category 2 plan amendments, BLM must comply with 
NEPA by preparing an EIS (43 CFR §1610). 

Under the umbrella of NEPA requirements, BLM must also coordinate with other federal, state, and local 
agencies whose responsibilities may include some aspects of the Proposed Action. In addition, if Asarco 
proceeds with its intention to develop the selected lands for mining and/or mining-related uses, Asarco would 

a Issuance of a first half certificate confirfl'ls eettlitaBle title as 'vested il'l the a]:l]:llieal'lt stlBject to eOl'lfirfl'latiol'l of a dt8eo~et). It 
eeRtHeS the a]:l]:llieal'lt has fl'Iet 811 ]:ls]:lel"werl( reettlired, eliminates the need for annual filings and segregates the lands from public and mineral 
entry. alld estaBlishes the date '"hieh the diseever')' fl'Itlst Be defl'lel'lstrated. 
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have to comply with federal and state laws and regulations governing such activities before beginning 
development. Compliance would be necessary under any land ownership scenario. A list of applicable 
legislation and the agencies responsible for implementing the legislation relating to mining on public lands 
and private lands is provided in Tables 1-3 and 1-5. Three major environmental programs that regulate 
potential impacts of mining activities are the Clean Water Act permitting programs, the Title V Air Quality 
Permit Program of the Clean Air Act, and the Aquifer Protection Program under Arizona Revised Statutes 
(A.R.S.) Title 49. The substantive protections to natural resources provided by these programs are 
discussed in more detail in Appendix E. 

Table 1-5. Summary of Reguired Permits/Approval for Asarco to Operate the Ray Complex 

Permit or Approval Authorizing Agency 

Cultural Resource Mitigation BLM and Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 

Section 7 Consultation USFWS 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination EPA 
System (NPDES), stormwater and point source 
discharge permits 

Section 404 Permit COE 

Aquifer Protection Permit {APP)/Spili Prevention ADEQ 
and Countermeasure Control 

State 401 Certification ADEQ 

Air Quality Permits ADEQ and Pinal County Air Quality Control Division 
(PCAQCD) 

1.6.4.1 BLM Administration of the General Mining Act of 1872 

Mining on public lands is authorized under the General Mining law of 1872 (as amended) (30 USC §§ 21-
42), the Mining and Minerals Policy Act of 1970 (30 USCA § 21a), FlPMA of 1976 (as amended) (43 USCA 
§§ 1701-84), and the National Materials and Minerals Policy, Research and Development Act of 1980 (30 
USCA §§ 1601-05). The BlM's regulatory responsibilities for oversight of mining activities on federal lands 
are set forth in 43 CFR §3809, which established "procedures to prevent unnecessary and undue degradation 
of federal lands which may result from operations authorized by the mining laws." On BlM-administered 
lands, a claimant may file S MiAiAg PISA of 0J30ratioAs (MPO) 'NitA tAo BlM to develop tAeir elaims. lIB 
~_Mlningtif~~Nl_~f(~~a'~~J~fotislf~.ffi,l~<ii!!!\exceaai1iin(f:i!~!Slf-x~ :ij..,,,,Mm~M,,-_,,n. .~. ~ W~_ J;;,;i;~~ • .'." ___ '<c~"~~~'m;~"''''v.:;;.",~~ .... a""·;;l ... ", ... ~,,,,=-~ 

The BLM is responsible for federal review and authorization of the MPO, which includes environmental 
analysis under NEPA and implementing regulations (43 CFR §3809.1-6). For other specific regulatory 
programs, however, BlM defers to state and other federal regulatory agencies to ensure that the activities 
described in the MPO are in compliance with applicable environmental laws. These include, but are not 
limited to: the Clean Water Act, Federal Water Pollution Control Act, Clean Air Act, Solid Waste Disposal 
Act, and the Arizona State Aquifer Protection Program (43 CFR §3809.1-6 and §3809.2-2). These 
compliance responsibilities are summarized in Table 1-5. As part of their oversight responsibilities for mining 
on public lands, the BlM requires that federal reclamation reqUirements be addressed in the MPO and that 
adequate bonding or other financial guarantee is provided by the proponent to ensure that post-closure 
reclamation can be completed as proposed. 

As an alternative to mine development under an MPO, claim holders on public lands may submit a patent 
application to the BlM to acquire title to lands for which they hold mineral claims or may complete a land 
exchange. Upon completion of the patent or land exchange, the lands are privately owned and the owners 
can proceed with their mine plans without BlM authorization. However, they must obtain exactly the same 
federal and state environmental permits that are required for mining on public lands-those listed in Table 
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1-5. And while the BLM no longer provides federal oversight of reclamation in such circumstances, a mine 
on private lands is still subject to state reclamation requirements. 

Thus, the two major distinctions between regulatory requirements of mining activities on public versus private 
lands are: 1) NEPA analysis of an MPO by the BLM is required for public lands, and 2) federal reclamation 
requirements apply to public lands; state reclamation requirements apply to private lands. Reclamation 
requirements are discussed further in Appendix E. 

Once public lands pass into private ownership, BLM is no longer responsible for NEPA analysis or oversight 
of the mine plan. However, to implement mining on private lands, specific activities in a proponent's mine 
plan must be authorized by the federal agencies listed in Table 1-5, and some of these approvals may 
constitute federal actions also subject to NEPA analysis. In those instances, a federal agency other than the 
BLM may conduct NEPA review of the proposed mine activity subject to its jurisdiction. Therefore, it is the 
loss of BLM authority in particular, and not federal authority in general, that is the consequence of the land 
exchange. 

1.7 SUMMARY OF SeOPING ISSUES 

From 1995 through 1997, five public meetings were held for the proposed Ray Land Exchange/Plan 
Amendment EIS. These meetings were part of a process called "scoping," which is designed to gather input 
from the public, government agencies, and other interested parties to identify issues that should be 
addressed in this EIS. Table 1-6 summarizes the issues and concerns raised during public scoping and by 
the BLM Interdisciplinary (ID) team.9 A summary of the public participation plan and public scoping efforts 
conducted for this EIS, including coordination with state and federal agencies, is provided in Chapter S. 
Measures taken by the BLM to comply with Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice are also 
discussed in Chapter 5. 

1.8 ISSUES BEYOND THE SeOPE OF THIS EIS OR ELIMINATED FROM 
FURTHER CONSIDERATION 

Several scoping comments and issues that were raised were determined by the BLM ID Team to be beyond 
the scope of analysis for this EIS or were eliminated from further consideration for other reasons. Specific 
responses to these commentslissues and the reason(s) they will not be addressed in this EIS are provided 
below. The comments have been categorized into four topic areas: Land Use, Mining Issues, Indian Trust, 
and Other. The remaining scoping issues will be carried forth for analysis in Chapter 4. 

1.8.1 Land Use 

Comment/Issue. How, would completion of the Arizona and Great Western Trail through the selected lands 
be impacted? What afti the economic benefits brought by motorized vehicle recreation and the Arizona and 
Great Western Trails?i,. 

Response. Specific planning for the Arizona and Great Western Trails will be addressed by the BLM in a 
separate planning analysis to be completed sometime in the future. For this EIS, the issue that is being 
analyzed is how would completion of these two trails through the selected lands be impacted. That is, this 

,.. FEIS analyses the viability of alternative corridors through the selected lands under each of the alternatives, 
but it is not specifically designating trail segments through the selected lands or analyzing the economic 
benefits of each trail. R~.·.·" SSEB' "e'Cf:i.·;anSr':;!i'2,~aff,"efaIBres10'nse .n·;illllt~A'ri2~jr·mair~ ;;.t5Ik~/:\L",!,~;"AJii~~~filI-;',~A;..~.}:L"'""i)(;Jll."'~""i"'""" .. :,~,S!I~~~.~,-,v--a,'~i&,.\~ 

9 The 10 Team consists ofBLM resource specialists who oversee preparation of the EIS by the third party contractor. These 
individuals are identified in Chapter 6. 
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Table 1-6. Issues Raised for the Proposed Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

Resource 
Category 

Land Use 

Biological 
Resources 

Issue tracked in 
Issue(s) Sections: 

• How would access to public and private lands be impacted on the 3.2.4, 3.3.4, 4.4.3, 
selected and offered lands? 

• How would recreational opportunities-including hiking, hunting, 4.4.3 
rock hounding, and rock climbing opportunities-be impacted on 
the selected and offered lands? 

• What are the potential impacts to grazing on the selected and 3.2.4, 3.3.4, 4.4.5 
offered lands? 

• What are the potential impacts to existing mineral rights and/or 3.2.3, 3.3.3, 4.3 
potential development of mineral resources on the selected and 
offered lands? 

• How would the land exchange impact the management of public 4.4.2 
and private lands? 

• How would motorized vehicle recreation in the vicinity of Copper 4.4.3 
Buttes be impacted? 

• How would utility rights-of-way be impacted? 4.4.4 

• Does this land exchange conform to the Phoenix and Safford 1.6 
Resource Management Plans? 

• What are the potential impacts to visual quality from scenic 4.4.6 
overlooks in the Tonto National Forest and White Canyon 
Wilderness? 

• What are the cumulative impacts to public lands when disparate 4.9 
acreages are exchanged? 

• How would quality and use of the artesian well near White 4.4.3 
Canyon Wilderness be impacted? 

• How would completion of the Great Western and Arizona Trail 1.8.1, 181 
through the selected land area be impacted? What are the 
economic benefits brought by motorized vehicle recreation and 
the Arizona and Great Western Trail? 

• What are the potential impacts to the White Canyon 4.4.7 
Wilderness? What are the potential impacts from noise? What 
are the potential impacts from lights used during nighttime 
operations? 

• What special status species may occur or are known to occur 3.2.1, 3.3.1, 4.1.4, 
on the selected and offered lands? If they do occur, how will they 4.1.5 
be impacted? 

• What are the impacts to upland and riparian habitats on the 4.1.1, 4.1.2 
selected and offered lands? 

• What are the impacts to vegetation on the selected lands? 4.1.1, 4.1.2 

• How would wildlife be impacted on the selected lands? 4.1.3 

• Will offered lands riparian habitat values offset potential selected 4.1.2 
lands riparian habitat losses? 
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Table 1-6, continued. Issues Raised for the Proposed Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

Resource 
Category 

Physical 
Resources 

Cultural 
Resources 

Socioeconomic 
Resources 

Issue{s) 
Issue tracked in 
Sections: 

• Will offered lands tortoise habitat values offset potential selected 4.1.4 
lands tortoise habitat losses? 

• Will the land exchange affect bighorn sheep reintroduction in the 4.1.3 
Dripping Springs Mountains area~l~l~ 

• How would biodiversity be impacted on the selected and offered 4.1.7 
lands? 

• What are the potential impacts of the exchange to surface waters 4.2.1 
on the selected lands? 

• What are the potential impacts of the exchange to groundwater 4.2.2 
and how will groundwater be protected? 

• What are the water rights associated with the selected lands and 4.2.3 
how would these be impacted? 

• Are there existing water rights associated with the offered lands, 3.3.2, 4.2.3 
and would these be conveyed to the public in the proposed 
exchange? 

• What are the cumulative impacts to the Gila River Watershed 4.7.2.2 
from current, proposed, and likely mining operations? 

• What are the potential impacts of the exchange to air quality? 4.2.4 

• What are the potential impacts to soils on the selected lands? 4.2.5 

• What are the potential impacts to active mineral rights (i.e., 4.3.2 
mining claims, mineral leases and mineral material contracts)? 

• What are the potential impacts to archaeological resources on 
the selected and offered lands? 

4.5.1 

• What are the potential impacts to tre6itia"sl cultural properties 4.5.2 
~~itlBl"ff~ on the selected and offered 
lands? 

• What are the potential impacts of the exchange to the local tax 
b~se? 

4.6.2.3 

• What are the potential impacts of the exchange to the tax bases 4.6.2.3 
of counties in which the selected and offered lands are 
located? 

• What are the economic benefits brought by mining related 
revenues and employment in the selected lands area? 

4.6.2.1 

• What are the potential impacts of the exchange on the population 4.6.1 
and demographics (including minorities)? 

• What are the potential impacts of the exchange on the local 4.6.2 
economy (employment, income and taxes)? 
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Table 1-6, continued. Issues Raised for the Proposed Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

Resource 
Category 

Mining Issues 

Indian Trust 

Hazardous 
Materials 

Issue(s) 

• What are the potential impacts of the exchange on minority 
populations? 

• A Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) should be filed with the land 
exchange and considered as an alternative. 

Issue tracked in 
Sections: 

4.6.1, !III! 

1.8,2.3.4 

• How will mining developmen! occur on the selected lands? 1.8.2, 2.2 

• An alternative analysis for Copper Butte/Buckeye should be 1.8 
constructed to determine an alternate ore source that is less 
environmentally damaging. 

• What are the plans to monitor groundwater movement? Are 1.8 
there plans to divert stormwater (100-500 year floods) around 
tailings? 

• Why would BLM allow a large-scale mining operation west of 1.8 
Highway 177? How is this prudent to public interest when over 50 
years of are exists at the Ray Mine? 

• Does the exchange conform with the BLM's Indian trust 
responsibilities toward Native Americans? 

• Are there hazardous materials on the selected lands? 

1.8 

Comment/Issue. Would it be possible for the "Coke Ovens" to be used as offered lands for the proposed 
land exchange? 

Response. The land exchange under analysis in this EIS was proposed by Asarco, who identified the 
federal lands (selected lands) they wish to acquire and the private lands (offered lands) they are willing to 
trade to the federal government. The offered lands included in this proposed exchange are parcels within 
various special management areas that have been identified for public acquisition through statewide 
prioritization efforts by BLM. These lands remain high priority acquisition targets that meet the BLM 
acquisition objectives expressed in the appropriate RMPs. Because the Coke Ovens have not been identified 
as property that BLM would like to acquire and manage, they are not on the statewide acquisition list. 

Comment/Issue. Why doesn't the BLM acquire offered lands in the county where the selected lands are 
located? 

Response. See response to previous comment. 

1.8.2 Mining Issues 

Comment/Issue. How will mining development occur on the selected lands? 

Response. Under the proposed land exchange. mining development would be implemented on the selected 
lands after Asarco acquired title to the lands; secured the necessary environmental permits to implement 
those uses; and complied with all other federal, state, or local permitting requirements. At this time, only 
conceptual mining development plans are available through the foreseeable use plans provided by Asarco 
(SWCA 1997a). How mining development would occur (Le., facility footprints, specifications, and layouts) 
is unknown, especially for long-term mining prospects. 
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Comment/Issue. An alternate ore source for Copper Butte/Buckeye should be explored that is less 
environmentally damaging. 

Response. The current regulations applicable to the proposed project at hand, a land exchange, require 
no such analysis. If and when Asarco applies for a Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permit, they may 
be required to conduct an analysis of alternatives under the 404(b)(1) guidelines of the Act to identify the 
least environmentally damaging practicable alternative. 

Comment/Issue. What are the plans to monitor groundwater movement? Are there plans to divert 
stormwater (100- to SOD-year floods) around tailings? 

Response. There are currently no plans to monitor groundwater movement as the Proposed Action at this 
time is only for a land exchange/plan amendment. Although only conceptual plans for the foreseeable 
mining uses of the selected lands are available, CWA regulations will apply to mining development whether 
the selected lands remain under public management or become privately owned. These regulations require 
that impacts to the quantity or quality of waters of the United States be avoided, if possible, then minimized 
if avoidance is not possible. Although no specific mine plan has been developed at this time, Asarco will 
need to construct stormwater diversions around all process-related facilities such as leach pads, stockpiles, 
and tailings impoundments in order to comply with the CWA, and ground water monitoring wells may be 
required. 

Comment/Issue. Why would BLM allow a large-scale mining operation west of Highway 177? How is this 
prudent to public interest when over 50 years of ore exists at the Ray Mine? 

Response. BLM's multiple-use mandate and management responsibilities include implementing federal 
laws and regulations pertaining to public lands under their jurisdiction. These laws include the General 
Mining Law of 1872; Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976; the Mining and Mineral 
Policy Act of 1970; and the National Materials and Minerals Policy, Research, and Development Act of 
1980-all of which were enacted, either in whole or part, to encourage mineral development on public lands. 
Asarco has existing mining claims on public lands west of Highway 177 that were filed under the auspices 
of the General Mining Law. By law (and not as a matter of public interest), Asarco has the right to develop 
these claims, regardless of ore reserves it mayor may not have at other locations. 

Comment/Issue. A Mining Plan of Operations (MPO) should be filed with the land exchange and 
considered as an alternative. 

Response. Asarco has not filed a mining plan of operations (MPO}10 with BLM which meets the 
requirements of 43 CFR § 3809; therefore, this alternative does not exist and cannot be evaluated in this 
EIS. In the absence of a fully developed and engineered MPO, a foreseeable use plan was developed as 
the basis for analyzing the foreseeable mining activities. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) has 
indicated that they will likely require preparation of an EIS after the land exchange should Asarco submit a 
404 permit application to implement the foreseeable mining activities on the selected lands. At that time, 
alternative mining plarf~ might be considered as part of that EIS or other environmental analysis. .. 
1')1l!.1Ssm~~t,f:~~:,~e. ~ __ ,,~~"t:i,~\lJXV7?Z?3DiW?3W'1~ .. 

Comment/Issue. In accordance with 40 CFR 1502.14, the EIS should "present the environmental impacts 
of the proposal and the alternatives in comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues and providing a 
clear basis for choice among options by the decision maker and the public. We [Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA)], therefore, urges BLM to include the following information in the EIS: 

to Geochemistry Report. The EIS should include waste rock characterization, acid-base accounting 
(and follow-up kinetic test results, if necessary), modeling of pit lake chemistry and geochemical 
characterization, including leach tests of the following: 1) barren waste rock (no copper- but may 
have sulfide and/or toxic leachable constituents); 2) run of mine ore (ROM) which is low grade ore, 

10 Asarco operates the Ray Mine under an existing MPO and proposed modifications in 1993 and 1994. 
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both oxide and sulfide, that they plan to leach without any crushing or prep (but they may add acid); 
3) oxide ore, most of which will be crushed and agglomerated (what percentage?); and 4) tailings. 
The characterization of the interstitial fluids in the tailings should also be provided along with any 
Aquifer Protection Program (APP) data or Clean Water Act violation-related data with regard to the 
existing tailings facilities. 

Groundwater Modeling Report. The EIS should provide the hydrogeologic parameters and character 
of fracture permeability in the affected area; groundwater modeling for baseline conditions, future 
conditions, and ultimate equilibrium conditions; include cone of depression, transport and fate of 
leachate from "waste rock" (leachable or potentially leachable material) deposition areas under Best 
Available Demonstrated Control Technology (BADCT) conditions; prediction of pit lakes at Ray and 
Copper Butte; affects of groundwater flow direction near the Ray pit on groundwater supply to the 
Gila River. 

APP studies and application. The EIS should describe facilities that would be lined, to what extent, 
and what general liner thickness and construction procedures would most likely be followed. 

Projections of Ray and Copper Butte area needs over mine life. The EIS should provide estimations 
of tonnage as well as acreage needed for deposition areas in order to comply with the Clean Water 
Act Section 404. Alternatives to place mined material in Mineral Creek and how much material they 
expected to have over the mine life and what acreage should be included in the EIS. Specifically, 
what alternatives exist for keeping fill out of Mineral Creek and preventing the mine material on the 
slopes of Mineral Creek from leaching into the creek. An estimated material tonnage and the 
acreage needed to accommodated in conjunction with complying with the Clean Water Act Section 
404 should also be included. 

.. Description of deposition areas and other areas needs. The EIS should discuss areas already owned 
by Asarco that could be alternatives to selected lands for deposition and other operations. Provide 
clear definitions of "waste rock deposition areas" along with a discussion of whether areas can be 
assigned for different kinds of rock (e.g., leachable sulfidic waste rock, non-leachable sulfidic waste 
rock, non-leachable oxide waste rock, potentially leachable ROM, oxide ore to be leached, etc.) and 
whether this would make a difference in the potential impacts to surface water and groundwater. 

Discussion of waters of the U.S. and Clean Water Act Section 404 process. The EIS should include 
the delineation of waters of the U.S. at the time of Section 404 permitting including definitions of 
ordinary high water, wetland boundary, and the lateral extent of waters. The EIS should include 
information on maximal areas of waters of the U.S. that Asarco could need in the future, including 
a discussion of waters and wetlands in Mineral Creek below Big Box Dam. Define concepts such 
as "least environmentally damaging practicable alternative," "avoidance," "minimization," 
"compensatory mitigation," "in-kind mitigation," "functions and values," "ESA Section 7 
Consultation," "106 co-ordination," and "401 certification". The EIS should also include a flmctional 
assessment of the waters found on the various parcels using the Cowardin system that would 
facilitate habitat types, functions, water quality functions and flood flow characteristics. 

Calculations of air emissions. The EIS should include calculations of air emissions for concurrent 
activities at Ray Complex and Copper Butte including hauling, blasting, excavation, and processing. 
Haul distances should be calculated, and the EIS should describe the revised area of impact (Le., 
operations would include Copper Butte three miles away, so affected area would be different from 
current affected environment). 

Response. In considering EPA's comment, BLM agrees that the Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 
should present the environmental impacts of the proposal and its alternatives. In determining the appropriate 
scope of analysis for the EIS, BLM applied the definition of "scope" provided in CEQ regulations at 40 CFR 
1508.25. Determining the scope of an EIS requires the responsible agency to consider three types of 
alternatives, three types of impacts, and three types of actions. 
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The three types of alternatives are the 1} No Action alternative; 2) Proposed Action alternative; and 3) other 
reasonable action alternatives. The development of alternatives within an EIS is based upon the project's 
purpose and need, which for this project, is to consolidate Asarco's land holdings within and adjacent to areas 
of ongoing mineral development and to use the selected lands to support and expand current mining-related 
operations. Through the exchange, BLM has an opportunity to achieve several public lands management 
objectives: 1) improve resource management efficiency by disposing heavily encumbered, isolated and 
difficult to manage public lands; 2) acquire lands that will consolidate ownership patterns within wilderness 
and special management areas; and 3) acquire lands with fewer encumbrances and higher resource values. 
The Proposed Action is the proposed Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment; the Buckeye and Copper Butte 
alternatives are land exchanges/plan amendments with a modified selected lands package; and the No 
Action alternative is no exchange of public for private lands with Asarco. The proposal being analyzed by 
BLM is a land exchange and not a mining plan of operations, as Asarco has not submitted one and is not 
required to do so for a land exchange proposal. 

CEQ also requires that BLM consider three types of impacts that could potentially result from implementing 
the alternatives under considerations in this EIS: direct, indirect, and cumulative. The definitions of indirect 
impacts (40 CFR 1508.8) and cumulative impacts (40 CFR 1508.7) require that the impacts of reasonably 
foreseeable actions of the proposal be analyzed. Use of the selected lands for mining purposes is 
reasonably foreseeable under all the alternatives, including the No Action alternative. This is because 
Asarco has filed mining claims to nearly all ofthe selected lands and has indicated its intent to pursue,mining 
activities on these lands regardless of the outcome of the land exchange. The analysis of impacts related 
to foreseeable mining uses even through only at the conceptual planning stage, is therefore within the scope 
of analysis for this EIS. However, the depth and extent of impact analysis of foreseeable uses is really the 
central issue of EPA's comment. 

Analysis of impacts of foreseeable uses requires using the "best available data" (46 FR 18026. March 23, 
1981). When data regarding foreseeable uses are limited or uncertain, "the agency has the responsibility 
to make an informed judgment, and to estimate future impacts on that basis (46 FR 18026, March 23,1981). 
In order to implement the foreseeable uses. Asarco will be required to secure federal permits under the 
Clean Water Act of 1972 from EPA (National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System) and the Army Corps 
of Engineers (Section 404) regardless of the land exchange. Since issuance of these permits constitutes 
a federal action subject to environmental analysis under NEPA, the EPA and COE will be required to analyze 
the specific impacts of these foreseeable mining uses when Asarco applies for its NPDES and Section 404 
permits. 

The analyses and information that EPA has requested (e.g., acid-base accounting, pit lake chemistry 
modeling, groundwater modeling, aquifer protection permit studies and application, ore and overburden 
production projections. delineation of waters of the U.S, etc.) are analyses related to specific mining 
activities. Detailed mine planning has either not begun or is years in the future. The land exchange and 
specific mining activities that will require Clean Water Act permits are not connected, cumulative, or similar 
actions, as defined by CEQ (40 CFR 1508.25). BLM has determined that analysis of the impacts of the land 
exchange and the foreseeable uses of the selected lands does not require analysis of the studies and 
information requested ~ EPA. 

Until a detailed mine pi.an is prepared by Asarco, BLM's attempt at describing anticipated detailed mining 
activities, suitable for a specific analysis, would be highly speculative. If the No Action Alternative is selected 
by BLM, and no exchange occurs, BLM would require a detailed MPO be prepared by Asarco and analyzed 
under NEPA prior to work on those parcels. 

1.8.3 Indian Trust 

Comment/Issue. Does the exchange conform with the BlM's federal trust responsibilities toward Native 
Americans? 

Response. All federal agencies, including the BLM, have a responsibility to protect and maintain Indian 
Trust Assets (also known as Indian trust resources). Secretarial Order 3175 mandates that agencies, "when 
engaged in the planning of any proposed project or action. will ensure that any antiCipated effects on Indian 
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trust resources are explicitly addressed in the planning, decision, and operational documents .. .that are 
prepared for that project" (BLM 1994b). As part of this responsibility, agencies are required to consult with 
the recognized tribal government with jurisdiction over the trust property that the proposal may affect, the 
appropriate office of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and the Office of the Solicitor if their evaluation reveals 
impacts to Indian trust resources. 

Indian trust assets are "legal interests in property held in trust by the United States for Indian tribes or 
individuals" (BOR 1993). Assets are further defined as "anything owned that has monetary value ... [such as] 
real property, physical assets or intangible property rights" (ibid.). Trust status is derived from rights reserved 
by or granted to Indian Tribes or individuals by treaties, statutes, and executive orders. Examples of things 
which could be trust assets are lands, minerals, hunting and fishing rights, and water rights. Trust assets 
cannot be sold, leased, or otherwise alienated without the approval of the United States. 

No Indian trust assets are affected by the land exchange. The closest assets are the Gila River Indian 
Community's water rights for approximately 1.6 million af/yr of water from the Gila River (Eden and Wallace 
1992). Selected lands within the Ray Complex area as well as the Gila River Parcel at Cochran (offered 
lands) are located in the Gila River watershed. The land exchange does not affect any existing water rights 
or create any new water rights. There are no additional Indian trust lands, minerals, hunting or fishing rights, 
or other Indian trust assets in or on the selected or offered lands. 

1.8.4 Other Issues 

Comment/Issue. It appears that Asarco and BLM are in collusion. 

Response. The Ray Land exchange is going through a very extensive public review process to ensure that 
the decision reached considers the myriad of public interests involved and is consistent with BLM policy and 
procedures. 

Comment/Issue. What are Asarco's current management practices? Past environmental compliance 
practices? 

Response. The current and past environmental practices of Asarco, relative to current or past standards, 
is beyond the scope of this EIS and will not be analyzed in this EIS. Asarco's ability to implement the 
foreseeable mining-related uses on the selected lands will require that they demonstrate their ability to meet 
the environmental standards of the day to the applicable regulatory authorities. Such standards for mining 
operations are defined by a variety of environmental regulations (federal, state, and local) that are applicable 
to mine-related activities. In order to implement planned mining-related uses, Asarco must demonstrate 
compliance with numerous environmental regulations such as the Clean Water Act, as amended; Clean Air 
Act; Toxic Substance Control Act; Arizona's Aquifer Protection Permit program; and numerous other laws 
and regulations as listed in Table 1-3 in this chapter. It is the responsibility of several federal and state 
agencies, such as the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service; Arizona State Historic Preservation Officer; and Arizona Department of Environmental 
Quality, and others, to ensure compliance with these laws and regulations. It is through these permitting 
requirements for mine-related activities, rather than through the land exchange analysis process, that Asarco 
must demonstrate its ability to comply with applicable environmental regulatory requirements. 

Comment/Issue. How will the plan amendment avoid costly environmental studies in the future? 

Response. The proposed plan amendment, in and of itself, will not prevent the need for future 
environmental studies. The plan amendment is necessary to ensure that any proposed land exchange 
alternatives for the Ray Exchange are in conformance with applicable and relevant resource management 
plans (RMPs), a requirement of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) and BLM policy. 
The plan amendment, if approved, would authorize BLM to consider disposing of the selected lands by one 
or more means, including exchange. If a land trade were to take place, the change from public to private 
land ownership would remove BLM's responsibility to complete an environmental analysis under NEPA for 
any future mining activities only on those selected lands. Other agencies contemplating actions (e.g., 
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permits) in the same geographic area can adopt or supplement this EIS as relevant to the action being 
proposed and analyzed. 
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CHAPTER 2 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

Four alternatives are analyzed in this EIS: the Proposed Action, Buckeye Alternative, Copper Butte 
Alternative, and No Action Alternative. The first three are land exchange alternatives that meet the purpose 
of and need for action. The last, the No Action alternative, is a NEPA requirement. This chapter describes 
each alternative, then identifies actions common to them all. Alternatives that were considered by the BlM 
ID Team but not studied in detail are also presented, along with the reason(s) for their elimination. A 
summary table of the potential environmental impacts associated with each alternative is presented at the 
end of this chapter. 

2.1 ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING NO ACTION 

2.1.1 Proposed Action (Agency Preferred Alternative) 

The Proposed Action consists of two connected actions: a land exchange between BlM and Asarco and 
corresponding plan amendments to BlM's Phoenix and Safford District RMPs that would allow for the 

disposal by exchange of the selectedlilainidsl'liiiiiiiiEiii 

2.1.1.1 Ray Land Exchange 

As proposed in the Agreement to Initiate (ATI) a land exchange between Asarco and BlM, Asarco seeks to 
acquire from BlM approximately 10,976 acres of public lands (the selected lands) in 31 parcels in Pinal and 
Gila Counties. In addition, because Asarco would use Battle Axe Road under the Proposed Action, and this 
road currently provides public access to the White Canyon Wilderness, artesian well, and Coke Ovens, the 
Proposed Action includes alternative access routes. BlM is analyzing two routes in this document (Route 
#1 and Route #2), which are discussed in more detail in Section 4.4.3. 

~ 
~ I 

In exchange for the selected lands, Asarco is offering to BlM approximately 7,300 acres of private property 
conSisting of two individual parcels and three parcel groups (18 parcels total) located within Mohave and 
Pinal Counties. These offered lands possess resource qualities considered to be of significant value to the 
public. These parcels or types of resources have been identified for acquisition by BlM. The offered lands 
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are private in holdings within the jurisdictional boundaries of the Tucson and Kingman Field Offices of BLM. 
Table 2~1 summarizes the acreage involved in the proposed Ray Land Exchange. 

Table 2~1. Summary of Selected and Offered Lands Parcels 

Number of 
Parcels Full Estate Acreage Splite-estate Acreage Location 

Selected 31 8.196 acres (parcels range Subsurface Estate Only: 28 parcels in Pinal 
Lands from <1 acre to >2.001 2,780 acres (parcels range County; 

acres) from 30 acres to 595 acres} 3 parcels in Gila 
County 

Offered 5 (2 parcels 6.940 acres (Tomlin Surface Estate Only: 360 1 parcel in Pinal 
Lands and 3 parcel Parcels. McCracken Mtns acres (160 acres of Gila River County. 4 parcel 

groups) Parcels. portions of Gila Parcel at Cochran; 80 acres groups in Mohave 
River Parcel at Cochran of Knisely Ranch Parcels; 120 County 
and Knisely Ranch Parcels acres of Sacramento Valley} 

Selected Lands. Of the 31 parcels of selected lands, 28 are located near Asarco's Ray Mine operations 
in southwestern Gila County and northeastern Pinal County. Parcels of selected lands are grouped into three 
areas of existing or planned mine-related development: Ray Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye, and 
Chilito/Hayden. The remaining three parcels of selected lands lie just west of Casa Grande in western Pinal 
County (Figure 1-1). The 31 parcels of selected lands are labeled as shown in Table 2~2. 

Table 2~2. Selected Lands Parcels and Corresponding Parcel Numbers 

Area 

Ray Complex 

Copper Butte/Buckeye 

Chilito/Hayden 

Casa Grande 

Parcel Numbers 

RM~1 through RM~18 

CB-1 through CB-5 

CH-1 through CH-5 

CG-1 through CG-3 

Seven of the 31 selected land parcels (RM~2 to RM-6, and RM~9) are isolated fragments of public lands 
remaining after mineral claims were patented. Six of the seven parcels are five acres or less in size; the 
remaining parcel is 30 a.cres. Each of these seven parcels is adjacent to or surrounded by Asarco's private 
land. The remaining 2f' parcels range in size from approximately 8 to 2,001 acres. 

The selected lands include 8,196 acres offull estate public lands (surface and subsurface mi!1eral estates) 
and 2,780 acres of splite-estate land (subsurface mineral estates only). The surface estates of the splite
estate parcels are owned by either Asarco (approximately 1,638 acres) or the State of Arizona 
(approximately 1,142 acres). Asarco has filed applications to purchase the surface estates from the State. 

Offered Lands. The approximately 7,300 acres of private lands offered by Asarco in exchange for the 
selected lands have been grouped into five geographic areas as described below. All the offered lands are 
full estate lands owned by Asarco, except as noted. 

Section 206 of FLPMA and 43 CFR §2200.0~6 mandate that all lands acquired by exchange within the 
boundaries of a National Park, Wildlife Refuge, Wild and Scenic River, or any other system established by 
an Act of Congress, be managed by the laws, regulations, and rules applicable to that system. Additionally, 
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43 CFR §2200.0-6 extends this coverage to include public lands covered by BLM Resource Management 
Plans (RMPs) and the administrative designations. In part, these regulations state that: 

"lands acquired by an exchange within a Bureau of Land Management District shall 
automatically become public lands as defined in 43 USC §1702 and shall become part of 
that district. The acquired lands shall be managed in accordance with existing regulations 
and provisions of applicable land use plans and plan amendments. Lands acquired by 
exchange that are located within boundaries of Areas of Critical Environmental Concern or 
any other area having an administrative designation established through the land use 
planning process shall automatically become part of the unit or area within which they are 
located. /I 

Two RMPs apply to managing the offered lands: the Phoenix RMP for the Gila River Parcel at Cochran, and 
the Kingman RMP for the remainder. Refer to Appendix H for additional information on management 
objectives and prescriptions for parcels. The general management guidelines for RMPs has not been 
reprinted herein but provides additional information. . 

Gila River Parcel at Cochran. The 320-acre Gila River Parcel at Cochran is located in Pinal County, 
Arizona, and is within the White Canyon Resource Conservation Area (RCA) (Figure 2-1). This parcel 
contains a segment of the Gila River Riparian Management Area (GRRMA) and is within the Middle Gila 
Cultural Resource Management Area (MGCRMA) (Appendix H). Riparian habitat on this parcel appears 
suitable for two federally endangered species: the southwestern willow flycatcher and the cactus ferruginous 
pygmy-owl. 

I n this alternative the title to the split-estate portions of Sections 6 and 7 of T 4S, R 12E and the remaining 
full estate would be transferred and managed for multiple use resource values per the management 
objectives of the Phoenix RMP (Appendix H) as well as requirements under the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA). In addition, BLM would petition to withdraw this parcel from mineral entry even though the potential 
for metallic minerals is low. 

Sacramento Valley Parcel. This 120-acre parcel is located in Mohave County, Arizona, adjacent to the 
Warm Springs Wilderness (Figure 2-2). Under the Proposed Action, BLM would acquire the surface estate 
of this parcel and manage its important desert tortoise and bighorn sheep habitat values according to the 
Kingman Resource Area RMP (Appendix H). This parcel will be open to mineral entry even though the 
potential for metallic minerals is low. 

Tomlin Parcel Group. The three Tomlin Parcels, totaling approximately 320 acres, are located in the 
southern foothills of Groom Peak in the Hualapai Mountains, Mohave County, Arizona (Figure 2-3). These 
offered lands fall within the Big Sandy Herd (wild burros) Management Area, while the 120-acre Parcel #4 
encompasses the Big Sandy River and its riparian corridor. In a recent Arizona Wild and Scenic River study, 
this segment of the Big Sandy River was determined as eligible for wild and scenic river status; however, 
BLM determined it to be "non-suitable" for wild and scenic river status and released it from further 
consideration. In this alternative, the Tomlin parcels would be managed according to the Kingman Resource 
Area RMP. Although none of the parcels exhibit a high potential for mineral occurrence, BLM would file a 
petition to withdraw Tomlin Parcel #4 from mineral entry especially for riparian objectives (Appendix H). 

McCracken Mountains Parcel Group_ The ten McCracken Mountains Parcels, totaling approximately 
6,384 acres, are located in Mohave County, Arizona within the McCracken Desert Tortoise Habitat ACEC 
(Figure 2-4). These parcels would consolidate the checkerboard land ownership within the McCracken 
Mountains, which would facilitate management of wildlife and wildlife habitats in the area in accordance with 
the Kingman Resource Area RMP. The McCracken parcels exhibit low potential for mineral occurrence 
(moderate only in Section 25). No mineral closures are planned if parcels are acquired (Appendix H). 
Additional portions of the McCracken Mountains are also being considered for acquisition by the BLM in the 
proposed Hualapai Mountain Land Exchange, and when combined with the Ray Land Exchange, these 
projects would complement one another by allowing additional opportunities for wildlife habitat management 
across the landscape. 
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Knisely Ranch Parcel Group. The three Knisely Ranch parcels total 160 acres and are private inholdings 
located within the 30,208-acre Mount Tipton Wilderness in Mohave County, Arizona (Figure 2-5). In this 
alternative, the title to the split-estate of Section 17 of T25N, R18W would be transferred with the remaining 
full estate. No mining claims currently exist and under the 1990 Arizona Desert Wilderness Act, no new 
claims can be filed within the Mount Tipton Wilderness. Two of the Knisely Ranch parcels contain springs, 
which provides water to cattle. These parcels would be managed for their wilderness values per the 
management objectives in the Kingman Resource Area RMP. 

While all the offered lands parcels possess resource qualities considered to be of Significant value to the 
public, some resources are considered more valuable than others in the fulfillment of BLM multiple-use 
management objectives. Table 2-3 lists the parcels in order of priority for acquisition and reasons for priority. 

Table 2-3. Offered Land Parcels for Acquisition by the BLM and Descriptions 

PARCELS DESCRIPTION 

Knisely Ranch Parcel Group Knisely Ranch Parcel Group are inholdings within the Mount Tipton 
Wilderness 

Gila River Parcel at Cochran Gila River Parcel at Cochran provides high value wildlife habitat for 
special status species including the southwestern willow flycatcher and 
contains a segment of the Gila River Riparian Management Area 
(GRRMA) 

Tomlin Parcels #3, #4, #5 Tomlin #4 lies within" Segment An of the Big Sandy River and was 
subject to a wild and scenic rivers study and all parcels contain Category 
II Desert Tortoise Habitat 

Sacramento Valley Parcel Sacramento Valley Parcel is an inholding within the Black Mountains 
Herd Management Area and has high value Category I desert tortoise 
habitat 

McCracken Mountains Parcel Group McCracken Mountains Parcel Group are in holdings within the 
McCracken Desert Tortoise Habitat ACEC (Category I) 

2.1.1.2 Plan Amendment 

The plan amendment in the Proposed Action alternative would amend the current land tenure decisions in 
the approved Phoenix and Safford District RMPs. Specifically, the Phoenix RMP would be amended to allow 
disposal by exchange of approximately 7,841 acres of full estate public lands and 2,702 acres of mineral 
estate public lands presently classified for retention and management under BLM's multiple-use mandate 
(see Table 1-2, Figure;"2-6). Similarly, the Safford District RMP would be amended to allow disposal of 355 
acres of full estate Pl!lblic lands and 78 acres of mineral estate public lands. No change in land tenure 
classification is necessary for the 637 acres of public mineral estate land near Casa Grande as these lands 
have already been idehtified for disposal by exchange in the approved Phoenix RMP. 

2.1.2 Buckeye Alternative 

This land exchange alternative was developed in response to issues raised in public scoping comments over 
the proposed disposal of Sections 25 and 26, T3S, R 12E near Walnut Creek. These sections are in selected 
lands Parcel CB-1 in the Copper Butte/Buckeye Area {Figure 2-6}. 

2-8 Bureau of Land Management 



Chapter 2. Alternatives Considered 

LOCATION MAP 
..KEY... 

1 
--- DIRT ROADS Scale 

0 2000 4000 
-~~~-~~-- EPHEMERAL DRAINAGES r--~ 

PARCEL BOUNDARY 
FEET 

BlM lAND RAY LAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT EIS 
Mohe.vo Comly. Arizona See. 4. 17 and 20 T .25N..Rl8W. 

USGS 7.5' QUADRANGLE: 
Mt. TIPTON. ARIZONA 

MOUNT TIPTON WilDERNESS 
8lM KNISELY RANCH PARCELS 

D PRIVATE lAND 
FIGURE 2-5 

Bureau of Land Management 2-9 



Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment E/S 

2.1.2.1 Buckeye Land Exchange 

Selected Lands. The Buckeye Land Exchange involves reducing the total acreage of the selected lands 
from approximately 10,976 acres to approximately 10,176 acres by excluding about 800 surface and 
subsurface acres of Parcel CB-1 in Sections 25 and 26. About 320 acres of Parcel CB-1 in the eastern 
quarter would remain in the land exchange proposal (Figure 2-6). 

Offered Lands. Under this alternative, all offered lands would be included with the exception of Section 9 
of the McCracken Mountains Parcels (640 acres, T14N, R15W, Appendix A), resulting in a total offered lands 
package of approximately 6,659 acres. 

2.1.2.2 Plan Amendment 

The plan amendment in this alternative would correspond to the reduced acreage of selected lands in the 
Buckeye Land Exchange. The Phoenix and Safford District RMPs would be amended to change the land 
tenure decision for 9,539 acres of public lands from retention to disposal by exchange. The land tenure 
decision in the Phoenix RMP for the 800 acres of Parcel CB-1 in Sections 25 and 26 excluded from the 
Buckeye land Exchange would not be changed; it would remain in retention. 

2.1.3 Copper Butte Alternative 

This land exchange alternative was developed in response to scoping issues regarding access and recreation 
to the White Canyon Wilderness through the Copper Butte Area. The Copper Butte Area selected lands 
Parcels CB-1 to CB-5 lie adjacent to the White Canyon Wilderness, east of Highway 177 (Figure 2-6). 

2.1.3.1 Copper Butte Land Exchange 

Selected Lands. The Copper Butte Land Exchange involves reducing the total acreage of the selected 
lands from approximately 10,976 acres to approximately 9,161 acres by excluding surface and subsurface 
acres of Parcels CB-1 (1,120 acres), CB-2 (615 acres), and portions of Parcel CB-3 (80 acres) for a total of 
1,815 acres. About 652 acres of Parcel CB-3 and all of Parcel CB-4 would remain in the land exchange 
proposal (Figure 2-6). 

Offered Lands. Under this alternative, all offered lands would be included with the exception of Section 9 
(640 acres, T14N, R15W), Section 3 (638 acres, T14N, R15W), and a portion of Section 19 (420 acres, 
T14N,) of the McCracken Mountains Parcels, resulting in a total offered lands package of apprOXimately 
5,601 acres. 

2.1.3.2 Plan Amendment 

The plan amendment in this alternative would correspond to the reduced acreage of selected lands in the 
Copper Butte Land Exohange. The Phoenix and Safford District RMPs would be amended to change the land 
tenure decision for 9,1.61 acres of public lands from retention to disposal by exchange. The land tenure 
decision in the Phoenix RMP for the 1,815 acres of Parcels CB-1, CB-2, and portions of CB-3 that are 
excluded from the Copper Butte land Exchange would not be changed; these lands would remain in 
retention. 

2.1.4 No Action Alternative 

Selected Lands. Under this alternative, no lands would be exchanged, and no plan amendment would be 
required. The selected lands would remain in public ownership and would continue to be managed by BlM 
according to the multiple-use management directives in FLPMA and the current Phoenix and Safford District 
RNiPs. Under the No Action alternative, future management actions by BlM are expected to include 
proceSSing multiple mining MPO or NOI proposals (under 43 CFR §3809) for individual actions as 
submitted, and/or processing applications from Asarco to patent their existing claims on the selected lands. 

2-10 Bureau of Land Management 
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Offered Lands. Under the No Action alternative, the offered lands would remain in Asarco ownership and 
would most likely be with the assumption that they would be sold and divided into smaller 

1 The foreseeable uses of the offered lands should the No Action alternative be selected are 
presented in Table 2-4. 

Table 2-4. Potential Disposition of the Offered Lands by Asarco Should the No 

Private Parcel 

Gila River Parcel at Cochran 

Sacramento Valley Parcel 12 

Ranch Parcels 

Tomlin Parcels 

Source: Genesis 1997 

Reserve Parcel for 
Mitigation? 

likely 

unlikely 

2.2 ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 

unlikely 

likely 

likely 

This section describes actions that are common to all alternatives; that is, activities that would occur 
of which alternative is In BLlIII concluded that foreseeable 

uses of the selected lands are actions common to all that 
uses would likely occur whether anyone of the land alternatives were selected or the No Action 
alternative was selected. This is because a land exchange is not required for mining-related activities to 
take place on the selected lands. Asarco currently holds the vast of the mining claims on the public 
lands selected for and through these claims, Asarco has the right to pursue np'JPI,,-,nrYlpnr 

on the selected lands for mining or mining-related uses. The regulatory basis for this determination is found 
in the General Mining Law of 1 the Mining and Minerals Policy Act of 1970, FLPMA, and the National 
Materials and Minerals Research and Development Act of 1980. As a component of its multiple 
resource BLM is with these which were enacted to 
encourage the development of resources on public lands by the sector. 

Oe\/eIC)D its claims on public Asarco (the proponent in case) must first file an Mine Plan 
(MPO) with BLM if five acres or more of public lands would be disturbed or if any acres within 

an would be disturbed. Filing of such documents invokes plan approval under 43 CFR 
3809 regulations. Under these BLM is required to conduct a environmental analysis 
of the planned mining to ensure that no unnecessary or undue would result from the 

mining and that the complies with other applicable environmental 
If BLM no evidence undue and unnecessary and the 

obtained all required permits, BLM must authorize the planned operations. Asarco has 
indicated that in the future it would submit an MPO for the selected lands if the No Action alternative were 
approved. 

12 This parcel would likely be marketed either as a single large parcel with possible future exchange possibilities or in smaller 
parcels (Genesis 1997). 

13 Unnecessary or undue degradation means surface disturbance greater than what would normally result when an activity is being 
accomplished by a prudent operator in usual, customary, and proficient operations of similar character and taking into consideration the effects 
of operations on other resources and land uses, including those resources and uses outside the area of operations [43 CFR 3809.0-6(k)]. 
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2.2.1 

As agreed to by BLM is considering alternative access routes that would ensure continued "''''f<'II'''''' 
and legal access to the White Canyon Wilderness and other public the artesian weil, ~~~~i 
Coke Ovens, Currently, physical access exists a dirt but access is not 

these routes under any EIS alternative and the foreseeable use, the 
Battle Axe Road would be used for hauling to Butte Asarco, access to 
the Wilderness, To solve this problem, BLM and Asarco are considering two alternative routes to maintain 
physical and legal access to these public lands, These are labeled Route #1 and Route #2 on 4-1 
and are discussed in more detail in Section 4.4.3. 
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2.2.2 Foreseeable Uses of the Selected Lands 

As explained foreseeable uses of the selected lands are assumed to be the same for all alternatives, 
These foreseeable uses can be classified into five 

~ EXisting Mining If surface disturbance has occurred due to mining activity in or 
to the Ray Mine, the affected lands are classified as mining, Areas of existing 

mining total approximately 272 acres (2%) of the selected lands. in this category are 
all located in t,Qe Ray Mine portion of the Ray Complex Area. 

.. Production Operations and Su pport Areas Areas classified as Production Operations and 
Support would be to substantial disturbance (25 to 100 percent) of the land surface. These 
areas comprise an estimated acres (33%) of the selected lands, Potential foreseeable mining 
uses include, but are not limited to, expansion of open haul solution-extraction rock 
deposition areas, and overburden deposition areas, Most of the selected lands parcels in this 
category are located in the Ray Mine and Copper Butte/Buckeye portions of the Complex Area. 

2-14 

Transition (TRANS): Transition areas would be subject to less intensive mining-related activities, 
resulting in 5 to 25 surface disturbance, An estimated 875 acres (8%) of the selected lands 
fall into this category. Potential foreseeable mining uses include, but are not limited to, raveling 
areas around overburden and rock deposition areas, access storm water diversion 

and administrative facilities. 

Bureau of Land 
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Intermittent Use (INTER): These areas would not be subject to direct mining activity, in 
less than five surface disturbance. Potential intermittent uses, which would affect an 
estimated 4,481 acres (41%) of selected lands, include, but are not limited to, consolidation of 
Asarco ownership and buffering neighboring land owners from mining operations. 

.. Long-Range Prospect (LRP): Selected lands in this category could potentially be used for mine 
development and associated support facilities at some point in the future, but no conceptual mine 
planning has begun. Because future mining uses of these lands are unknown, the degree of surface 
disturbance resulting from such mining activity cannot be projected. Approximately 1 acres 
(16%) of the selected lands belong to this 

These categories reflect differences in the of mining activity; the of about the activity 
of planning); and the nature and extent of surface disturbance resulting 

None of these include assumptions about land ownership or administrative 
Tables 2-5 and 2-6 summarize the foreseeable mining uses by and vice versa. 
and 2-9 this information 

2.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT STUDIED IN DETAIL 

This section describes alternatives that were initially considered for in the but were 
eliminated for the stated below. If any of these alternatives were to be considered 

would environmental in compliance with NEPA 

2.3.1 Expanded Plan Amendment Alternative 

No public lands in the Ray Complex Area are identified for disposal by exchange in the Phoenix 
and Safford District RMPs. These public lands are located within the White Canyon or within an l TMA 
where public lands are to be retained. Asarco has identified all the parcels would like to acquire. Other 
BLM in the Ray Complex Area; however, may meet the criteria for disposal. The purpose of this 
alternative was to and designate additional BlM parcels for disposal in order to improve 
management efficiency of public lands in the Complex Area. 

The BlM further consideration of this alternative because the process to identify and elect to 
of additional parcels (other than those desired by Asarco) is not a management priority for the 

Tucson BlM Field Office at this time. The BlM did not want to invest its limited resources into studying 
additional scattered parcels for the following reasons: many of the smaller parcels are encumbered 
by mining there is no likely proponent (for exchange) since Asarco has fully identified future needs; 
and additional archaeological and biological evaluations or other inventories would need to be conducted. 
In summary, identifying for future disposal and associated actions when the likelihood of disposal 
is low would not alleviate long-term management problems for BlM. 

2.3.2 Long-Range Prospect Alternative 

Asarco would the selected lands to exclude property classified 
r,..,cnQ'~Tforeseeable mining use category (1 acres, orange colored on Figure 

The total of selected lands would from 1 acres to acres. The BLM has 
further consideration of this because not all of the selected lands 

concern or have resource values which may warrant consideration for retention. The only long
which has resource considerations and which received public comment during seoping was 

Therefore an alternative was developed and considered in detail that 
portion of Parcel CB-1. 

Bureau of Land Management 2-15 



Ray Land Amendment EIS 

SURF & MIN 
EXIST POS TRANS INTER LRP MIN ONLY 

Parcel Name (acres) (acres) 

RM-1 Area 1 73 26 324 423 

RM-2 Red Bluff1~ 2.7 5 5 

RM·3 Red Fraction 5 5 

RM-4 Zone 8/Combination 2 2 

RM-5 Section 10 Fragment < 1 <1 

RM-6.1-3 Era 1 • Tracts A,B,C < 1 < 1 

RM-6A Wedge Lode < 1 < 1 

RM-7 Section 35 80 80 

RM-8 Section 9/10 Mineral 211 205 54 12 483 

RM-9 Section 11 30 30 

RM-10 Limestone Quarry 21 116 31 694 862 

RM-11 Rustlers Gulch 16 21 122 159 

RM-12 Rustlers Gulch 160 160 

RM-13 Rustlers Gulch 118 118 

RM-14 East Side 166 31 153 350 

RM-15 Limestone Quarry 2 284 286 

RM-16 Limestone 40 40 

RM-17 Tortilla Foothills 649 60 611 1320 

RM-18 Gulch 1286 186 529 2001 

RAY MINE SUB·TOTAL 272 ~ 4(}S +,aa6 1,018 4,937 1,388 

CB-1 Butte 1 757 363 1,120 

CB·2 Copper Butte 2 110 505 615 

CB·3 Butte 3 279 119 294 692 

CB·4 Butte 4 64 66 465 595 

CB-5 Butte 5 2 11 147 160 

COPPER 345 306 363 2,427 755 
SUB-TOTAL 

. '-' - .. ---~-~--.----- . 

CH-1 Chilito 1 262 262 

CH-2 Chilito 2 8 8 

CH·3 Chilito 3 2 2 

CH·4 Administration 80 80 

CH·5 Hayden 0 480 480 

CHILlTO/HA YDEN SUB-TOTAL 480 352 832 
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SURF& MIN 
EXIST POS TRANS INTER LRP MIN ONLY 

Parcel Name (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) 

CG-1 Casa Grande 1 157 157 

CG-2 Casa Grande 2 160 160 

CG-3 Casa Grande 3 160 160 320 

CASA GRANDE SUB-TOTAL 160 477 637 

TOTAL 272 8-7-5 1,733 8,196 2,780 
~78 

Mining; POS=Production Operations and Support; TRANS=Transition; INTER=lntermittent; 
& MIN=surface and subsurface mineral estate; MIN=subsurface mineral estate 

FORESEEABLE MINING USE 

Production Operation and Support 

pit, Ray Mine waste rock deposition areas, Ray Mine overburden 
and leach rock areas, Mine areas, 
Copper Butte pit, 

PARCELS 

RM-1, .RM~2, RM-10, RM-11, 
RM-1i

o
oRM=13, RM-14, RM-17, 

RM-18 
Butte waste rock areas, stormwater ~ CB-4, CB-5 

CH-5 

Transition 

rights-of-way, haul/access routes, Copper Butte catchment 
pond, raveling areas around overburden and leach rock delpm,iticm 
areas 

Intermittent 

consolidate holdings, buffer zone, existing road 

Long-Range Prospect 

Buckeye copper mine, copper/silica flux development, 
refuse dump, quarry limestone 

Source: SWCA 1997a 

2.3.3 1'I'_t-co1r!llTO Alternative 

CB-5 

All selected lands 

RM-10, RM-15, RM-16 
CB-1 
CH-1, CH-4 

In this land Asarco would modify the configuration of the selected lands to exclude 
approximately 2,142 acres of for which the Arizona State Land (ASLD) 
manages the surface. Under current policy, BLM is unable to complete the of a mineral estate 

the person who the land controls the surface estate. Asarco has initiated the process for 
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acquiring the surface from the ASLD. Should an exchange of the mineral estate be allowed in a Record of 
Decision (ROD), and Asarco does not control the surface at that time, then BLM will have to hold the mineral 
estate parcels in escrow until such time when Asarco has completed acquisition of the surface. Since this 
would be accomplished in the ROD: there is no need for a separate alternative. 

2.3.4 Mining Plan of Operations Alternative 

Under this alternative, Asarco would submit an MPO, as described in federal regulations governing mining 
operations on federal public lands (43 CFR § 3809.1-5). The BLM rejected this alternative from further 
consideration because Asarco has not submitted a MPO to BLM suitable for approval, and BLM cannot 
require a MPO from Asarco for the selected lands in question to process a land exchange proposal. In 
addition, several MPOs would be required since Asarco has only conceptual plans for parcels, which include 
short term as well as long term plans. Overall, BLM would likely be required to process several MPOs. 

2.3.5 Hackberry Alternative 

Under this land exchange alternative, approximately 1,530 acres of Parcel RM-18 (Hackberry) would be 
retained in federal ownership. The quantity of offered lands would have to be reduced, and a plan 
amendment would still be required for the remainder of the selected lands. The purpose of this alternative 
was to retain in federal ownership a substantial number of archaeological sites, several intermittent springs, 
and Category II desert tortoise habitat. BLM and Asarco studied this alternative in detail and determined that 
Asarco would have to immediately file an MPO for the remainder of the parcel to match its foreseeable use 
plan. Thus, the resources that the alternative sought to protect would likely be impacted through 
implementation of an MPO and require similar mitigation regardless of ownership. Although Intermittent and 
Transition Use areas are not subjected to direct mining activity. these lands are proposed to have many 
necessary facilities which support mining. Therefore Asarco would have to seek BLM permission (through 
an MPO, NOI, ROW, or other conveyance mechanism) and BLM would still have a regulatory role in mining 
at the Ray Complex. This alternative would also require BLM to administer 43 CFR 3809 since the parcel 
would still be encumbered by mining claims. Therefore, this alternative has been eliminated from further 
consideration. 

2.3.6 Production Lands Alternative 

This alternative was an attempt to configure the land exchange around lands that would be subjected to 
active mining and receive direct impacts. Under this land exchange alternative, apprOXimately 7,090 acres 
of selected lands would be retained in federal ownership. These lands are located in Long-Range Prospect, 
Intermittent, and Transition Use Areas. The quantity of offered lands would have to be reduced and a plan 
amendment would still be required for the remainder of selected lands located in Production, Operation and 
Support and Existing Disturbed areas. 

The BLM has eliminated this alternative from further consideration because the alternative does not meet 
the purpose and need 9f the project. Under this alternative, BLM would retain lands which are encumbered 
by mining claims and irijpacted and impaired by mining activity and Asarco would not acquire all of the lands 
it needs to conduct mfFling activity. Although Intermittent and Transition Use areas are not subjected to 
direct mining activity, these lands are proposed to have many necessary facilities which support mining. 
Therefore Asarco would have to seek BLM permission (through an MPO, NOI, ROW, or other conveyance 
mechanism) and BLM would still have a regulatory role in mining at the Ray Complex. 
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2.3.7 No Mining Election Alternative 1,lrllli~I§~mII.\tJil 

Should the land exchange not take place, a "no mining" election could occur, if: (1) the mining claimant15 

of record elects not to mine any portion of the selected public lands presently encumbered by mining claims; 
or (2) the mining claimant is barred from mining because its plan of operations is not approved or the claims 
are determined to be invalid. Even with the exchange, the same election could occur should the proponent 
elect not to mine or if the proponent was unable to secure the state and federal permits needed for mine 
operation. 

Under the "no mining election," the minerals found within the claims would not be developed, and none of 
the actions contemplated under the Proposed Action, Copper Butte, Buckeye, or No Action alternatives 
would occur. The site would remain in its present state, and expansion of existing mining operations from 
adjoining lands would not take place. Surface disturbances created by mineral exploration and historic 
mining activities would remain to the extent not otherwise reclaimed. 

The selected public lands would continue to be subject to the pressures of mineral development, given 
favorable economic circumstances, and would be available for future mine development attempts or other 
uses within the limits of applicable state and federal laws and regulations. Should there be no mining, certain 
employment and economic benefits would not accrue to the local and regional communities. 

Given the prevailing circumstances, the likelihood of a no mining election is essentially nil and cannot be 
considered a reasonably foreseeable possibility under any of the alternatives, including the No Action 
Alternative. 

2.4 COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Table 2-7 summarizes and compares the environmental impacts between the Proposed Action, Buckeye, 
Copper Butte and No Action Alternatives. Impacts resulting from the foreseeable uses, which are common 
to all alternatives and are likely to occur with or without a land exchange, are also identified in this table. 
Detailed analysis of impacts is provided in Chapter 4. 

15 As noted at Section 3.2.2.2, the selected lands are encumbered by a total of 751 mining claims. Each of the 31 parcels 
constituting the selected lands are encumbered by mining claims, except one (Parcel CH-5). Ofthese 751 claims, 747 (99.5 percent) are 
held by Asarco, and 4 (0.5%) are held by a third party (Parcel CH-1). Thus, references to "mining claimant" as a practical matter, refer to 
Asarco. 
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Table 2-7. Comparative Summary of Anticipated Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action, 
Buckeye, Copper Butte and the No Action Alternatives, and Impacts Common to All Alternatives (the 
foreseeable mining uses) Foreseeable Mining Use categories incfude: Production Operation and Support (POS) with 25%-
100% sutface disturbance, Transition (TRANS) with 5%-25% sutface disturbance, Intermittent (fNTER) with <5% sutface disturbance, 
Long-Range Prospect (LRP) with sutface disturbance similar to P~S or TRANS and Existing (EXIST) where the sutface is already 
disturbed. 

Resource/Issue 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Upland Plant 
Communities 

Section 4.1.1 

Riparian Plant 
Communities 

Section 4.1.2 

WildlifelWildlife Habitats 

Section 4.1.3 

Special Status Species 

Section 4.1.4 

Impacts Common to 
All Alternatives 

(Implementation of Foreseeable 
Mining Uses on Selected Lands) 

Approximately 10,891 acres impacted. 891 
acres within EXIST (already disturbed), 
4,037 within INTER, 3,416 within P~S, 704 
within TRANS, and 1,731 within lRP. 

Approximately ~1@ acres of Sonoran 
Riparian Deciduous ForestltiBA6 17 BefeS 6f 
BFtifieial !,6AesfreseFlleirs impacted. 

Approximately 10,090 acres of wildlife 
habitat impacted. Approximately 26-42 big 
game animals impacted. Specifically, 9-12 
within INTER, 9-17 within P~S, 3 within 
TRANS, and 6-10 within lRP. 

*PROPOSED ACTION 
(Preferred Alternative) 

Asarco to acquire approximately 10,891 
acres of upland plant communities; 10,000 
acres of Sonoran desertscrub and 891 acres 
of disturbed plant communities. 

BlM to acquire approximately 7,148 acres 
of upland plant communities 

Asarco to acquire approximately eeg 
acres of riparian communities; 17 acres 
Xeroriparian mixed grass, and ~acres 
Sonoran Riparian Deciduous Forest efId-S+ 
BefeS 6f aFtifieial !,eAeS. 

BlM would acquire approximately 152 acres 
of riparian plant communities 

6r r.acre net gain to BlM administered 
riparian habitat 

Asarco to acquire approximately 10,976 
acres of wildlife habitat (891 already 
disturbed) 

BlM would acquire approximately 7,300 
acres of wildlife/wildlife habitat on the 
offered lands 

Plants; Impacts to San Carlos buckwheat Federal protection of special status plants, 
on RM-8, Gila rock daisy on CB-1 and CB-4, fish and wildlife located on selected lands 
and Pima Indian Mallow on CH-1 

Fish and Wildlife: Impacts to eight roosts 
providing potential habitat for Townsend's 
big-eared bat, California leaf-nosed bat and 
cave myotis on Parcels RM-1, RM-8, RM-10 
and RM-18; elimination of an artificial pond 
containing lowland leoeard frog; 
approximately &,rtS ;.v;~Q:!acres of 
Category II and 3,982 acres of Category III 
desert tortoise habitat directlylindirectly 
impacted, approximately 1,150 acres of 
potential habitat for chuchwalla; longfin dace 
in Walnut Creek; and 40 acres of potential 
habitat for Western burrowing owl on CG-3. 

BlM to acquire habitat for ten status 
wildlife species including , res 
of Category I and II desert tortoise habita~ 
s"d 649 SOfes of CstegeF) II oesert tertoise 
~ 

*The impacts discussed under the Proposed Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and No Action Altematives must be added to the impacts 
presented under Impacts Common to Air Alternatives 
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Table 2-7. Comparative Summary of Anticipated Environmental Consequences of the Proposed 
Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and the No Action Alternatives, and IInpacts Common to All 
Alternatives (the foreseeable mining uses) Foreseeable Mining Use categories include: Production Operetion and 
Support (POS) with 25%-100% surface disturbance, Trensition (TRANS) with 5%-25% surface disturbance, Intermittent (INTER) 
with <5% surface disturbance, Long-Range Prospect (LRP) with surface disturbance similar to POS or TRANS and Existing 
(EX/Sn where the surfa 

*BUCKEYE ALTERNATIVE *COPPER BUTTE ALTERNATIVE *NO ACTION AL TERNA TIVE 

Asarco to acquire approximately Asarco to acquire approximately 8,586 acres Approximately 10,891 acres of upland 
9,200 acres of upland plant of upland plant communities and plant communities would remain under 
communities, of which, 891 acres approximately 891 acres already disturbed BlM administration 
already disturbed 

BlM to acquire approximately 5,450 acres of Approximately 7,300 acres of upland 
BlM to acquire approximately 6,508 upland plant communities plant communities would remain under 
acres of upland plant communities private ownership and subject to 

development or other private uses. 

Asarco to acquire approximately-a;<- Asarco to acquire approximately +9 acres 99 ~~acres of riparian plant 
~ acres of riparian plant communities of riparian plant communities communities would remain under BlM 
aRe afti#ieiaI1'l6Re/FeSefV6irs. administration. 

BlM would acquire approximately 152 acres 
BlM would acquire approximately 152 of riparian plant communities on the offered 152 acres of riparian plant communities, 

acres of riparian plant communities on lands. locateq on the offered lands, would 

the offered lands. remain in private ownership and subject 
to development or other private uses. 

pit~~~1l'!~fig~f!~~ 
BlM would forego an opportunity to 

?!!\!!k\l~l~fl'1tii[?lllD\;ij!~!~ increase BlM administered riparian 
habitat. 

Asarco to acquire approximately Asarco to acquire approximately ~ Approximately 10,976 acres of wildlife 
10,176 acres of wildlife habitat acres of wildlife habitat (891 already habitat would remain under BlM 
(891 acres already disturbed) disturbed) administration 

BlM would acquire approximately BlM would acquire approximately 5,601 Approximately 7,300 acres of wildlife 
6,659 acres of wildlife habitat acres of wildlife habitat. habitat on the offered lands, would 

remain under private ownership and 
subject to disturbance through private 
development or other private uses. 

Federal protection of special status Federal protection of special status plants, Habitat for special status plants, fish and 
plants, fish and wildlife located on fish and wildlife located on selected lands wildlife located on selected lands would 
selected lands would be discontinued would be discontinued. Approximately see remain under BlM administration 
gue to exchange. Approximately see 6"g~acres of Category II ~f:i~~~~~ij including ~~~.l?gacres of Category 
a.acres of Category II desert desert tortoise habitat would remain under II and ~J~!q acres of Category III 
tortoise habitat on CB-1 would remain BlM administration as will populations of Gila desert tortoise habitat. 
under BlM administration. rock daisy on CB-1 and C8-4. 

BlM to acquire habitat for seven 
An opportunity to acquired habitat for ten 

BlM to acquire habitat for seven special special status species, including 7,144 
special status species including 6,504 status species including 5,446 acres of acres of Category I and II desert 
acres of Category I and II desert Category I and II desert tortoise habitat. tortoise habitat, would be foregone and 
tortoise habitat. 

remain in private ownership and subject 
to development or other private uses. 

*The impacts discussed under the Proposed Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and No Action Alternatives must be added to the impacts 
presented under Impacts Common to All Alternatives 
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Table 2-7. Comparative Summary of Anticipated Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action, 
Buckeye, Copper Butte and the ,No Action Alternatives, and Impacts Common to All Alternatives (the 
foreseeable mining uses) Foreseeable Mining Use categories include: Production Operation and Support (POS) with 25%-
100% surface disturbance, Transition (TRANS) with 5%-25% surface disturbance, Intermittent (INTER) with <5% surface disturbance, 
Long-Range Prospect (LRP) with surface disturbance similar to POS or TRANS and Existing (EXIST) where the surface is already 
disturbed 

Resou rce/lssue 

Threatened and Endangered 
(T&E) Species 

Plants, Fish and Wildlife 

Section 4.1.5 

Critical Habitat 

Section 4.1.6 

PHYSICAL RESOURCES 

Surface Water 

Section 4.2.1 

Groundwater 

Section 4.2.2 

Surface Water Rightstwell 
Permits ': 

Section 4.2.3 

Impacts Common to 
All Alternatives 

(Implementation of Foreseeable 
Mining Uses on Selected Lands) 

Ne ifflpeets eeeel:fse No T & E plants, fish or 
wildlife are known to occur on the selected 
lands. Ull:rls9!m~@B);il~IIlfi~f{"]lLt:l§ 
9f\,§1?!ltlj~~j,~1I~JE~6f~g1t~]J~~!W 
l,f~R~~lm~~~~~6!_~Ql~1 
blmtm~~:§lli!Bml~_QH 
e1iJBBm!~~g]~~ 
l~lIif~I~h_lj)~![![QtI),~_ 

Under the foreseeable mining uses, 
potential impacts to surface waters would be 
regulated by Clean Water Act (CWA) 
sections 401, 402, and 404.3 

Cumulative impacts to surface water quality 
and quantity may occur in Middle Gila River 
watershed. 

Discharges to groundwater from foreseeable 
mining uses would be regulated by 
Arizona's APP program. This requires that 
groundwater quality at deSignated points of 
compliance meet aquifer water quality 
standards.4 

Nine ~,Q:~~water sources and welts on the 
selected lands in the Ray Complex area 
may become unusable from foreseeable 
mining uses of the selected lands. Three 
other surface water sources would most 
likely continue to be utilized for their 
designated uses. 

*PROPOSED ACTION 
(Preferred Alternative) 

;., 

BLM would acquire offered lands which 
provide habitat for the bald eagle, American 
peregrine falcon, ~"'D 
.• and southwestern willow flycatcher. 

Asarco would acquire 13 springs and 3 
stockponds on the selected lands. 

BLM would acquire surface water features 
on the offered lands, which include 0.50 
miles of the Big Sandy River, 2 springs, 2 
stockponds, 1.1 miles of the Gila River, and 
one wildlife catchment. 

Asarco would acquire one abandoned stock 
watering well. 

BLM would acquire one well. 

Five federal reserved rights (Public Water 
Reserve No.1 07) would be withdrawn by 
BLM from ADWR's records. Seven other 
surface water rights claims would transfer to 
Asarco, including three associated with 
stockponds on the Copper Butte Parcels 
and four associated with springs on RM-18. 

Five surface water rights and one well 
permit on the offered lands would transfer to 
BLM. 

3 Residual impacts may occur after compliance with CWA permits, and are described in Section 4.2.1.1. 

4 Residual impacts may occur after compliance with APP, and are described in Section 4.2.2.1. 

*The impacts discussed under the Proposed Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and No Action Alternatives must be added to the impacts 
presented under Impacts Common to All Altematives 
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Table 2-7. Comparative Summary of Anticipated Environmental Consequences of the Proposed 
Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and the No Action Alternatives, and Impacts Common to All 
Alternatives (the foreseeable mining uses) Foreseeable Mining Use categories include: Production Operation and 
Support (POS) with 25%-100% surface disturbance. Transition (TRANS) with 5%-25% swiace disturbance, Intermittent (INTER) 
with <5% swiace disturbance. Long-Range Prospect (LRP) with surface disturbance similar to POS or TRANS and Existing 

where the surface is disturbed. 

*BUCKEYE ALTERNATIVE 

SLM would acquire offered lands 
which provide habitat for the bald 
eagle, American peregrine falcon, 
q~914.~4tg~llig!J'):Q£i§1Q}(9ttlYli>~I';a nd 
southwestern willow flycatcher. 

Same as Proposed Action except that 
SLM would retain one spring and one 
stockpond on Parcel CS-1. 

Same as Proposed Action 

Same as Proposed Action, except 
that one SLM water right associated 
with Parcel CS-1 for Rincon Reservoir 
would remain in federal ownership. 

*COPPER BUTTE ALTERNATIVE 

~§~t§Q'~~1r~~qgYiI~t,§Pl?£fl?S!Qiat~!Y0f!!~~WJ\~t\PJ 
$9,LJmMi[§11i[JillWl!19Wf1lyq?1~lglff~;'.!1~;~~]'f,~§ 
9fP;Q!~D~i.l;J,k\p,?ft,g~:J~tr:QglD]!I~JjpYl1mYt7§:~1 
Q,~b\~~ti?!)g\'po.t~'rilia!:f!aQjt~tBf€I!+lfj~[~.t~I§Jig~ 
ncis~(p:ljlts. 

SLM would acquire offered lands which 
provide habitat for the bald eagle, American 
peregrine falcon, c~pt!Js;J\'1Xty'g!ng!:i§(i?ygIJjYJ1 
OWl and southwestern willow flycatcher. 

Same as Proposed Action except that SLM 
would retain three stockponds, and one 
abandoned well on Parcels CS-1, CS-2, and 
CB-3. 

I:lL~/l~qglq:fii>t~?!~g!J,i.r~2pn~;$tQg~i?9!19):~m!!j~ 
9ff~tgp,~I~f:i9~'; 

Same as Proposed Action 

Same as Proposed Action, except that three 
SLM water rights associated with Parcels CS-
1, CB-2, and CS-3 (for Rincon Reservoir, 
Dunn Tank No.1, and Dunn Tank No.2, 
respectively) would remain in federal 
ownership. 

Ii.VplW§!~ti999J§i?§$,P,9tii,t~tljMiJt~i.§~~tiQ!1:~~J<jf 
m~~,$§t;i~g~~~:\'qfi~?(~~fg~f,g~I$';5r@j!,l;!:fi2t 
be,a~9ired:Qy;E,!LM; 

*NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Same as' Impacts Common to All 
Alternatives except that SLM would not 
acquire surface water features on the 
offered lands. 

Same as Impacts Common to All 
Alternatives. 

SLM would forego an opportunity to 
acquire the one well on the offered 
lands. 

No water rights in the project area would 
transfer ownership. 

Five surface water rights and one well 
permit would remain in private 
ownership. 

'The impacts discussed under the Proposed Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and No Action Alternatives must be added to the impacts 
presented under Impacts Common to All Alternatives 
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Table 2-7. Comparative Summary of Anticipated Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action, 
Buckeye, Copper Butte and the No Action Alternatives, and Impacts Common to All Alternatives (the 
foreseeable mining uses) Foreseeable Mining Use categories include: Production Operation and Support (POS) with 25%-
100% surface disturbance, Transition (TRANS) with 5%-25% surface disturbance, Intermittent (INTER) with <5% surface disturbance, 
Long-Range Prospect (LRP) with surface disturbance similar to POS or TRANS and Existing (EXIST) where the surface is already 
disturbed 

Impacts Common to 
All Alternatives 

(Implementation of Foreseeable "PROPOSED ACTION 
Resourcellssue Mining Uses on Selected Lands) (Preferred Alternative) 

Air Quality All parcels within the Ray Complex and The exchange of selected lands in and of 
Copper Butte/Buckeye areas are within a itself would not affect air quality. 
non-attainment area for PM,o and all parcels 

Section 4.2.4 within the Chilito/Hayden area are within a Acquisition of the offered lands is not 
non-attainment area for both PM,o and S02' expected to impact air quality. 
Any impacts to air quality resulting in 
accedences in PM ,o or S02 would require a 
modification to Asarco's Title V Permit from 
ADEQ. 

Soils Approximately 10,339 acres of soils in the Approximately 10,976 acres of soils on the 
Ray Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye and selected lands would be acquired by 
Chimo/Hayden areas and approximately Asarco. 

Section 4.2.5 637 acres of soils in the Casa Grande area 
impacted. BlM would acquire 7,300 acres of soils on 

the offered lands. 

MINERAL RESOURCES The selected lands would be mined for None 
copper under all the alternatives 

Mineral Potential 

Section 4.3.1 

Mineral Rights Asarco would exercise mineral rights on all BlM would acquire the offered lands and 
mining claims. Third-party claims located petition to withdraw two parcels to mineral 

Section 4.3.2 on Parcel CH-1 would need to be resolved entry (Tomlin #4 and Gila River Parcel at 
before mining can occur. Cochran). 

LAND USE Foreseeable mining uses on the selected Two percent increase in privately-held lands 
lands could occur under private or public in Pinal County and 0.3 percent increase in 

Land Ownership ownership. Gila County. In addition. a 0.1 percent 
decrease in publicly-held lands in Pinal 

Section 4.4.1 
County. BlM administered split-estate 
lands in the Ray Complex, Copper 

f'~:: Butte/Buckeye and Chilito/Hayden areas # 

would decrease from 48 to 43 percent. 

Increase in publicly-held lands in Mohave 
County. 

·The impacts discussed under the Proposed Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and No Action Alternatives must be added to the impacts 
presented under Impacts Common to All Alternatives 
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Table 2-7. Comparative Summary of Anticipated Environmental Consequences of the Proposed 
Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and the No Action Alternatives, and Impacts Common to All 
Alternatives (the foreseeable mining uses) Foreseeable Mining Use categories include: Production Operation and 
Support (POS) with 25%-100% swface disturbance, Transition (TRANS) with 5%-25% surrace disturbance, Intermittent (INTER) 
with <5% surrace disturbance. Long-Range Prospect (LRP) with Burrace disturbance similar to POS or TRANS and Existing 
(EXIST) where the surrace is already disturbed 

"BUCKEYE ALTERNATIVE *COPPER BUTTE AL TERNATIVE "NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Same as Proposed Action. Same as Proposed Action. The selected lands would remain under 
BLM administration. 

BlM would not acquire the offered lands 
as they would remain under private 
ownership and subject to development 
or other private uses. 

Approximately 10,176 acres of soils Approximately 9,161 acres of soils on the Asarco would not acquire any of the 
on the selected lands would be selected lands would be acquired by Asarco. selected lands and BlM would not 
acquired by Asarco. acquire any of the offered lands. 

None None None 

Same as Proposed Action. Same as Proposed Action. Existing mineral rights would continue to 
be held by Asarco. 

BlM would not acquire the mineral 
rights of the offered lands and would be 
unable to petition to withdraw Tomlin #4 
and Gila River Parcel at Cochran to 
mineral entry. 

Approximate two percent increase in Approximate two percent increase in No change from existing land ownerShip, 
privately-held lands in Pinal County privately-held lands in Pinal County and 0.3 the selected lands would continue to be 
and 0.3 percent increase in Gila percent increase in Gila County. In addition, administered under the BlM Phoenix 
County. In addition, a 0.1 percent a 0.1 percent decrease in publicly-held lands and Safford RMPs. 
decrease in publicly-held lands in in Pinal County. BlM administered split-
Pinal County. BlM administered estate lands in the Ray Complex, Copper The offered lands would remain under 
split-estate lands in the Ray Complex, Butte/Buckeye and Chilito/Hayden areas private ownership and the BlM would 
Copper Butte/Buckeye and would decrease from 48 to 43 percent. forego an opportunity to acquire these 
Chilito/Hayden areas would decrease lands. 
from 48 to 43 percent. Increase in publicly-held lands in Mohave 

County. 
Increase in publicly-held lands in 
Mohave County. 

*The impacts discussed under the Proposed Action, Buckeye. Copper Butte and No Action Altematives must be added to the impacts 
presented under Impacts Common to All Alternatives 
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Table 2-7. Comparative Summary of Anticipated Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action, 
Buckeye, Copper Butte and the No Action Alternatives, and Impacts Common to All Alternatives (the 
foreseeable mining uses) Foreseeable Mining Use categories include: Production Operation and Support (POS) with 25%-
100% surface disturbance, Transition (TRANS) with 5%-25% surface disturbance, Intermittent (INTER) with <5% surface disturbance, 
Long-Range Prospect (LRP) with surface disturbance similar to POS or TRANS and Existing (EXIST) where the surface is already 
disturbed 

Impacts Common to 
All Alternatives 

(Implementation of Foreseeable *PROPOSED ACTION 
Resourcellssue Mining Uses on Selected Lands) (Preferred Alternative) 

Management of Impacts to management of public lands are BlM would have substantially less 

Public Lands expected when Asarco proceeds with management responsibilities under 3809 if 
foreseeable mining uses regardless of land Asarco acquires the selected lands. 

Section 4.4.2 ownership. 
BlM will have fewer management conflicts 
in various wilderness and ACEC areas 
within Arizona by acquiring the offered 
lands. 

Access and Recreation Battle Axe Road would be used by Asarco Some alignments proposed for the AZ Trail 
for mining operations at Copper Butte. Two would be irnpacted as these would require 

Section 4.4.3 alternative routes for access/recreation to Asarco permiSSion to develop or require 
Walnut Canyon and White Canyon realignment. 
Wilderness are being considered. In 
addition, alternative trail segments are being BlM would acquire offered lands in five 

considered for the Arizona Trail. l'3.!,j!\lll~§ special management areas, consolidating 

~!ilI~§!@gaQ"!Qliq~~£t~t$R'gijf~~I~Dpll!~2~ public land ownership and alleviating 

g&l~lIDB~§~~~lSg~rf!j;t~m~tt~ potential public access problems through 

P~fi£i9~~E!~m~~ those lands. 

Back country vehicle recreation in the 
Copper Butte/Buckeye area would be 
impacted by implementation of foreseeable 
mining uses. Proposed mitigation would 
allow access to popular sites (e.g. Coke 
Ovens and artesian well). 

Rights-ot-Way Three rights-of-way occur within the POS BlM would transfer title of selected lands to 
Use category and will likely need to be Asarco and all rights-ot-way would remain 

Section 4.4.4 relocated: a portion of county road (Battle intact. Asarco would no longer need an 
Axe Road AZA 21389), an electric power easement for Parcel CH-4 (AZA 1000). 
line (AZA 2146), and Highway 177 (AZAR 
024241). Rights-ot-way occurring in other Acquisition of the offered lands is not 

""';: foreseeable use categories could potentially expected to impact any rights-ot-way. - be impacted, but not necessarily relocated. , 
Grazing Approximately 4,814 acres and 379 AUMs BLM would relinquish management of and 

of BlM administered grazing land in seven grazing income of $1 ,239.30/year from 

Section 4.4.5 allotments would be impacted. approximately 8,196 acres (918 AUMs) and 
seven improvements within seVen grazing 
allotments. 

BlM would acquire 7,300 acres within five 
allotments, totaling 288AUMs and $587.25 
per year. 

"The impacts discussed under the Proposed Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and No Action Alternatives must be added to the impacts 
presented under Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

2-32 



Chapter 2. Alternatives Considered 

Table 2-7. Comparative Summary of Anticipated Environmental Consequences of the Proposed 
Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and the No Action Alternatives, and Impacts Common to All 
Alternatives (the foreseeable mining uses) Foreseeable Mining Use categories include: Production Operation and 
SUppOlt (PaS) with 25%-100% sut1ace disturbance, Transition (TRANS) with 5%-25% sut1ace disturbance, Intermittent (INTER) 
with <5% sut1ace disturbance, Long-Range Prospect (LRP) with sut1ace disturbance similar to pas or TRANS and Existing 
(EXIST) where the sut1ace is already disturbed 

*BUCKEYE ALTERNATIVE 

Same as Proposed Action, however, 
should Asarco ultimately seek to 
develop the Buckeye Deposit, it would 
have to be done under BLM's 3809 
regulations, which would result in 
long-term BLM management of the 
Buckeye operation. 

Same as Proposed Action, except 
that BLM would not acquire Section 9 
of the McCracken Mountains Parcels. 
Public access through these private 
properties and recreation 
opportunities on these parcels would 
not be available. 

Same as Proposed Action. 

Approximately 7,396 acres (825 
AUMs) relinquished from BLM 
administration and a loss of grazing 
income of $1,113. 75/year. 

BLM would acquire 6,659 acres within 
five allotments, and increase grazing 
revenues by $326.34 per year. 

*COPPER BUTTE ALTERNATIVE 

Same as Buckeye Alternative except Parcels 
CB-1, CB-2, and portions of CB-3 would 
remain under BLM administration, requiring 
management under 3809. 

Same as the Buckeye alternative, except that 
BLM would not acquire Sections 9,3 and 19 
of the McCracken Mountains Parcels. 

l:;~g~L1PYJ2),i2~~fl?:,~~~~t!1t{jygtiJ§!~f¢!id!11~4~9Z~I,g 
n.qml~:t~§dly~a; 

Rights-of-way crossing the Copper Butte 
parcels will remain under BLM administration. 

Approximately 6,221 acres (698 AUMs) 
relinquished from BLM administration and a 
loss of grazing income of $834.30/year. 

BLM would acquire 5,601 acres within five 
allotments, increase grazing revenues by 
$274.53 per year. 

*NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Implementation of the foreseeable 
mining uses via MPO, would require 
long-term BLM resources and oversight. 
Implementation of foreseeable mining 
uses might require BLM to process 
future patent applications, but currently 
new patent applications are not being 
accepted. . 

BLM would forego an opportunity to 
acquire the offered lands. In addition, 
the McCracken Mountains ACEC would 
remain checker-boarded with 
fragmented management conflicts. 

The selected lands would remain under 
BLM administration, and impacts to 
access/recreation would be expected to 
be similar to those described under 
impacts common to all alternatives. 

The offered lands would remain in 
private ownership. Public access and 
recreation on these lands would not be 
available, and an opportunity to acquire 
them would be gone. 

Selected lands would remain under BLM 
administration. 

BLM would not acquire the offered 
lands. 

Under the No Action, the selected lands 
would remain under BLM administration. 

BLM would not acquire the offered 
lands, which would remain in private 
ownership and subject to development 
or other private uses. 

"The impacts discussed under the Proposed Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and No Action Alternatives must be added to the impacts 
presented under Impacts Common to All Alternatives 
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2.3.7 No Mining Election Alternative lE;~f;I!itz"'1§fl!ll_ 

Should the land exchange not take place, a "no mining" election could occur, if: (1) the mining claimant15 

of record elects not to mine any portion of the selected public lands presently encumbered by mining claims; 
or (2) the mining claimant is barred from mining because its plan of operations is not approved or the claims 
are determined to be invalid. Even with the exchange, the same election could occur should the proponent 
elect not to mine or if the proponent was unable to secure the state and federal permits needed for mine 
operation. 

Under the "no mining election," the minerals found within the claims would not be developed, and none of 
the actions contemplated under the Proposed Action, Copper Butte, Buckeye, or No Action alternatives 
would occur. The site would remain in its present state, and expansion of existing mining operations from 
adjoining lands would not take place. Surface disturbances created by mineral exploration and historic 
mining activities would remain to the extent not otherwise reclaimed. 

The selected public lands would continue to be subject to the pressures of mineral development, given 
favorable economic circumstances, and would be available for future mine development attempts or other 
uses within the limits of applicable state and federal laws and regulations. Should there be no mining, certain 
employment and economic benefits would not accrue to the local and regional communities. 

Given the prevailing circumstances, the likelihood of a no mining election is essentially nil and cannot be 
considered a reasonably foreseeable possibility under any of the alternatives, including the No Action 
Alternative. 

2.4 COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Table 2-7 summarizes and compares the environmental impacts between the Proposed Action, Buckeye, 
Copper Butte and No Action Alternatives. Impacts resulting from the foreseeable uses, which are common 
to all alternatives and are likely to occur with or without a land exchange, are also identified in this table. 
Detailed analysis of impacts is provided in Chapter 4. 

15 As noted at Section 3.2.2.2, the selected lands are encumbered by a total of 751 mining claims. Each of the 31 parcels 
constituting the selected lands are encumbered by mining claims, except one (Parcel CH-5). Ofthese 751 claims, 747 (99.5 percent) are 
held by Asarco, and 4 (0.5%) are held by a third party (Parcel CH-1). Thus, references to "mining claimant" as a practical matter, refer to 
Asarco. 
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Table 2-7. Comparative Summary of Anticipated Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action, 
Buckeye, Copper Butte and the No Action Alternatives, and Impacts Common to All Alternatives (the 
foreseeable mining uses) Foreseeable Mining Use categories include: Production Operation and Support (POS) with 25%-
100% surface disturbance, Transition (TRANS) with 5%-25% surface disturbance, Intermittent (INTER) with <5% surface disturbance, 
Long-Range Prospect (LRP) with surface disturbance similar to POS or TRANS and Existing (EXIST) where the surface is already 
disturbed. 

Resource/Issue 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Upland Plant 
Communities 

Section 4.1.1 

Riparian Plant 
Communities 

Section 4.1.2 

WildlifelWildlife Habitats 

Section 4.1.3 

Special Status Species 

Section 4.1.4 

2 

Impacts Common to 
All Alternatives 

(Implementation of Foreseeable 
Mining Uses on Selected Lands) 

Approximately 10,891 acres impacted. 891 
acres within EXIST (already disturbed), 
4,037 within INTER, 3,416 within POS, 704 
within TRANS, and 1,731 within LRP. 

Approximately 4-iZ-gii~ acres of Sonoran 
Riparian Deciduous Forest1tall8 17 acres af 
aftifieiall'lalleslresetilairs impacted. 

Approximately 10,090 acres of wildlife 
habitat impacted. Approximately 26-42 big 
game animals impacted. Specifically, 9-12 
within INTER, 9-17 within POS, 3 within 
TRANS, and 6-10 within LRP. 

*PROPOSED ACTION 
(Preferred Alternative) 

Asarco to acquire approximately 10,891 
acres of upland plant communities; 10,000 
acres of Sonoran desertscrub and 891 acres 
of disturbed plant communities. 

BLM to acquire approximately 7,148 acres 
of upland plant communities 

Asarco to acquire approximately %R 
acres of riparian communities; 17 acres 
Xeroriparian mixed grass, and ~acres 
Sonoran Riparian Deciduous Forest ~ 
aeres af aftifieiall3alles. 

BLM would acquire approximately 152 acres 
of riparian plant communities 

6ii! ~1l1~acre net gain to BLM administered 
riparian habitat 

Asarco to acquire approximately 10,976 
acres of wildlife habitat (891 already 
disturbed) 

BLM would acquire approximately 7,300 
acres of wildlife/wildlife habitat on the 
offered lands 

Plants; Impacts to San Carlos buckwheat Federal protection of special status plants, 
on RM-8, Gila rock daisy on CB-1 and CB-4, fish and wildlife located on selected lands 
and Pima Indian Mallow on CH-1 

Fish and Wildlife: Impacts to eight roosts 
providing potential habitat for Townsend's 
big-eared bat, California leaf-nosed bat and 
cave myotis on Parcels RM-1, RM-8, RM-10 
and RM-18; elimination of an artificial pond 
c . rog; 
approximately res of 
Category II and 3,982 acres of Category III 
desert tortoise habitat directly/indirectly 
impacted, approximately 1,150 acres of 
potential habitat for chuchwalla; longfin dace 
in Walnut Creek; and 40 acres of potential 
habitat for Western burrowing owl on CG-3. 

BLM to acquire habitat for ten sp,ecial status 
wildlife species including 6;&4e lIIIacres 
of Category I and II desert tortoise habita~ 
a"o 649 acres of Categef)' II oesert tefteise 
flabitet:-

*The impacts discussed under the Proposed Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and No Action Alternatives must be added to the impacts 
presented under Impacts Common to All Alternatives 
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Table 2-7. Comparative Summary of Anticipated Environmental Consequences of the Proposed 
Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and the No Action Alternatives, and Impacts Common to All 
Alternatives (the foreseeable mining uses) Foreseeable Mining Use categories include: Production Operation and 
Support (POS) with 25%-100% surface disturbance, Transition (TRANS) with 5%-25% surface disturbance. Intermittent (INTER) 
with <5% surface disturbance, Long-Range Prospect (LRP) with surface disturbance similar to POS or TRANS and Existing 
(EX/Sn where the surface is already disturbed. 

*BUCKEYE ALTERNATIVE *COPPER BUTTE AL TERNATIVE *NO ACTION AL TERNATIVE 

Asarco to acquire approximately Asarco to acquire approximately 8,586 acres Approximately 10,891 acres of upland 
9,200 acres of upland plant of upland plant communities and plant communities would remain under 
communities, of which, 891 acres approximately 891 acres already disturbed BlM administration 
already disturbed 

BlM to acquire approximately 5,450 acres of Approximately 7,300 acres of upland 
BlM to acquire approximately 6,508 upland plant communities plant communities would remain under 
acres of upland plant communities private ownership and subject to 

development or other private uses. 

Asarco to acquire approximately-s:tt Asarco to acquire approximately +9 ~.~ acres sa §:~:'acres of riparian plant 
~ acres of riparian plant communities of riparian plant communities communities would remain under BlM 
alia affifieial I'ellel/reserveirs. administration. 

BlM would acquire approximately 152 acres 
BlM would acquire approximately 152 of riparian plant communities on the offered 152 acres of riparian plant communities, 
acres of riparian plant communities on lands. locateq on the offered lands, would 
the offered lands. remain in private ownership and subject 

[g~~~Jr~pj]ilnto;~I;:.M£igmli1t~~~ to development or other private uses. 

~jr~l~gtltlt~l![~I~!§;;*:§I!\lJ. np~o!_~~~ 
BlM would forego an opportunity to ~Y~migt~w~~1l[~tlliillt~2jr~!) 
increase BlM administered riparian 
habitat. 

Asarco to acquire approximately Asarco to acquire approximately ~. Approximately 10,976 acres of wildlife 
10,176 acres of wildlife habitat acres of wildlife habitat (891 already habitat would remain under BlM 
(891 acres already disturbed) disturbed) administration 

BlM would acquire approximately BLM would acquire approximately 5,601 Approximately 7,300 acres of wildlife 
6,659 acres of wildlife habitat acres of wildlife habitat. habitat on the offered lands, would 

remain under private ownership and 
subject to disturbance through private 
development or other private uses. 

Federal protection of special status Federal protection of special status plants, Habitat for special status plants, fish and 
plants, fish and wildlife located on fish and wildlife located on selected lands wildlife located on selected lands would 
selected lands would be discontinued would be discontinued. Approximately 899 remain under BlM administration 

I iji~c~;:hange. Approximately-aee 1?~~Jiacres of Category 11 ~tl!:tii!DWJlg:_ including 4;~!54~l~!?,~(acres of Category 
of Category II desert desert tortoise habitat would remain under 11 and ~tq§,~ acres of Category 111 

tortoise habitat on CB-1 would remain BlM administration as will populations of Gila desert tortoise habitat. 
under BlM administration. rock daisy on CB-1 and CB-4. 

BlM to acquire habitat for seven 
An opportunity to acquired habitat for ten 

BlM to acquire habitat for seven special special status species, including 7,144 
special status species including 6,504 status species including 5,446 acres of acres of Category I and II desert 
acres of Category I and 11 desert Category I and 11 desert tortoise habitat. tortoise habitat. would be foregone and 
tortoise habitat. 

remain in private ownership and subject 
to development or other private uses. 

"The impacts discussed under the Proposed Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and No Action Alternatives must be added to the impacts 
presented under Impacts Common to All Alternatives 
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Table 2-7. Comparative Summary of Anticipated Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action, 
Buckeye, Copper Butte and the No Action Alternatives, and Impacts Common to All Alternatives (the 
foreseeable mining uses) Foreseeable Mining Use categories include: Production Operation and Support (POS) with 25%-
100% surface disturbance, Transition (TRANS) with 5%-25% surface disturbance, Intermittent (INTER) with <5% surface disturbance, 
Long-Range Prospect (LRP) with surface disturbance similar to POS or TRANS and Existing (EXIST) where the surface is already 
disturbed 

Resource/Issue 

Threatened and Endangered 
(T&E) Species 

Plants, Fish and Wildlife 

Section 4.1.5 

Critical Habitat 

Section 4.1.6 

PHYSICAL RESOURCES 

Surface Water 

Section 4.2.1 

Groundwater 

Section 4.2.2 

Surface Water Right$/Well 
Permits # 

Section 4.2.3 

Impacts Common to 
All Alternatives 

(Implementation of Foreseeable 
Mining Uses on Selected Lands) 

Ne iFfll'aets eeeat:lse No T & E plants, fish or 
wildlife are known to occur on the selected 
lands. jml?~q§l~~J~~~~i£TI§!I!!.JI:'<!§~l 
Qf?l?J)J,lW~1!1~jlJ9:Wm!~~!.llllI~~J~!f 
l!II?R~mllI9J§i~A§&'~A~~'t!ia!iAl! 
!l!ll2lf~~g~lI'L~n!iW.s&~~ 
~1!~,~~J~1!!!ill'UlllmQ~1J~]I!i_ 
g:~1%tit'[~!!g~m~!9t'1j~~~1111.;~ 

Under the foreseeable mining uses, 
potential impacts to surface waters would be 
regulated by Clean Water Act (CWA) 
sections 401, 402, and 404.3 

Cumulative impacts to surface water quality 
and quantity may occur in Middle Gila River 
watershed. 

Discharges to groundwater from foreseeable 
mining uses would be regulated by 
Arizona's APP program. This requires that 
groundwater quality at designated pOints of 
compliance meet aquifer water quality 
standards. 4 

Nine ~j,l~~ater sources and wells on the 
selected lands in the Ray Complex area 
may become unusable from foreseeable 
mining uses of the selected lands. Three 
other surface water sources would most 
likely continue to be utilized for their 
designated uses. 

*PROPOSED ACTION 
(Preferred Alternative) 

BlM would acquire offered lands which 
provide habitat for the bald eagle, American 
peregrine falcon, ~ 
~WJdand southwestern willow flycatcher. 

Asarco would acquire 13 springs and 3 
stockponds on the selected lands. 

BlM would acquire surface water features 
on the offered lands, which include 0.50 
miles of the Big Sandy River, 2 springs, 2 
stockponds. 1.1 miles of the Gila River. and 
one wildlife catchment. 

Asarco would acquire one abandoned stock 
watering well. 

BlM would acquire one well. 

Five federal reserved rights (Public Water 
Reserve No. 107) would be withdrawn by 
BlM from ADWR's records. Seven other 
surface water rights claims would transfer to 
Asarco, including three associated with 
stockponds on the Copper Butte Parcels 
and four associated with springs on RM-18. 

Five surface water rights and one well 
permit on the offered lands would transfer to 
BlM. 

3 Residual impacts may occur after compliance with CWA permits, and are described in Section 4.2.1.1. 

4 Residual impacts may occur after compliance with APP, and are described in Section 4.2.2.1. 

"The impacts discussed under the Proposed Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and No Action Alternatives must be added to the impacts 
presented under Impacts Common to All Alternatives 
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Table 2-7. Comparative Summary of Anticipated Environmental Consequences of the Proposed 
Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and the No Action Alternatives, and Impacts Common to All 
Alternatives (the foreseeable mining uses) Foreseeable Mining Use categories include: Production Operation and 
Support (POS) with 25%-100% surface disturbance, Transition (TRANS) with 5%-25% sUttace disturbance, Intermittent (INTER) 
with <5% swtace disturbanceJ Long-Range Prospect (LRP) with surface disturbance similar to POS or TRANS and Existing 

where the surface is disturbed. 

*BUCKEYE ALTERNATIVE 

BlM would acquire offered lands 
which provide habitat for the bald 
eagle, American peregrine falcon, 

q~gtti~!m9Jjj29§ge!,9.m¥!~~I~and 
southwestern willow flycatcher. 

Same as Proposed Action except that 
BlM would retain one spring and one 
stockpond on Parcel CB-1. 

Same as Proposed Action 

Same as Proposed Action, except 
that one BlM water right associated 
with Parcel CB-1 for Rincon Reservoir 
would remain in federal ownership. 

*COPPER BUTTE ALTERNATIVE 

BlM would acquire offered lands which 
provide habitat for the bald eagle, American 
peregrine falcon, G~qt!JlSH~mjJjQJj!SJtJYc!:lIXWJ: 
0\'.:1 and southwestern willow flycatcher. 

Same as Proposed Action except that BlM 
would retain three stockponds, and one 
abandoned well on Parcels CB-1, CB-2, and 
CB-3. 

~1;M~9gtg,;99t?cq)J!r~:Rn~~\Q~KIt9f.):d,:;~!{ttl~ 
i:lff~[~(i;)I~j'lg~; 

Same as Proposed Action 

Same as Proposed Action, except that three 
BlM water rights associated with Parcels CB-
1, CB-2, and CB-3 (for Rincon Reservoir, 
Dunn Tank No.1, and Dunn Tank No.2, 
respectively) would remain in federal 
ownership. 

IW.q~W~~J\,fti£jnU1t~§$,P9Lal~l!~\\i!\ni9,!!ipt~~t[rq~ 
m,~{IVJ§l~5ttt~!m~!)"ij~ai~,§%B.~tip~l~\Wqg!!;!mPJ 
ij¢<l9Qi:!it~!,,';J.1Y4B,LM;: 

*NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Same as' Impacts Common to All 
Alternatives except that BlM would not 
acquire surface water features on the 
offered lands. 

Same as Impacts Common to All 
Alternatives. 

BlM would forego an opportunity to 
acquire the one well on the offered 
lands. 

No water rights in the project area would 
transfer ownership. 

Five surface water rights and one well 
permit would remain in private 
ownership. 

'The impacts discussed under the Proposed Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and No Action Alternatives must be added to the impacts 
presented under Impacts Common to All Alternatives 
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Table 2-7. Comparative Summary of Anticipated Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action, 
Buckeye, Copper Butte and the No Action Alternatives, and Impacts Common to All Alternatives (the 
foreseeable mining uses) Foreseeable Mining Use categories include: Production Operation and Support (POS) with 25%-
100% surface disturbance, Transition (TRANS) with 5%-25% surface disturbance, Intermittent (INTER) with <5% surface disturbance. 
Long-Range Prospect (LRP) with surface disturbance similar to pas or TRANS and Existing (EXIST) where the surface is already 
disturbed 

Impacts Common to 
All Alternatives 

(Implementation of Foreseeable *PROPOSED ACTION 
Resourcellssue Mining Uses on Selected Lands) (Preferred Alternative) 

Air Quality All parcels within the Ray Complex and The exchange of selected lands in and of 
Copper Butte/Buckeye areas are within a itself would not affect air quality. 
non-attainment area for PM,o and all parcels 

Section 4.2.4 within the Chilito/Hayden area are within a Acquisition of the offered lands is not 
non-attainment area for both PM10 and S02' expected to impact air quality. 
Any impacts to air quality resulting in 
accedences in PM'Q or S02 would require a 
modification to Asarco's Title V Permit from 
ADEQ. 

Soils Approximately 10,339 acres of soils in the Approximately 10,976 acres of soils on the 
Ray Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye and selected lands would be acquired by 
Chilito/Hayden areas and approximately Asarco. 

Section 4.2.5 637 acres of soils in the Casa Grande area 
impacted. BLM would acquire 7,300 acres of soils on 

the offered lands. 

MINERAL RESOURCES The selected lands would be mined for None 
copper under all the alternatives 

Mineral Potential 

Section 4.3.1 

Mineral Rights Asarco would exercise mineral rights on all BlM would acquire the offered lands and 
mining claims. Third-party claims located petition to withdraw two parcels to mineral 

Section 4.3.2 on Parcel CH-1 would need to be resolved entry (Tomlin #4 and Gila River Parcel at 
before mining can occur. Cochran). 

LAND USE Foreseeable mining uses on the selected Two percent increase in privately-held lands 
lands could occur under private or public in Pinal County and 0.3 percent increase in 

Land Ownership ownership. Gila County. In addition. a 0.1 percent 
~ 

decrease in publicly-held lands in Pinal 

Section 4.4.1 
County. BLM administered split-estate 
lands in the Ray Complex, Copper 

"",,: 
': Butte/Buckeye and Chililo/Hayden areas 

would decrease from 48 to 43 percent. 

Increase in publicly-held lands in Mohave 
County. 

*The impacts discussed under the Proposed Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and No Action Alternatives must be added to the impacts 
presented under Impacts Common to All Alternatives 
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Table 2-7. Comparative Summary of Anticipated Environmental Consequences of the Proposed 
Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and the No Action Alternatives, and Impacts Common to All 
Alternatives (the foreseeable mining uses) Foreseeable Mining Use categories include: Production Operation and 
Support (POS) with 25%-100% surface disturbance, Transition (TRANS) with 5%-25% surface disturbance, Intermittent (INTER) 
with <5% surface disturbance, Long-Range Prospect (LRP) with surface disturbance similar to POS or TRANS and EXisting 
(EXIST) where the surface is already disturbed 

*BUCKEYE ALTERNATIVE *COPPER BUTTE ALTERNATIVE *NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Same as Proposed Action. Same as Proposed Action. The selected lands would remain under 
BLM administration. 

BlM would not acquire the offered lands 
as they would remain under private 
ownership and subject to development 
or other private uses. 

Approximately 10,176 acres of soils Approximately 9,161 acres of soils on the Asarco would not acquire any of the 
on the selected lands would be selected lands would be acquired by Asarco. selected lands and BlM would not 
acquired by Asarco. acquire any of the offered lands. 

None None None 

Same as Proposed Action. Same as Proposed Action. Existing mineral rights would continue to 
be held by Asarco. 

BlM would not acquire the mineral 
rights of the offered lands and would be 
unable to petition to withdraw Tomlin #4 
and Gila River Parcel at Cochran to 
mineral entry. 

Approximate two percent increase in Approximate two percent increase in No change from existing land ownership, 
privately-held lands in Pinal County privately-held lands in Pinal County and 0.3 the selected lands would continue to be 
and 0.3 percent increase in Gila percent increase in Gila County. In addition, administered under the BlM Phoenix 
County. In addition, a 0.1 percent a 0.1 percent decrease in publicly-held lands and Safford RMPs. 
decrease in publicly-held lands in in Pinal County. BlM administered split-
Pinal County. BlM administered estate lands in the Ray Complex, Copper The offered lands would remain under 
split-estate lands in the Ray Complex, Butte/Buckeye and Chilito/Hayden areas private ownership and the BlM would 
Copper Butte/Buckeye and would decrease from 48 to 43 percent. forego an opportunity to acquire these 
Chilito/Hayden areas would decrease lands. 
from 48 to 43 percent. Increase in publicly-held lands in Mohave 

County. 
Increase in publicly-held lands in 
Mohave County. 

"The impacts discussed under the Proposed Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and No Action Alternatives must be added to the impacts 
presented under Impacts Common to All Alternatives 
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Table 2-7. Comparative Summary of Anticipated Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action, 
Buckeye, Copper Butte and the No Action Alternatives, and Impacts Common to All Alternatives (the 
foreseeable mining uses) Foreseeable Mining Use categories include: Production Operation and Support (PaS) with 25%-
100% surface disturbance, Transition (TRANS) with 5%-25% surface disturbance, Intermittent (INTER) with <5% surface disturbance, 
Long-Range Prospect (LRP) with surface disturbance similar to pas or TRANS and Existing (EXIST) where the surface is already 
disturbed 

Impacts Common to 
All Alternatives 

(Implementation of Foreseeable *PROPOSED ACTION 
Resource/Issue Mining Uses on Selected Lands) (Preferred Alternative) 

Management of Impacts to management of public lands are BlM would have substantially less 

Public Lands expected when Asarco proceeds with management responsibilities under 3809 if 
foreseeable mining uses regardless of land Asarco acquires the selected lands. 

Section 4.4.2 ownership. 
BlM will have fewer management conflicts 
in various wilde mess and ACEC areas 
within Arizona by acquiring the offered 
lands. 

Access and Recreation Battle Axe Road would be used by Asarco Some alignments proposed for the AZ Trail 
for mining operations at Copper Butte. Two would be impacted as these would require 

Section 4.4.3 alternative routes for access/recreation to Asarco permission to develop or require 
Walnut Canyon and White Canyon realignment. 
Wilderness are being considered. In 
addition, altemative trail segments are being BlM would acquire offered lands in five 
considered for the Arizona Trail. ~1ZNIJ!,!~~ special management areas, consolidating 

~i!!1§:§!~R[Gl~~lj:1LtlB9P(~~fil~9~1t~~ public land ownership and alleviating 

i?,&i§lIil\!J!:!!a1!!~~~~!ff~t~t~ potential public access problems through 

!o/~t!Y~IRE}r~g those lands. 

Back country vehicle recreation in the 
Copper Butte/Buckeye area would be 
impacted by implementation of foreseeable 
mining uses. Proposed mitigation would 
allow access to popular sites (e.g. yoke 
Ovens and artesian well). 

Rights-of-Way Three rights-of-way occur within the POS BlM would transfer title of selected lands to 
Use category and will likely need to be Asarco and all rights-ot-way would remain 

Section 4.4.4 relocated: a portion of county road (Battle intact. Asarco would no longer need an 
Axe Road AZA 21389), an electric power easement for Parcel CH-4 (AZA 1000). 
line (AZA 2146), and Highway 177 (AZAR 
024241). Rights-Of-way occurring in other Acquisition of the offered lands is not 

, .. ~,~ foreseeable use categories could potentially expected to impact any rights-of-way. , 
be impacted. but not necessarily relocated. -'. 

Grazing Approximately 4,814 acres and 379 AUMs BlM would relinquish management of and 
of BlM administered grazing land in seven grazing income of $1 ,239.30/year from 

Section 4.4.5 allotments would be impacted. approximately 8,196 acres (918 AUMsj and 
seven improvements within seven grazing 
allotments. 

BlM would acquire 7,300 acres within five 
allotments, totaling 288AUMs and $587.25 
per year. 

'The impacts discussed under the Proposed Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and No Action Altematives must be added to the impacts 
presented under Impacts Common to All Alternatives 
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Table 2-7. Comparative Summary of Anticipated Environmental Consequences of the Proposed 
Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and the No Action Alternatives, and Impacts Common to All 
Alternatives (the foreseeable mining uses) Foreseeable Mining Use categories include: Production Operation and 
Support (POS) with 25%-100% surface disturbance, Transition (TRANS) with 5%-25% surface disturbance, Intermittent (INTER) 
with <5% swiace disturbance, Long-Range Prospect (LRP) with surface disturbance similar to POS or TRANS and Existing 
(EXIST) where the surface is already disturbed 

*BUCKEYE ALTERNATIVE 

Same as Proposed Action, however, 
should Asarco ultimately seek to 
develop the Buckeye Deposit, it would 
have to be done under BLM's 3809 
regulations, which would result in 
long-term BlM management of the 
Buckeye operation. 

Same as Proposed Action, except 
that BLM would not acquire Section 9 
of the McCracken Mountains Parcels. 
Public access through these private 
properties and recreation 
opportunities on these parcels would 
not be available. 

Same as Proposed Action. 

Approximately 7,396 acres (825 
AUMs) relinquished from BLM 
administration and a loss of grazing 
income of $1.113.75/year. 

BlM would acquire 6,659 acres within 
five allotments, and increase grazing 
revenues by $326.34 per year. 

*COPPER BUTTE ALTERNATIVE 

Same as Buckeye Alternative except Parcels 
CB-1, CB-2, and portions of CB-3 would 
remain under BLM administration, requiring 
management under 3809. 

Same as the Buckeye alternative, except that 
BlM would not acquire Sections 9, 3 and 19 
of the McCracken Mountains Parcels. 

*NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Implementation of the foreseeable 
. mining uses via MPO, would require 
long-term BlM resources and oversight. 
Implementation of foreseeable mining 
uses might require BLM to process 
future patent applications, but currently 
new patent applications are not being 
accepted. . 

BLM would forego an opportunity to 
acquire the offered lands. In addition, 
the McCracken Mountains ACEC would 
remain checker-boarded with 
fragmented management conflicts. 

The selected lands would remain under 
BlM administration, and impacts to 
access/recreation would be expected to 
be similar to those described under 
impacts common to all alternatives. 

The offered lands would remain in 
private ownership. Public access and 
recreation on these lands would not be 
available, and an opportunity to acquire 
them would be gone. 

Rights-of-way crossing the Copper Butte Selected lands would remain under BlM 
parcels will remain under BLM administration. administration. 

Approximately 6,221 acres (698 AUMs) 
relinquished from BlM administration and a 
loss of grazing income of $834.30/year. 

BlM would acquire 5,601 acres within five 
allotments, increase grazing revenues by 
$274.53 per year. 

BlM would not acquire the offered 
lands. 

Under the No Action, the selected lands 
would remain under BlM administration. 

BlM would not acquire the offered 
lands, which would remain in private 
ownership and subject to development 
or other private uses. 

"The impacts discussed under the Proposed Action, Buckeye. Copper Butte and No Action Alternatives must be added to the impacts 
presented under Impacts Common to All Alternatives 
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Table 2-7. Comparative Summary of Anticipated Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action, 
Buckeye, Copper Butte and the No Action Alternatives, and Impacts Common to All Alternatives (the 
foreseeable mining uses) Foreseeable Mining Use categories include: Production Operation and Support (POS) with 25%-
100% surface disturbance, Transition (TRANS) with 5%-25% surface disturbance, Intermittent (INTER) with <5% surface disturbance. 
Long-Range Prospect (LRP) with surface disturbance similar to POS or TRANS and Existing (EXIST) where the surface is already 
disturbed 

Resou rce/lssue 

Visual Quality 

Section 4.4.6 

Wildernessl Special 
Management Areas 

Section 4.4.7 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Archaeological Resources 

Section 4.5.1 

Places of Traditional 
Importance '.'; 

Section 4.5.2 

SOCIOECONOMIC 
RESOURCES 

Population and 
Demographics 

Section 4.6.1 

Impacts Common to 
All Alternatives 

(Implementation of Foreseeable 
Mining Uses on Selected Lands) 

Foreseeable mining uses at the proposed 
Copper Butte pit and Buckeye Long-Range 
Prospect would be visible from 35% of the 
Copper Butte/ Buckeye visual quality study 
area, which includes the White Canyon 
Wilderness. fiQ;~§ljrt@~gj§lf~:h~WD~ 

(¢~ld,~Qf~,gIi;!h~i§ilY~!I;Jyt§§1Sl~~mmll,nj!y 
WqUldjl!J~W;mihHigi?'¢tiYI1Y;:<!iF@,ppp~t;.~·~!t~/ 

Noise, air, and visual quality impacts 
resulting from the foreseeable mining uses 
would impact naturalness and solitude 
values in White Canyon Wilderness. Mining 
would be visible from higher areas within the 
wilderness, however visitors would be able 
to avoid these impacts by using the 
relatively protected canyon portions of the 
wilderness as they do today. Potential 
impacts expected for proposed public 
access Route #1 to White Canyon 

Wilderness ~@jmA't~!I!~ii}'b~~~iruI:iXI!l!!!YR 
m~f~f9t~\~.~\![~1l~ll~;:~~~;;~~e!~feiirfJf:t 
~1{~[n.~~jY~1:~~~§:t13;tqt~E 

Potential impacts to 89 ?~J:archaeological 
sites would be mitigated through the 
implementation of a treatment plan. 

BLM is consulting with tribes to help identify 
places of traditional importance on the 
selected lands. None identified to date. 

None Expected 

*PROPOSED ACTION 
(Preferred Alternative) 

Visual impacts from mining would occur on 
private lands rather than public lands 

BLM would acquire all of the offered lands, 
and visual quality would be protected from 
development in special management areas. 

Asarco to acquire selected lands with 
private lands adjacent to wilderness and 
ACEC. 

BLM acquires offered lands in, or adjacent 
to, the Mount Tipton and Warm Springs 
Wilderness Areas as well as lands within 
three special management areas. 
Acquisition improves management 
proficiencies within each RMP and reduces 
management conflicts regarding access for 
recreation use. 

89 p§llsites transferred into private 
ownership after mitigation. Potential 
impacts to 17,"&i~ll!i:~ would be mitigated 
through the implementation of a treatment 
plan. 

The exchange would place at least 11 sites 
into public ownership, where they would be 
afforded federal management and protection 
under ARPA and NHPA. 

Same as Impacts Common to all 
Alternatives 

None Expected 

'The impacts discussed under the Proposed Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and No Action Alternatives must be added to the impacts 
presented under Impacts Common to All Alternatives 
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Table 2-7. Comparative Summary of Anticipated Environmental Consequences of the Proposed 
Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and the No Action Alternatives, and Impacts Common to All 
Alternatives (the foreseeable mining uses) Foreseeable Mining Use categories include: Production Operation and 
Support (POS) with 25%-100% surface disturbance. Transition (TRANS) with 5%-25% surface disturbance, Intermittent (INTER) 
with <5% surface disturbance, Long-Range Prospect (LRP) with surface disturbance similar to POS or TRANS and Existing 
(EXIST) where the surface is already disturbed. 

*BUCKEYE ALTERNATIVE *COPPER BUTTE AL TERNA TIVE *NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Same as Proposed Action, but BlM Same as Buckeye Alternative, except BlM The selected lands would remain under 
would not acquire Section 9 of the would not acquire Sections 9, 3, 19 of the BlM, and visual impacts would be 
McCracken Mountains Parcels, and McCracken Mountains Parcels. Additional expected to be similar to impacts 
potential future visual impacts from visual impacts in the Copper Butte/Buckeye common to all alternatives. 
mining activities on Parcel CB-1 area as Parcels CB-1, CB-2 and a portion of 
would occur on public lands rather CB -3 would remain in public ownership BlM would not acquire the offered 
than private lands. lands, and the potential for visual 

impacts from private development within 
Special Management Areas would 
remain. 

Same as Proposed Action Same as Proposed Action Selected lands would remain under BlM 
administration. 

BlM acquisition of offered lands BlM acquisition of offered lands except 
except Section 9 of the McCracken Sections 9,3 and 19 of the McCracken BlM would not acquire any of the 
Mountains Parcels improves Mountains Parcels improves management offered lands, which would remain under 
management within the Phoenix and within each RMP and reduces management private ownership and subject to 
Kingman RMP and reduces conflicts regarding access for recreation use. development and other private uses. 
management conflicts regarding landowners could potentially apply for 
access for recreation use. access roads to properties located 

within wilderness. 

The exchange would transfer +S:'§~: The exchange would transfer &4 ~~sites into Sites on the offered lands would be 
sites into private ownership after private ownership after mitigation. Potential subject to the rights of private ownership 
mitigation. Potential impacts to & impacts to'~(il,~sites would be mitigated to the degree that private actions are 
sites would be mitigated through the through the implementation of a treatment regulated by local, state, and federal 
implementation of a treatment plan. plan. law. Sites on BlM surface on the 

selected lands would remain subject to 
The exchange would place at least 11 The exchange would place at least 11 sites BlM management and control. 
sites into public ownership, where into public ownership, where they would be 
they would be afforded federal afforded federal management and protection. 
management and protection. 

Same as Impacts Common to all Same as Impacts Common to all Alternatives Same as Impacts Common to All 
Alternatives Alternatives. 

None Expected None Expected None Expected 

*The impacts discussed under the Proposed Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and No Action Altematives must be added to the impacts 
presented under Impacts Common to All Alternatives 
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Table 2-7. Comparative Summary of Anticipated Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action, 
Buckeye, Copper Butte and the No Action Alternatives, and Impacts Common to All Alternatives (the 
foreseeable mining uses) Foreseeable Mining Use categories include: Production Operation and Support (POS) with 25%-
100% surface disturbance, Transition (TRANS) with 5%·25% surface disturbance, Intermittent (INTER) with <5% surface disturbance, 
Long-Range Prospect (LRP) with surface disturbance similar to POS or TRANS and Existing (EXIST) where the surface is already 

Resource/Issue 

Local and Regional 
Economy 

Section 4.6.2 

Environmental Justice 

Section 4.6.3 

Impacts Common to 
All Alternatives 

(Implementation of Foreseeable 
Mining Uses on Selected Lands) 

Asarco would retain 48 employees for the 
Copper Butte/Buckeye project. Average 
total income in salaries/wages to employees 
at Ray Complex and Copper Butte 
operations is approximately 
$1,882,OOO/year. Asarco is estimated to 
pay approximately $1 ,080,600/yr in taxes for 
Ray Complex and Copper Butte operations. 

*PROPOSED ACTION 
(Preferred Alternative) 

The exchange would affect the local 
economy through increased property tax 
revenues in Pinal and Gila Counties. 

Reductions in the property tax rolls of 
counties containing the offered lands are 
small and are potentially offset by PIL T 
payments. For Mohave County, the result is 
a net loss of $15,700, $ 3,900 in Pinal 
County of the county's total property tax 
receipts. 

None 

'The impacts discussed under the Proposed Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and No Action Alternatives must be added to the impacts 
presented under Impacts Common to All Alternatives 
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Table 2-7. Comparative Summary of Anticipated Environmental Consequences of the Proposed 
Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and the No Action Alternatives, and Impacts Common to All 
Alternatives (the foreseeable mining uses) Foreseeable Mining Use categories include: Production Operation and 
Support (POS) with 25%-100% surface disturbance, Transition (TRANS) with 5%-25% surface disturbance, Intermittent (INTER) 
with <5% surface disturbance, Long-Range Prospect (LRP) with surface disturbance similar to POS or TRANS and Existing 
EXS ( I T) where the surface is already disturbed. 

*BUCKEYE AL TERNATIVE "COPPER BUITE ALTERNATIVE *NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Same as Proposed Action, except Same as Buckeye Alternative except Asarco would retain its 1600 employees 
Section 9 of the McCracken Sections 9, 3 and 19 of the McCracken at the Ray Complex operations and 
Mountains Parcels not acquired, Mountains Parcels would not be acquired by there would be no change in taxes or 
therefore resulting in less property tax BLM. income as existing operations would 
in Mohave County as compared to the continue. 
Proposed Action. 

Offered lands would remain under 
private ownership and subject to 
development and other private uses. 

None None None 

*The impacts discussed under the Proposed Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte and No Action Alternatives must be added to the impacts 
presented under Impacts Common to All Alternatives 
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CHAPTER 3 

THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

This chapter describes the existing conditions of natural and human environment on both the selected and 
offered lands potentially affected by the proposed Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment. The chapter is 
organized into three major sections: Regional Overview of the Selected Lands, Existing Conditions of the, 
Selected Lands, and Existing Conditions of the Offered Lands. The resources covered in the two sections 
on existing conditions relate to the issues raised during public scoping and are organized into the same 
general categories as in Table 1-6 in Chapter 1. These categories are Land Use, Biological Resources, 
Physical Resources, Mineral Resources, Cultural Resources, and Socioeconomic Resources. 

3.1 REGIONAL OVERVIEW 

As indicated in Chapters 1 and 2, the selected lands are divided into foUr project areas located in Pinal and 
Gila Counties in south-central Arizona. These areas are referred to in this document as the Ray Complex, 
Copper Butte/Buckeye, Chilito/Hayden and the Casa Grande area, respectively. The offered lands are 
referred to in this document based on two individual parcels and three parcel groups located in Pinal and 
Mohave Counties. 

Selected Lands. The Ray Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye and Chilito/Hayden areas are located in 
northeastern Pinal County and southwestern Gila County. The Chilito/Hayden parcels are located just north 
of the town of Winkelman northward about 25 miles along Highway 177 to the Ray Complex and Copper 
Butte/Buckeye Parcels located near Walnut and Mineral Creeks (Figure 1-1). All selected parcels in this 
area lie within five miles of Hwy 177, with the majority surrounding the Ray Mine (Figure 1-1). This huge 
open-pit copper mine and associated are processing facilities form Asarco's Ray Complex, which gives the 
area its name. Communities in the project area include Kearny, Hayden, and Winkelman. The Town of 
Superior is about 10 miles north; the Tonto National Forest boundary lies about a mile to the north; and the 
San Carlos Apache Reservation boundary is less than 10 miles to the east. 

The Casa Grande area borders the town of Cas a Grande in western Pinal County. The three parcels in this 
area fall within an area measuring three miles north-to-south and two miles east-to-west. Communities near 
Casa Grande include Eloy, Coolidge, and Florence. Boundaries of the Gila River Indian Reservation, 
Maricopa Indian Reservation, and Tohono O'odham Nation lie within 15 miles of the project area. 

Topographically, south-central Arizona is dominated by long, open, relatively flat basins between Northwest
trending, elongated mountain ranges. The entire region is drained by the Gila River and a network of largely 
ephemeral tributaries. Overall, the Gila drainage is to the southwest, but local drainage patterns vary 
considerably. As part of the Sonoran Desert, this region is dry and hot and supports various kinds of lowland 
and upland desert plant communities. Relatively small patches of riparian vegetation grow near the rare 
sources of permanent water, but xeroriparian plant communities along ephemeral washes are much more 
common. 

The Ray Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye and Chilito/Hayden areas extend along the western slope of the 
rugged Dripping Springs Mountains and into the valleys of the Gila River and two of its tributaries: Mineral 
and Walnut Creeks. Across the Gila River, a smaller range, the Tortilla Mountains, borders the area on the 
west. Elevations range from about 2,000 feet above mean sea level (msl) in Kearny, which is on the Gila 
River, to 5,200 feet above msl in the Dripping Springs Mountains. Ray, headquarters for Asarco's operations 
at the Ray Mine, is located some 10 miles northeast of Kearny at an elevation of about 2,200 feet above msl. 
Elevations of the selected parcels in the Ray Complex area range from 2,000 to 4,000 feet above mst 
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In contrast to the largely mountainous terrain of the Ray Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye and Chilito/Hayden 
areas, the Casa Grande area is situated in the broad, nearly level Casa Grande Valley at an elevation of 
about 1,300 feet above msl. The Santa Cruz River, a tributary of the Gila River, drains the valley, but both 
it and the Gila (20 miles north of Casa Grande) are now ephemeral watercourses in this area as a result of 
human development. Sparse, lowland desert vegetation and extensive irrigated cotton fields are typical of 
the region. 

Offered Lands. The offered lands encompass five different areas in two counties throughout Arizona 
(Figure 1-2). One parcel, the Gila River Parcel at Cochran (Figure 2-1), is located in Pinal County, within 
~itljirr~miles from the selected lands in the Copper Butte/Buckeye area. The remaining offered lands 
are located in Mohave County and include one individual parcel, the Sacramento Valley Parcel, located 
southwest of Kingman (Figure 2-2). The remaining parcels in Mohave County are described in parcel groups 
(meaning there are several parcels within close proximity of one another described within a group). One 
group, the Knisely Ranch Parcels, are located approximately 40 miles north of Kingman (Figure 2-5). A 
second group, the Tomlin Parcels, are located southwest of the town of Wikieup (Figure 2-3), and the last 
group, the McCracken Mountains Parcels, are located just east of Lake Havasu City (Figure 2-4). 

3.1.1 Climate 

Selected Lands. The project areas surrounding the selected lands are arid. Kearny, in the Ray Complex 
area, averages 17 inches of precipitation annually; Casa Grande averagesS.4 inches. In Kearny, the winter 
months (December through March) account for 39 percent of the precipitation, which falls as gentle rain. 
July, August, and September account for another 40 percent (Table 3-1). During these three summer 
months, moisture of tropical origin enters the state from the south, generally precipitating in brief, heavy 
thunderstorms (Sellers and Hill, 1974). Temperature data collected at Winkelman indicates an average 
annual temperature of approximately 65 degrees (ibid). 

Table 3-1. Average Precipitation During Summer/Fall Months in Kearny and Casa Grande 

Month Kearny Precipitation (inches) Casa Grande Precipitation (inches) 

July 2.13 0.95 

August 2.90 1.56 

September 1.30 0.79 

October 0.83 0.62 

Annual Average 17.1 8.12 

Source: Arizona Department of Commerce, 1997 

Offered Lands. The area surrounding the majority of the offered lands in Mohave County is considered arid. 
Temperature data collected near Kingman indicates an annual temperature of approximately 61 degrees and 
an average preCipitation of 8.6 inches (ibid). Winds are usually from the southwest, with average daily wind 
speeds of about 5 to 10 miles per hour in the winter and 8 to 20 miles per hour in the summer (Arizona 
Meteorological Network, 1995). 

3-2 Bureau of Land Management 
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3.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS OF THE SELECTED LANDS 

3.2.1 Biological Resources 

This section is divided into the following subsections: upland plant communities, riparian plant communities, 
wildlife/wildlife habitats, special status species, and biodiversity. 

3.2.1.1 Upland Plant Communities 

The project areas lie within the Sonoran Desertscrub biotic community (Brown 1994). Two upland plant 
communities were identified on the selected lands: Sonoran Desertscrub (Arizona Upland Subdivision) and 
disturbed. Plant species typical of semidesert grassland and interior chaparral plant communities occur in 
association with Sonoran desertscrub plants on portions of some parcels. However, because semidesert 
grassland and interior chaparral species are uncommon and local relative to Sonoran desertscrub species, 
they are not treated as separate communities in this document. Upland plant communities (Sonoran 
Desertscrub and disturbed) cover approximately 10,891 acres (99.2%) of the selected lands and are 
summarized in Table 3-2. 

Table 3-2. Approximate Acreage of Upland Plant Communities on the Selected Lands 

Selected Lands Sonoran Desert Scrub Disturbed TOTALS (acres) 

Ray Complex 6,036 230 6,266 

Copper Butte/Buckeye 3,173 3,173 

Chilito/Hayden 791 38 829 

Casa Grande 623 623 

TOTALS (acres) 10,000 891 10,891 

Ray Complex. Sonoran Desertscfub occurs on the majority of selected land parcels in the Ray Complex 
area (Figures 3-1, 3-2). Dominant species include foothill paloverde (Cercidium microphyllum), saguaro 
(Carnegiea gigantea) , and a variety of woody shrubs and small cacti. Jojoba (Simmondsia chinensis) is 
dominant or co-dominant on gradual slopes at elevations ranging from about 2,400 to 3,400 feet on the Ray 
Complex parcels. Several Sonoran Desertscrub species (e.g., foothill paloverde and saguaro) are 
uncommon or locally common in areas dominated by jojoba. Sonoran Desertscrub in the Ray Complex area 
selected lands covers approximately 6,036 acres (57% of selected lands, Figure 3-2). 

Species commonly found in semidesert grassland communities occur in association with Sonoran 
desertscrub plants on the Copper Butte/Buckeye parcels and RM-15, at elevations above about 3,000 feet. 
These plants include a variety of grasses, sotol (Dasylirion wheelen) , Palmer agave (Agave palmen) , 
oreganillo (Aloysia wrightil), and banana yucca (Yucca baccata). 

Plant species typical of interior chaparral communities occur on several parcels in the Ray Complex area, 
but are most abundant at upper elevations on Parcels RM-10. RM-11, and RM-13. Chaparral plants include 
scrub live oak (Quercus turbinel/a), squaw bush (Rhus trilobata), sugar bush (R. ovata), mountain mahogany 
(Cercocarpus montanus), and coahuila juniper (Juniperus coahuilensis). 

Vegetation in disturbed areas is sparse and limited to weedy grasses, forbs, and shrubs. In disturbed areas, 
"weedy" species consist of both native and non-native representatives and include the following: burro weed 
(Isocoma tenuisecta), snakeweed (Guitierrezia sarothrae), desert broom (Baccharis sarothroides), and red 
brome (Bromus madritensis). However, disturbed habitats occur more extensively on Parcels RM-3, RM-4, 
RM-5, RM-6, RM-8, and RM-9 (Table 3-2). 

Bureau of Land Management 3-3 
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Copper Butte/Buckeye. Sonoran desertscrub in the Copper Butte/Buckeye area covers approximately 
3,173 acres (29% of Selected Lands, Table 3-2). 

Chilito/Hayden. Sonoran desertscrub in the Chilito/Hayden area covers approximately 791 acres (7% of 
Selected Lands, Table 3-2). Approximately 38 acres (Figure 3-3) of disturbed habitat occurs on Parcel CH-4 
as a result of mining activities. 

Casa Grande. The only upland plant community within the Casa Grande area is disturbed habitat, where 
approximately 623 acres (6%)occurs on Parcels CG-1, CG-2, and CG-3 (Table 3-2). Disturbed habitat 
results mostly from agricultural activities and surface clearing for canal and berm construction (Figure 3-4). 

3.2.1.2 Riparian Plant Communities 

Fettf 1lJj'fee~riparian plant communities were identified on the selected lands: Xeroriparian Mixed Scrub 
(XMS),'Xe'r(;riparian Mixed Grass (XMG), Sonoran Riparian Deciduous Forest (SFDF), €lnd €lrtifiei€ll ponds 16. 

Approximately W -!I!tl acres of riparian plant communities occur within the Sonoran Riparian Deciduous 
Forest, €lrtifiei€ll pond. and Xeroriparian Mixed Grass Communities and are summarized in Table 3-3. ltim 
wetlandS'!1a~:defifieagtr·?'E-"·~~pfi\.!e~QraeM~~19.90~Pijlr~FO~:fj:~tr-art--&Q"£lne1;i§electeqtla'Ods, 
"'.rM:.,;;,,,,,.-,,,::,::it0.l .. ~'t.,,,,,,,."""''';'hL'~''_'-_''' __ ''''A!k,k)J.Ifi:'>i>.",,Y:.f!i.,_rl:~"-"-".,~iZtk .. ~",,,,,,.~,,,,,,,,.,,,,.j!_~*,£,**,*M-:i ~ -, -m.~tB~:i1J~"*"",-,,,;:-,_,_ . ..t.k~-""",~,.,."")~";;;¢)),"''i."",~_;;mwii''~'h",2;>h£0h'''''''''''i''' 

Table 3-3. Summary of Riparian Plant Communities on the Selected Lands 

Selected Lands XMG SRDF Artifieial Pefuis,'Reserveifs TOTAL (acres) 

Ray Complex 13 4-1 69 ~l\i 

Copper Butte/Buckeye S~ 3:S 9:S ~31 

Chilito/Hayden 3.4 3.4 

Casa Grande 17 17 

TOTAL (acres) 17 ~~J;~~ 5&;6 9& 3~::4.1 

Xeroriparian Mixed Scrub is the dominant riparian vegetation community on the selected lands. Common 
plant species include mesquite (Prosopis velutina), catclaw acacia (Acacia greggit). desert hackberry (Celtis 
spinosa), burrobush (HymenocJea monogyra). desert broom, and blue paloverde (Cercidium f1oridum). This 
community is assoc;iated with an ephemeral water supply (ephemeral washes flow briefly in direct response 
to precipitation in tn'e immediate vicinity) and typically contains plant species also found in adjacent uplands, 
although riparian Plants are often larger and occur at higher densities. Because it is a poorly defined 
community and similar in plant composition to the adjacent uplands, area calculations have been included 
in the upland plant community acreage. 

Ray Complex. Sonoran Riparian Deciduous Forest vegetation occurs in drainages with a perennial water 
source or in areas with shallow groundwater. Dominant species include Goodding willow (Salix gooddingil). 
Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontil), and seep willow (Baccharis sa/icifo/ia). Approximately 11.7 acres 
ofthis habitat type is found along Mineral Creek on Parcel RM-7 and RM-2 and on a portion of Parcel RM-10 
and apprOXimately 0.5 acres is found along a perennial spring on Parcel RM-18.ln total, Sonoran Riparian 

3-6 Bureau of Land Management 



~--- STREAMS' 

....J SElECTED PARCELS 

CONTOUR INTERVAL 100 FEET 

Bureau of Land Management 

SONORAN DESERT SCRUB 

DISTURBED 

SONORAN RIPARIAN 
DECIDUOUS FOREST 

Chapter 3. The Affected Environment 

RAYLAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT EIS 
Pinal County. Arizona Us. R,15E.. T.58. R.15E. 

PLANT COMMUNITIES OF THE CHILITO/ 
HAYDEN AREA SELECTED LANDS 

FIGURE 3-3 

3-7 



f 

... 
'" ,,' '" ;r. 

" . J, .. 
;; 

e .. 

Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

3-8 

" a: 
= ! ... 
6-

CG·2 

II \\\ 1111 1 
III \II III 1 
HHIIIIII 
1111111111 

(":;: , 

,--"''/ 

/ 

.. / 
./ 

SANTA CRUZ IN SITU 

R£SEARCHC~~~:JMlNs~* I!!!I 

CG-3 

\1111\\\1 
\II It II II 
111111\\1 
\\Ill till 
III 1It1 II 
III \l\lll 
Itllll \\I 
1 lilt II II 
II \II \\It 

KEY 

....J SELECTED PARCELS 

DRAINAGE 

MAJOR ROADS 

PLANT COMMUNITIES 

.. 
'" '" ! 
;;: 

rfiTil 
l!.illJ 

XERORIPARIAN MIXED GRASS 

DISTURBED 

1 

./ 
.. / 

( 
I 

Stat~ ~: 841 

Scale 

RAY LAND EXCHANGEIPLAN AMENDMENT EIS 
PhIl County. ArIzona T.68. R.5E. 

SURFACE WATERS AND PLANT COMMUNmES 
IN THE VICINITY OF 

CASA GRANDE AREA SELECTED LANDS 
FIGURE 3-4 

Bureau of Land Management 



Chapter 3. The Affected Environment 

Deciduous Forest vegetation covers approximately 13 acres of the selected lands in the Ray Complex area. 

1'11'''0 very sffiall borrow pits containing water are located on Parcel RM 3. No effiergent ' .... etland species were 
observed at either ofthese artificial ponds. Although the reservoir on Parcel RM 7 supports an apprexiffiately 
seven acre patch of ffiixed bread leaf vegetation at its north end, the 'vegetation around the reffiainder of the 
reservoir includes apprexiffiately 47 acres, ineiuding open water, which is cOffiposed of the saffie speeies 
as those occurring around stoei< tanks in the Copper Butte/Buckeye area. 

Chilito/Hayden. Approximately 3.4 acres of Sonoran Riparian Deciduous Forest vegetation occurs in the 
central portion of Parcel CH-1. 

Casa Grande. The only riparian plant community within the Casa Grande area is Xeroriparian Mixed Grass, 
which is dominated by a variety of mostly non-native grasses, including Johnson grass (Sorgum ha/epense). 
This riparian community occurs only along a channelized portion of the Santa Cruz Wash on Parcel CG-1 
in the Casa Grande area where it covers approximately 17 acres «1%) (Figure 3-4). 

3.2.1.3 WildlifelWildlife Habitats 

Wildlife presence or abundance in any given area is dependent on a variety of habitat attributes, including 
vegetation structure, plant species composition, and the presence of certain physical features (BLM 1986). 
Sixty percent of all wildlife in Arizona depend upon riparian and aquatic habitats (BLM 1991). These habitats 
support biologically diverse plant communities and supply food, water and shelter for wildlife. In Arizona, 
twenty-eight priority species require riparian/aquatic areas (ibid). A very small percentage (0.5%) of land in 
Arizona is riparian/aquatic habitat and able to support these species. These habitats are important to wildlife 
out of proportion to their spatial extent. 

Although riparian habitats are present on less than one percent of the selected lands, they support a large 
proportion of the biological diversity of the area and are a focal pOint for wildlife species in a desert 
environment. The variety of upland habitats including Sonoran desertscrub, semi-desert grassland, and 
interior chaparral on the selected lands provide an additional array of habitat features for wildlife. The 
following section discusses the wild life present in each of these habitats. This section deals only with general 
wildlife and wildlife habitats. BLM and Arizona State Special status, and Federally Threatened/Endangered 
(T&E) species will be addressed in Sections 3.2.1.4 and 3.2.1.5. 

Ray Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye, Chilito/Hayden. Two upland wildlife habitats, Sonoran desertscrub 
and Disturbed, have been identified. With the exception of extensively disturbed parcels, wildlife in this area 
is expected to be typical of that found in similar Sonoran desertscrub communities. Due to the absence of 
native vegetation, the disturbed parcels have very low wildlife values. Upland, big game species known to 
occur within these two habitat areas include mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus), white-tailed deer (Odocoileus 
virginian us) , and javelina (Tayassu tajacu). The Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD)17 provided 

17 The AGFD provided both numeric density estimates and the relative designations of "low" and "medium." Density estimates 
are based on a combination of off-site wildlife survey data and estimated habitat capabilities ofthe selected lands ratherthan on site-specific 
population surveys. 

Bureau of Land Management 3-9 
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estimated densities for these species (Table 3-4) in the vicinity of the selected lands, assuming habitats were 
evenly distributed throughout (BLM 1994a). 

Table 3-4. Estimated Densities for Big Game Species on the Selected Lands 

Estimated densities (number of individuals per square mile) 

Species 

Mule deer 

White-tailed deer 

Javelina 

TOTAL 

CH-1-CH-5 

1 - 5 

5-7 

0.5 - 3 

6.5-15 

CB-1-CB-5 

5-7 

1.5 - 3 

6.5-10 

- Wildlife density estimates were not available for this area. 
Source: SWCA 1997e 

RM-1-RM-18 

5-7 

1 - 5 (5 - 7) 

1.5 - 3 (0.5 - 3) 

7.5-17 

Casa Grande Area 

Desert bigRorn sheep hS'l/'e Rot beeF! obseFv'ed on sny of the seleetea Isnds. AGFD v.'ss at one time 
consiaeriF!g future introauction of tRis species to tRe Dripping SpriF!gs MouF!tains east of the Ray Complex 
area (letter to SV''}€A from AGFD datea October 6, 1995). Il0000vever, tRe AGFD has determinea tnat habitat 
conditions in the Dripping Springs MountaiF!s are not suitable for transplaF!t at this time. 

Upland, small game species observed commonly during field visits to undisturbed parcels included Gambel's 
quail (Cal/ipep/a gambe/if), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus califomicus), 
and desert cottontail (Sy/vilagus audubonit). No density estimates were provided by the AGFD for small 
game mammals. ,('.;;: 

-
Upland, nongame w~dlife species observed on the selected lands are typical of those in Sonoran desertscrub 
communities in the region. A variety of reptiles, mammals and birds were observed during field visits to 
parcels in the Ray Complex area. No density estimates were provided by the AGFD for nongame species. 

Three riparian wildlife habitats, Xeroriparian Mixed Scrub, Sonoran Riparian Deciduous Forest and artificial 
ponds (5q,g::~cr~~11 were identified on the Ray Complex area Selected Lands. These areas supply food, 
water and/or shelter to big-game, small-game and non-game wildlife. A variety of nongame, reptiles, 
amphibians, mammals and birds were observed during field visits to parcels in the Ray Complex area. 
Game fish species observed in the Big Box Dam reservoir on Parcel RM-7 include bass (Micropterus spp.) 

18 
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and sunfish (Lepomis spp.). No density estimates were provided by the AGFD for game fish species. The 
mosquitofish, an introduced nongame fish, was also observed on Parcel RM-7 in the Big Box Dam reservoir. 

Casa Grande. Upland game and nongame wildlife in the project area are expected to be typical of those 
in other Sonoran desertscrub habitats. However, because the parcels have been extensively disturbed by 
past human activities, wildlife densities are expected to be very low relative to undisturbed desert habitats 
in the region. Large game species that occasionally may occur in the project area include mule deer and 
coyote (CaniS latrans). Few nongame or neotropical bird species are expected to occur as the parcels in the 
Casa Grande area provide poor habitat for these species. 

Seventeen acres of Xeroriparian Mixed Grass, the only riparian habitat identified within the Casa Grande 
Area Selected Lands, is found along the Santa Cruz River drainage on Parcel CG-1. This drainage falls 
within disturbed agricultural areas and has been channelized. Wildlife densities in this habitat are expected 
to be relatively low. 

3.2.1.4 State and BlM Special Status Species 

Both the State of Arizona and the Arizona BLM are in the process of developing lists of species within their 
jurisdictions that are believed to need special management considerations. The AGFD has developed a draft 
list of species identified as the Wildlife of Special Concern in Arizona (WSCA). This list includes wildlife 
species whose occurrence in Arizona is or may be in jeopardy due to human-caused habitat fragmentation, 
degradation, and destruction (AGFD 1996). With the exception of those species also listed by the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (or proposed for listing), WSCA species are not protected under the authority of the 
Federal Endangered Species Act. Listing as a WSCA confers no regulatory authority or special legal status. 
The designation is primarily designed to aid management decisions and increase public awareness. 

The BLiVI is in the process of converting the former Federal Candidate and Federal C2 species, which are 
no longer considered candidate species, to BLM "sensitive species". Once converted, the list will be 
reviewed and refined. These species are currently referred to as "former candidate species under review 
for BLM sensitive species status". The BLM Manual, Section 6840, defines sensitive plant species as 
" ... those designated by the State Director ... that are 1) under status review by the FWS; or 2) whose numbers 
are declining so rapidly that Federal listing may become necessary; or 3) with typically small and widely 
dispersed populations; or 4) those inhabiting ecological refugia or other specialized or unique 
habitats ... therefore, if sensitive species are designated by a State Director, the protection provided by the 
policy for candidate species shall be used as the minimum level of protection." The BLiVI also tracks other 
species in the Arizona Game and Fish Department Heritage Data Management System for cumulative 
impacts although they aren't treated as sensitive species". The current Arizona and BLM special status 
species are listed in Tables 3-5a and 3-5b. 

3.2.1.4.1 Special Status Plants 

Of the 23 species of special interest to the BLM and/or AGFD listed in Table 3-3a, six plants were identified 
for analysis: acuna cactus (Echinomastus erectocentrus acunensis), San Carlos wild buckwheat (Eriogonum 
capillare) , Pima indian-mallow (Abutilon parishir), Mexican shrub mallow (Malvastrum bicuspidatum) , Gila 
rock daisy (Perityle gilensis) and varied fishhook cactus (Mammillaris viridif/ora) (Table 3-5a). With the 
exception of acuna cactus, which is a federal candidate species, all are categorized as Arizona Game and 
Fish Department Heritage Database. Of these six species, three (San Carlos wild buckwheat, Pima Indian
mallow, and Gila rock daisy) have been found on the selected lands. 

Bureau of Land Management 3-11 
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Table 3-5a. State and BlM Special Status Plant Species with the Potential to Occur on the Selected 
lands (by area) 

Occurrence codes are as follows: 1=species is unlikely to occur in the area (habitats are not typical of those known to be used or the 
area is well outside of the species normal range); 2=species may occur infrequently in the area (plant species have not been surveyed 
for; animal species occasionally may visit but habitats do not appear suitable for breeding orno individuals were recorded during species
specific surveys); 3=species may occur regularly in the project area (species is relatively abundant and widespread and habitats appear 
typical of those known to be used for breeding); 4=species has been recorded in the project area. 

Copper Butte! 
Species Status Cas a Grande 

Acuna cactus USFWS 
(Echinomastus erectocentrus Candidate 
acunensis) 

San Carlos wild buckwheat AGFDHDMS*** 
(Eriogonum capiJ/are) 

Pima Indian-mallow AGFDHDMS 
(Abutilon parishii) 

Mexican shrub mallow AGFDHDMS 
(Malvastrum bicuspidatum) 

Varied fishhook cactus AGFDHDMS 
(Mammillaria viridiflora) 

Gila rock daisy AGFDHDMS 
(Perity/e gilensis) 

* BlM =former candidate species under review for BlM sensitive species status 
** WSCA = Wildlife of Special Concern in Arizona 

Buckeye 

2 

2 

2 

2 

4 

***AGFDHDMS = Arizona Game and Fish Department Heritage Data Management System 

Chilitol 
Hayden 

2 

4 

2 

2 

2 

Ray 
Complex 

4 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Ray Complex. The San Carlos wild buckwheat was the only BlM special status plant species observed on 
Parcel RM-8 (SWCA 1996). Soils on the selected lands in the Ray Complex are derived from sedimentary 
(mostly limestone) rather than granitic rocks and thus differ from soils in areas where the acuJia cactus is 
known to occur. 

Copper Butte/Buckeye. Gila rock daisy was the only BlM special status plant observed on Parcels CB-1 
and CB-4 (memo to Shela McFarlin, BlM, from John Anderson, BlM, dated October 1995). No acuria cacti 
were observed during surveys conducted previously on Parcel CB-1 (SWCA, 1994), and very few of the 
remaining selected lands are within the known elevational range of this cactus. Soils on the selected lands 
in the Copper Butte/Buckeye area are derived from sedimentary (mostly limestone) rather than granitic rocks 
and thus differ from soils in areas where the acut'\a cactus is known to occur. 

Chilito/Hayden. Pi~a Indian-mallow was the only special status plant observed on Parcel CH-1 (SWCA 
1994). Soils on the selected lands in the Chilito/Hayden area are derived from sedimentary (mostly 
limestone) rather than granitic rocks and thus differ from soils in areas where the acuna cactus is known to 
occur. 

Casa Grande. None of the six plant species of special interest is likely to occur in the Casa Grande area. 
Habitats there are not suitable and the Casa Grande area is well outside these species normal range. 

3.2.1.4.2 Special Status Fish and Wildlife 

A total of seventeen special status wildlife species were identified as having the potential to occur on the 
Selected lands (Table 3-5b). This includes eight bat species: California leaf-nosed bat (Macrotus 
californicus). greater western mastiff-bat (Eumops perotis californicus), small-footed myotis (Myotis 
cilio/abrum), long-legged myotis (Myotis vOlans), fringed myotis (Myotis thysanodes), Yuma myotis (Myotis 
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Table 3-5b. State and BLM Special Status Fish and Wildlife Species with the Potential to Occur on the Selected 
Lands (by area) 

Occurrence codes are as follows: 1=species is unlikely to occur in the area (habitats are not typical of those .known to be used or the 
area is well outside of the species normal range); 2=species may occur infrequently in the area (plant species have not been surveyed 
for; animal species occasionally may visit but habitats do not appear suitable for breeding or no individuals were recorded during spedes-
specific surveys); 3=species may occur regularly in the project area (species is relatively abundant and widespread and habitats appear 
typical of those known to be used for breeding); 4=species has been recorded in the project area. 

Copper Butte! 
Species Status Casa Grande 

California leaf-nosed bat BLM" 2 
(Macrotus caHfomicus) 

Greater western mastiff-bat BLMIWSCA·· 2 
(Eumops perotis caHfomicus) 

Small-footed myotis BLM 1 
(Myotis ciliolabrum) 

Long-legged myotis BLM 1 
(Myotis volans) 

Fringed myotis BLM 1 
(Myotis thysanodes) 

Yuma myotis BLM 1 
(Myotis yumanensis) 

Cave myotis BLM 2 
(Myotis velifer) 

Townsend's big-eared bat BLMIWSCA 1 
(Plecotus townsendii pallescens) 

Ferruginous hawk BLMIWSCA 2 
(Buteo rega/is) 

Western burrowing owl BLM 3 
(Athene cunicularia hypugea 

Common black-hawk WSCA 1 
(Buteogallus anthrocinus) 

Desert tortoise (Sonoran BLMIWSCA 1 
population) 
(Gopherus agassizii) 

Chuckwalla BLM 1 
(Sauromalus obesus) 

Lowland leopard frog BLMIWSCA 1 
(Rana yavapiensis) 

Mexican garter snake BLMIWSCA 
(Thamnophis eques) 

Roundtail chub BLMIWSCA 
(Gila robusta) 

Longfin dace BLMIWSCA 1 
(Agosia chrysogaster) 

• BLM "'former candidate species under review for BLM sensitive species status 
•• WSCA :: Wildlife of Special Concern in Arizona 

Buckeye 

4 

2 

2 

2 

4 

4 

4 

2 

4 

4 

4 

4 

'''AGFDHDMS = Arizona Game and Fish Department Heritage Data Management System 

Bureau of Land Management 

Chilitol Ray 
Hayden Complex 

2 4 

2 2 

2 2 

1 

2 2 

2 3 

2 2 

2 4 

1 

1 

2 

44 4 

1 4 

1 4 

1 

1 

3 
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yumanensis), cave my otis (Myotis veliter) and Townsend's big-eared bat (Plecotus townsendii pallescens) , 
three bird species: ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis), western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugea), 
and common black-hawk (Buteogallus anthrocinus); three reptile species: desert tortoise (Gopherus 
agassizi/) , chuckwalla (Sauromalus obesus) and Mexican garter snake (Thamnophis eques); one amphibian 
species: lowland leopard frog (Rana yavapiensis); and two fish species: roundtail chub (Gila robusta) , and 
longfin dace (Agosia chrysogaster). 

Ray Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye, Chilito/Hayden. 

Bats. 'mo~g~, four special status bat species (California leaf-nosed bat, Townsend's big-eared bat, Yuma 
Myotis, and cave myotis) were captured during a mist net survey along Walnut Creek near Copper 
Butte/Buckeye (BLM 1994c). Two of the four species, California leaf-nosed bat and Townsend's big-eared 
bat, were observed in ad its in the Ray Mine area. California leaf-nosed bat was observed on Parcel RM-10, 
and Townsend's big-eared bat was observed on Parcels RM-1 and RM-18 (SWCA 1994). An unidentified 
bat and several insectivorous bats were observed flying just inside the entrance of a shaft located along the 
western boundary of Parcel RM-8, [§!lmlm~i:!gj'Wg!l§tJ~Ig;gm!qmnu9&§~~~~£ql~qm~,fit~"§ 
(SWCA 1996, ~>~.Jm). Although not observed during surveys, Yuma myotis is known to occur outside the 
project area in the Ray Mine diversion tunnel (SWCA 1995b). [nEm!i1§'Imt~B~~~tl!9§Zp~~kW:&:C:§ 
bl:l!mN:etf~etWe~~'1!""~1!)8t:~bsts'tJfI~i'I'f~gl\'~j"'m;at~iii'V:~l\fG~~19,'91,t~.~~lltl~\10nall'~~~ "'~';'~i>.~~_.,~ .. {i.,,,".~~~¥~-.;,~;=,;.j,;0;c:4~Ht!A!~li:"~~i.~~~L",,,_/!'-':-~~~~~~4¥1:'J"~,~",;;~(,.;.~~.t:.t.~~ 
1?:a~-.:.1l~RII:":l11;""cr:'tB'im;;:~~m·tS'51Wo·tol3!t~$r?II:II?E!:fo;:''GB'f!i'':ifl··:e:aliM"~j8!~eat!r\-:T'·ea:;'bats"'!!!i'ir~~t'\ .. ~ hi"a~1U,~;"""'1t._"",,,,,,J,~il~~lIti .• ~.~,,.~,~~\l;!r~,,,,SE,,J~\iIi!!9,,~~~,~,.~,'l~~L~_!ii •. ,.,.".!~~,~ 
2iliitt~~~i~§:~~1!;mY~a~gQs!~IlT95:e.~~D The greater western mastiff-bat, 
small-footed myotis, and fringed myotis may occur occasionally on one or more of the selected parcels. The 
long-legged myotis, is unlikely to occur on any of the parcels because habitats differ from those known to 
be used by this species. 

Birds of Prell. The common black-hawk may occur occasionally on one or more of the selected parcels. 
An immature common black-haWk was reportedly observed by AGFD personnel at the reservoir behind Big 
Box Dam just south of Parcel RM-7 (Letter to Gail Acheson, BLM, from Ron Christofferson, AGFD, dated 
29 September 1994). Ferruginous hawk and western burrowing owl are unlikely to occur on any of the 
parcels because habitats differ from those known to be used by these species. 

Desert Tortoise. The Sonoran desert tortoise occurs east and south of the Colorado River and is not 
federally listed, although it is considered a sensitive species by both BLM and AGFD. It is a former Category 
" candidate species under the Endangered Species Act. 

Signs of desert tortoise, typically found at elevations ranging from 900 to 3,500 feet, were observed on 
several parcels in the Ray Complex, ~JQrra~§g!!l~lJ;!£l~~i~licl),gmtL@le~mw~i~(SWCA 1991, 1994, 
1995b, 1996, 1997b). The categories of desert tortoise habitat designated by the BLM's "Desert Tortoise 
Rangewide Plan" (Appendix F) established goals for managing desert tortoises and their habitats based on 
several criteria. Management of Category I and" areas emphasizes maintenance of viable desert tortoise 
populations, while Category III habitats are generally characterized by lower densities. Lower densities 
typically occur in ar~Jls where habitat has been fragmented or otherwise degraded, or where land ownership 
patterns are such tf.lat effective management is difficult. This categorization process and the resulting 
management goals··are a result of proactive management to conserve the Sonoran desert tortoise and its 
habitat and to avoid any programs or land use authorizations that would contribute to the need or justification 
for listing this species as endangered. 
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Category II 

Category III 

TOTAL 

Ray 
Complex 

1864 

1737 

3601 

Copper 
Butte/Buckeye Chilito/Hayden 

1101 832 

1326 

2427 832 
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Casa Grande TOTAL 

3797 

3063 

6860 

Other Reptiles/Amphibians. Approximately 1,500 acres of potential chuckwalla habitat (rocky outcrops) are 
scattered throughout the Ray Complex area. The lowland leopard frog was observedt:LJJjs~[,{mfi oo-Parcel 
CB-1 in and along Walnut Creek (SWCA 1994) and also in artificial ponds on Parcel RM-3 (SWCA 1995b). 
Lowland leopard frog is known to occur in Mineral Creek in the Ray Complex area. The Mexican garter snake 
is unlikely to occur on any ofthe parcels because habitats differ from those known to be used by this species. 

Native Fish. Longfin dace were observed upstream of Parcel CB-1 in and along Walnut Creek (SWCA 
1994). Longfin dace is also known to occur in Mineral Creek in the Ray Complex area. Roundtail chub is 
unlikely to occur on any of the parcels because habitats differ from those known to be used by this species. 

Cas a Grande. Two western burrowing owls were observed together in an abandoned field adjacent to 
Parcel CG-3 and on abandoned agricultural lands in the project area. These habitats appear to be typical 
of those known to be used for breeding (SWCA 1995a). 

Four species that may occur infrequently in the project area are: California leaf-nosed bat, greater western 
mastiff-bat, cave my otis and ferruginous hawk. Habitats, however, do not appear to be typical of those 
known to be used by these species for breeding. 

3.2.1.5 Federally Threatened and Endangered Species (T & E Species) 

The following is a list of Federally Threatened, Endangered and Candidate species for the counties (Pinal 
and Gila) in which the Selected Lands Parcels are located (Table 3-6). 

For the proposed exchange, the BLM coordinated with the USFWS and the AGFD to identify threatened and 
endangered species with the potential to occur in the general region of the selected lands. A list of twenty 
species was generated. Fourteen of these species; Yuma clapper rail, Mexican spotted owl, Nichol's turk's 
head cactus, desert pupfish, Gila topminnow, loach minnow, razorback sucker, spikedace, Arizona Agave, 
Apache (Arizona) trout, Colorado squawfish, Arizona bug bane, Blumer's dock, and Chiricahua leopard frog, 
were not identified for analysis as they are unlikely to occur on the selected lands. Habitats on the Selected 
Lands are not typical of those known to be used by these species and/or the selected lands are outside of 
the species known range. Six of the above species: lesser long-nosed bat, bald eagles, American peregrine 
falcon, southwestern willow flycatcher, cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl, and Arizona hedgehog cactus (Table 
3-7) were identified as having the potential to occur on the selected lands. 

Bureau of Land Management 3-15 



'f ...... 
0> 

co 
c: 
m 
Q) 
c: 
S. 
!; 
::I 
C. 

s: 
Q) 
::I 
Q) 
(C 
CII 

~ 
::I -

.i ~ ~< 

PrOJ.1 86 ... <)4929 rite' D.\ACAD\949Z9'DRA'lJtNGS DrClw.ng' tor-teUSE' o,.'/Itt'l by' MS 

BLM CLASSIFIED DESERT TORTOISE HABIT A T 

Chk'o byl 

KEY 

DESERT TORTOISE HABITAT 

CATEGORY II 

CATEGORY III 

STREAMS 

--1 SelECTED PARCELS 

i 
Scale 
o 1 2 

~ 
MILES 

CONTOUR INTERVAL 100 FEET 

RAYLAND EXCHANGEIPLAN AMENDMENT ElS 
PInal County. Arizona T .3S.R.13E. 

LOCATION OF BLM CLASSIFIED 
DESERT TORTOISE HABITAT 

FIGURE 3-5 

~ 
r
Q) 
::J 
Q. 

UJ g. 
OJ 

c5 
~ 
:Q 
Q) 
:::l 
):. 

~ 
:::l 

~ 
Cl) 
:::l ..... 
OJ en 



Chapter 3. The Affected Environment 

Table 3-6. USFWS Federally Threatened, Endangered and Candidate Species for Pinal and Gila Counties 

Pinal County 

Gila County 

Species 

Arizona hedgehog cactus 

Nichol's turk's head cactus 

Lesser long-nosed bat 

Desert pupfish 

Gila topminnow 

Loach minnow 

Razorback sucker 

Spikedace 

American peregrine falcon 

Bald eagle 

Cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl 

Mexican spotted owl 

Southwestern willow flycatcher 

Yuma clapper rail 

Arizona Agave 

Arizona hedgehog cactus 

Apache (Arizona) trout 

Colorado squawfish 

Gila topminnow 

Loach minnow 

Razorback sucker 

American peregrine falcon 

Bald eagle 

Cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl 

Mexican spotted owl 

Southwestern willow flycatcher 

Arizona bugbane 

Blumer's dock 

Chiricahua leopard frog 

Bureau of Land Management 

Scientific name 

Echinocereus triglochldlatus arizonicus 

Echinocactus horizonthal onis var. Nicholii 

Leptonycteris curasoae yerbabuenae 

Cyprinodon macularius 

Poeciliopsis occidenta/is occidentafis 

Tiaroga cobitis 

Xyrauchen texanus 

Meda fulgida 

Falco peregrinus anatum 

Hafiaeetus leucocephalus 

G/aucidium brasilianum cactorum 

Strix occidentalis lucida 

Empidonax traillii extimus 

Ral/us longirostris yumanensis 

Agave arizonica 

Echinocereus triglochidiatus arizonicus 

Oncorhynchus apache 

Ptychocheilus lucius 

Poociliopsis occidentalis occidentalis 

Tiaroga cobitis 

Xyrauchen texanus 

Fa/co peregrinus anatum 

Hafiaeetus leucocepha/us 

Glaucidium brasilianum cactorum 

Strix occidentalis lucida 

Empidonax trei/Iii extimus 

Cimicifuga arizonica 

Rumex orthoneurus 

Rana chiricahuensis 

Status 

Endangered 

Endangered 

Endangered 

Endangered 

Endangered 

Threatened 

Endangered 

Threatened 

Endangered 

Threatened 

Endangered 

Threatened 

Endangered 

Endangered 

Endangered 

Endangered 

Threatened 

Endangered 

Endangered 

Threatened 

Endangered 

Endangered 

Threatened 

Endangered 

Threatened 

Endangered 

Candidate 

Candidate 

Candidate 
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Table 3-7. Federally Listed Species with the Potential to Occur on the Selected Lands (by Area) 

Occurrence codes are as follows: 1=species is unlikely to occur in the area (habitats are not typical of those known to be used or the 
area is wef! outside of the species normal range); 2=species may occur infrequently in the area (plant species have not been 
surveyed for; animal species occasionally may visit but habitats do not appear suitable for breeding or no individuals were recorded 
during species-specific surveys); 3=species may occur regularly in the project area (species is relatively abundant and widespread 
and habitats appear typical of those known to be used for breeding); 4=species has been recorded in the project area. 

SPECIES 

Lesser long-nosed bat 
(Leptonycteris curasoae yerbabuenae) 

Bald eagle 
(Ha/iaeetus leucocephalus) 

American peregrine falcon 
(Falco peregrinus anatum) 

Southwestern willow flycatcher 
(Empidonax traillii extimus) 

Cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl 
(Glaucidium brasilianum cactorum) 

Arizona hedgehog cactus 
(Enchinocereus triglochidiatus arizonicus) 

STATUS 

Endangeredl WSCA 

Threatened! WSCA 

Endangered 

Endangered! WSCA 

Endangered! 
WSCA 

Endangered 

RAY COMPLEX AREA 

CASA GRANDE Copper Chilitol 
AREA Butte/Buckeye Hayden Ray Mine 

2 2 

2 2 2 2 

2 2 

One of the six, the lesser long-nosed bat is migratory in Arizona, New Mexico, and Northwestern Mexico. 
Pregnant females arrive in late April and early May and feed on the nectar and pollen of columnar cacti, 
especially saguaros (Wilson 1985). Maternity roosts generally exist at lower elevations in natural caves or 
abandoned mines. In late July and early August, adult males arrive to join females and young as they 
disperse from maternity roosts to feed on the nectar and pollen of agave flowers. At this time, the species 
range expands north and east into higher elevations of southern Arizona and southwestern New Mexico 
(Cockrum and Petryszyn 1991). By mid~ to late September, the majority of bats have left Arizona and New 
Mexico and returned to Mexico. 

In Arizona, bald eagles nest along the Salt, Verde, Cila, Bill 'Nilliams, and Agua Fria drainages (ACFO 
1988). It is estimated tl=lat be~veen 200 and 300 eagles winter in Arizol'la, primarily in the VVhite Mouniail'ls 
and along tl=le Mogollon Rim (USFWS 1991). Habitat requiremeRts inelude large trees, sRags, or cliffs near 
water for nesting and neaF major rivers or reservoirs during wiRter. Belld eagles feed primarily on fish, but 
'Naterio ... ,I, small mammals, and carrion are also eaten. 

The most important breeding habitat characteristic of the American peregrine falcon is the presence of tall 
cliffs (typically over 150 feet but sometimes as low as 60 feet), which serve both as nesting and perching 
sites (Johnsgard 1990). Although nests sometimes occur some distance from water (Monson and Phillips 
1981), a source of water is usually close to the nest site, probably in association with an adequate prey base 
of small to medium-sized birds. In Arizona, breeding activity was documented at 206 locations in 1995 
(Garrison and Spencer 1996). 

3~18 Bureau of Land Management 
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The southwestern willow flycatcher is a migratory, riparian obligate species. It arrives in Arizona in May and 
begins to nest in late May (Phillips and Monson 1964) along streams, rivers, or other wetlands (Johnson et 
al. 1987). Suitable habitat for the southwestern willow flycatcher is characterized by patches of native 
riparian shrubs or trees including willow (Salix sp.), cottonwood (Populus sp.), box elder (Acer negundo) , ash 
(Fraxinus sp.), or mixtures of these species. The southwestern willow flycatcher can be found at elevations 
below 8500 ft. 

The cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl ~~iJiil is a widely distributed species in the Neotropics, occurring in the 
United States only in southern Arizona and extreme southeastern Texas. In Arizona, breeding pairs recently 
have been found only at Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument and northwest of Tucson. The owl was 
formerly much more widespread in Arizona, occurring regularly as far north as New River (Millsap and 
Johnson 1988). Historically in Arizona, owls were found in mesquite woodlands, cottonwood forests, and 
less commonly in paloverde-mixed cactus forest. However, most recent observations of this species are 
from habitats dominated by mesquite, paloverde, ironwood (Olneya tesota) and catclaw acacia. The 
ferruginous pygmy-owl is most active at dawn and dusk and can be heard throughout the daylight hours. 
Primary food items for the owl include lizards, insects, rodents, and small birds. . 

In the following two subsections, and in Table 3-7, the potential for each of these plant and animal species 
to occur on the selected lands is analyzed below based on field surveys and/or habitat evaluations. 

3.2.1.5.1 Federal T & E Plant Species 

The Arizona hedgehog cactus occurs in narrow cracks between boulders on open slopes and in the 
understory of shrubs in the ecotone between Madrean evergreen woodland and interior chaparral at 
elevations ranging from 3,300 to 5,700 feet (USFWS 1991, CCA 1995). The preferred geological substrates 
are dacite and granite (CCA 1995). 

Arizona hedgehog cactus, listed by the USFWS as Endangered is extremely unlikely to occur on any of the 
selected lands. This endangered species was not found on any of the surveyed parcels (SWCA 1994) and 
the majority of the remaining selected lands are outside the known elevational range of this cactus. 
Furthermore, soils and habitats in the project area differ from those at locations where this cactus is known 
to occur. Soils on the Selected Lands are derived from sedimentary (mostly limestone) rather than granitic 
rocks, and habitats are characterized as Sonoran desertscrub or ecotonal between Sonoran desertscrub and 
interior chaparral rather than ecotonal between Madrean evergreen woodland and interior chaparral, which 
USFWS describes as suitable habitat for this species (USFWS 1979). Thus, typical habitat of Arizona 
hedgehog cactus is not present on the selected lands. 

3.2.1.5.2 Federal T & E Wildlife Species 

None of the five Federally Threatened OF Enda,;~ered l't'ildlife species listed iR Teble 3 7 (Lesser lon~ Rosed 
bat, bald ea~le, America,; pere~rine falcon, southviestern WiliOIN flycatcher, and cactus ferruginous pygmy 
owl) none are known to occur regularly on SRY of the selected lands. 

Ray Complex. The selected lands in the Ray Complex do not provide habitats similar to those known to 
support southwestern willow flycatcher during the breeding season w~~lil2~r§'iPQm'"~~~ 
acredJ:;'on~!iitcel~~9"'~Jl.~~~iJl1:eot[\lJ!ijnsuitaDrel~it8t~~,enJ,tlimi~~lra"l·1'i >z,~lktt~~~ kV;""VW~~ ." -~~- • ~V~~~,·. "'=A.~ ~~~~£y;,."",,,~.~~J~ 

~fS and none were No flycatchers were detected during surveys conducted along Mineral Creek in the 
Ray Complex (SWCA 1995b, lfi9~,g). 
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No lesser long-nosed bats or evidence of their occurrence (e.g., droppings) were noted on the selected lands 
during inspections of mine adits and natural caves (SWCA 1994, 1996, 1997b, 1998b) or during mist net 
surveys conducted by AGFD personnel (BLM 1994a). ;Ltl1fJ§elE?c;~lq;J~l't;§il;!!!I!~De;~~~~,epti2p]Q~~§B 
Gtaride Rarcels)NtiiS"'1:~~ot1)fovide:f,n.i'--~-lants~()]'-'~tential ro(fst:sifes'~afe'Outside'bf the cOceehtN[linl)\1m 
,> •. ,;;:",..;0';>(';';''''};m':*''h'¥SA':W'~".\1l<;"-;",,,,\~,,~~ .. Q.''''~~-n~''../_~ ........ \,t;"""-tig.§_~~;:""".i'Jl;iW{;QQ"."",-"",,,~~,,--,~U'}' .. "~':~"'~~""'_~";;M~~-~~-;';;'_'4V"" /,,- ""~"""~-"""~~,,,*1.J~ 
[1!.qg~p!~tl!tan~§~1I!2Qglti9~39aJ: The Federally ERdaRgered lesser IORg nosed bat 8Rd tAe Federally 
ERdaRgered CFPO are uRIiI(ely to occur because tAe selected laRds are outside of tAe currently ImowR 
ranges of tAese species. 

4,114 acres of were 
with over 370 call-stations. rm;~~~~~!~_qgrl!l9litbjL~JIID 8fld 

flO o'tvls 'n'ere feund (SWCA 1998a). 

Copper Butte/Buckeye. Potentially suitable cliff breeding habitat for American peregrine falcon occurs in 
Walnut Canyon and in other nearby areas !mI1§k:i~wl!im!tep q:Q&~ff~~Jif~i:mte;1l)2~rc~I.Qm].allSim 
[~g~OjpJ;jli:t~.lJ but Flot 'wittlifl tAe Cepper ButteiBucl(Cye 8fea. However, an u7,ide'fliTfied falcon was 
observed during field work near the Copper Butte/Buckeye area (BLM 1994a). The peregrine falcon may 
regularly visit parcels in this area, but other parcel groups do not provide cliffs. 

The Federally Endangered lesser long-nosed bat and tAe Federally Endaflgered cactus ferruginous pygmy 
ewl are ilunlikety to occur because the selected lands !li~geR~r;~lEEYfD~l1are outside of the currently 
known ranges of tflesetW§ species ~JiSln;Z~.Gl~B~~~:~!!i2~ccgJBt~~~d~sYDP9~§_&Y~rmj91 
f!gj~Jfg;:1i~!:,~J~!J~g~~~,£.mg~l However, surveys were cenducted to' better 
e't'aluate tAe peteFitial for occurrence in the project area. 

f!f."HI"Ximalef '"ij1![60aw;a~r~fl~');tlob&~£l!HI;;;-~aIF;l;f\J:m;1P"3fand:'4 \~vrer,~sif:·:E:n!j(J"~Marth.,.;t·Cl98$""~"clar wJ2~2-$;&"~~j<f.",~;;.,:.;;.;,~~~~W~2,;",<".;.:;~~."~~~pf~~,.~.:::",,,.~;"~.:;}'.,«-' 11~\.:,j;-_~~,:,~I'ii$¢i~",J.t;~lf}J't"'"'~''';v-, -.jS"""~~\M';~~~~ 
t~gfggQlJe~g'!p~s_!JlP!~'L~~jlp~QwJ~Q~~ No cactus ferruginous 
pygmy-owls were detected during surveys of Walnut Creek on Parcels CB-1, CB-2, CB-3, and CB-4 (BLM 
1994a, SWCA 1999:?). Of eloRg Mifleral Creel< outside tAe project area (S\iVCA 1995b) . . 

Casa Grande. The Casa Grande selected lands do not provide suitable habitat for any of the five 
threatened or endangered wildlife speCies. 

3.2.1.6 Critical Habitat 

Of the six Federally Threatened or Endangered species !2Q,tl§1g~rtlgt critical habitat has been designated only 
for southwestern willow flycatcher. The selected lands are not WitAiR aAY of tAe areas designated as critical 
habitat for tAis species. The nearest critical habitat is along the San Pedro River (Federal Register July 22, 
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3.2.1.7 Biodiversity 

Biodiversity is variously defined as the total number of kinds of organisms and their relative abundances in 
a given area. Measurements of biodiversity are typically based on only a partial list of organisms present 
in an area, generally the larger, more conspicuous organisms such as vertebrates. In many cases, 
biodiversity is inferred from the numbers and kinds of plant communities in an area, with the assumption that 
a greater number of plant communities supports a greater biodiversity. This simple index of biodiversity is 
practical because the cost of inventorying all species that occur in an area is usually prohibitive. More 
complete measures of biodiversity require a large team of speCialists working over many seasons over many 
years. Though useful, the number of plant communities provides only a rough index to biodiv.ersity since 
plant community classifications are subjective and can be made at many different scales. Furthermore, not 
all units of classification support the same numbers of species. Thus, any two scientists delineating plant 
communities in a given area can arrive at two very different, but equally valid, classifications. 

Measurements of biodiversity are extremely scale-dependent. A well-known biological relationship is the 
species-area curve, which typically shows that the number of species increases with the size of the area 
surveyed. Most often, the number of species does not increase in direct proportion to area. The rate of 
additional species usually increases sharply with a small area and gradually tapers off with larger areas. 

For conservation purposes, biodiversity is usually measured over relatively large areas. Federal and state 
lists of "endangered species" or "species of management concern" are typically developed from a global, 
national, or state perspective. The goals of such lists are typically to prevent the extinction of the listed taxa, 
not to maintain existing population levels of all species. 

No total measure of biodiversity in the project area was made. Instead, two standard approaches were taken 
to evaluate potential impacts to biological resources: 1) a general plant community classification and 2) a 
thorough evaluation of special interest species. Because the project areas consist primarily of Sonoran 
desertscrub and because of the small amount of riparian habitats, overall biodiversity is expected to be 
similar to that found in other habitats in south central Arizona. Evaluations and surveys indicate that few 
special-status species are expected to occur regularly in the project area. 

3.2.2 Physical Resources 

3.2.2.1 Surface Water 

Ray Complex. The selected lands are in the Middle Gila River watershed (Figure 3-6). The Gila River, 
which is the major surface water feature in the area, flows to the west and is greatly influenced by the 
regulated outflow from the San Carlos Reservoir, located approximately 45 miles upstream. USGS gauge 
09474000, located on the Gila River just downstream of Mineral Creek, recorded a yearly median discharge 
of 340 cubic feet per second (cfs) over a period of 85 years. 

The water quality of the Gila River in the vicinity of the selected lands has been rated by the Arizona 
Department of Environmental QuaHty (ADEQ) as being in "partial support" of designated uses and "water 
quality limited." This means that the river does not fully meet water quality standards for arsenic, copper, 
and turbidity; however, the beneficial uses of the river for full body contact, fish consumption, irrigation, 
livestock watering and wildlife are not substantially impaired. 

Most of the tributaries to the Gila River in this area are ephemeral; this means that they flow only during and 
immediately after rainfall events. The exception is Mineral Creek, a 17.3 mile long perennial stream that 
flows through the Ray Mine and several of the selected parcels. The water quality of Mineral Creek suffers 
from a number of elevated constituents which has resulted in the ADEQ rating the creek as being in "non-

Bureau of Land Management 3-21 
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Chapter 3. The Affected Environment 

support" of designated uses and "water quality limited." This means that the creek is substantially impaired 
for the uses of fu II body contact, livestock watering and wildlife. 19 

Two existing facilities discharge treated wastewater into the stretch of the Gila River between Winkelman 
and Walnut Creek, and the Asarco Ray mine discharges water to Mineral Creek. These discharges are 
allowed under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and are listed in Table 3-8. 

Table 3-8. National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Wastewater Permits in the 
Vicinity of the Selected Lands 

Facility Name NPDES Number Discharge Location Reach Number 

ASARCO Inc. -- Ray Unit 0000035 Mineral Creek 15050100-012 

AZ Department of 23485 Gila River (east of Winkelman) 15050100-009 
Corrections - Eyman 

Kearny Publicly Owned 21827 Gila River 15050100-008 
Treatment Works (between Winkelman and Walnut Creek) 

Winkelman Publicly 20176 Gila River 15050100-008 
Owned Treatment Works (between Winkelman and Walnut Creek) 

The Ray Complex parcels contain 12 springs listed in Table 3-9 and are shown on Figures 3-6 and 3-7. 

Table 3-9. Surface Water Sources on the Selected Lands 

Land Perennial Streams 
Parcel(s)* Springs (names) (names and miles) Stock Tanks/Ponds (names) 

SELECTED (FEDERAL) LANDS 

C8-1 

C8-2 

CB-3 

RM-18 

Velma Spring 

Alice Spring No.1: Alice Spring No.2: Upper 
Ash Spring; Kane Spring No.4: Anderson Spring 
(undeveloped); Unnamed Spring 
Ash Spring No.1; Ash Spring No.2 
Ash Spring No.3; Upper Ash Spring 
Development; Kane Spring Development; 
Anderson Spring Development (aka Johnny 
Water) 

* Parcels not included in this table have no known surface water resources. 

Rincon Reservoir 

Dunn Tank No.1 (aka England Tank) 

Dunn Tank No.2 

19 Mineral Creek flows through the exi~tingAsarco Ray Mine in a tunnel which protects most of it from mining activities. However, 
from the tunnel outlet to the downstream end of Asarco property, Mineral Creek is subject to subsurface seepage and storm runoff from mining 
facilities. Investigations by ADEQ and EPA from 90-93 found water quality violations for copper, beryllium, zinc, turbidity, and pH. 
Engineering remedies have been installed to curtail seepage of groundwater. Surface water and groundwater will be addressed further during 
development of an Aquifer Protection Permit (ADEQ 1996b). 
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Chilito/Hayden. The San Pedro River flows into the Gila River near Parcel CH-4 (Figure 3-B). Near its 
confluence with the Gila River, the San Pedro River is intermittent, with no flow present during much of the 
year. The water quality of the lower 11 miles of the San Pedro River has been rated by ADEQ as being in 
"non-support" of designated uses and "water quality limited"; this is primarily the result of high suspended 
solids and turbidity (ADEQ 1996b). There are no known perennial streams, springs, wetlands, riparian areas, 
or water developments on these selected lands. 

Casa Grande. The selected lands in the Casa Grande area are within the Santa Cruz River watershed. 
As shown in Figure 3-4, the topography of the area is fairly flat and the most prominent surface water feature 
in the area is the Santa Cruz Wash, an ephemeral stream which trends northwest approximately 30 miles 
to its confluence with the Gila River. There are no known perennial streams, springs, wetlands, riparian 
areas, or water developments on these selected lands in the Casa Grande area. 

There is no published water quality information for the Santa Cruz River near Casa Grande, and there are 
no NPDES permits allowing discharges of wastewater in the area (L. Lawson, ADEQ, pers. comm, 1996). 

3.2.2.2 Groundwater 

Ray Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye, Chilito/Hayden. As shown in Figure 3-9, the selected parcels in 
these areas fall into two groundwater basins: 1} the basin that contains the Gila River from the head of the 
San Carlos Reservoir to Kelvin (GSK), and 2) the Lower Santa Cruz (LSC) basin (USGS 1995). Depths to 
groundwater in the area range from approximately 200 to 400 feet (Freethey and Anderson 1986). 
Groundwater in the vicinity of the selected lands generally flows in a northeasterly direction (J. Das, Project 
Hydrologist, ADEQ 1997). Groundwater quality in the area has shown elevated levels of metals in some 
wells; this contamination may be natural or created by mining activities (ADEQ 1996b). Parcel CB-3 
contains one abandoned stockwell, England Well. 

Casa Grande. The BLM does not own or control the land surface of these parcels. Parcels CG-1, CG-2, 
and CG-3 occur within the lower Santa Cruz (LSC) groundwater basin. USGS wells within the LSC basin 
showed depths to water ranging from 470 to 560 feet, with the depth to water increasing from east to west 
in the area of the Casa Grande parcels (USGS 1995; ADWR 1989). 

Groundwater quality in the Casa Grande Area may exceed certain standards and guidelines. This is based 
on the following: 

• USGS wells in the LCS basin outside of Parcels CG-1, CG-2, and CG-3 showed exceedences of 
Aquifer Water Quality Standards for pH, nitrate (N), and fluoride (F) (USGS 1995; ADEQ 1996b). 

Based on the Pinal AMA Second Management Plan, Parcel CG-1 appears to be in an area with 
sulfate and total dissolved solids (TDS) in excess of EPA's secondary maximum contaminant levels 
(MCLs), which are non-enforceable guidelines for drinking water. In the area of Parcel CG-1, sulfate 
appears to be 500 mg/l and TDS appears to be 1000 mgtl; the MCLs for these substances are 250 
mgtl and 500 mgll, respectively. 

Parcel CG-3 appears to be in an area with TDS concentration above 500 mgtl (ADWR 1991). 

Bureau of Land Management 3-25 



Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

KEY 
'" 

! ~ SELECTED PARCEL PERRENNIAL STREAM 

I SAN PEDRO WATERSHED '-... ..• --- EPHEMERAL DRAINAGE 

SCMM"C", 

Hyko;ro.ph)/' - USGS 1'100,000 sca.tr DLG 
Tronspor"'t4tk)n .. USGS 1>lOO.OOO sc~ta> DL.G 
An:t'lo .. otogil:G.t $lws dlgi1Jud FrOf'!: NIops 
U'$lfIQ uSGS 1.5' (p.I(lds 0.$ be.n MP$. 
CD/MAPS SAnto. "It. Hr. ~JdCo 

3-26 

---- WATEASHEDBOUNDARY 

Scale 
o 4000 8000 
~~ 

FEET 

RAYLAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AIIENDMENT ElS 
Pinal CoIriy. Aritona 

SURFACE WATERS IN THE VICINITY 
OF THE CHLITO/HA YDEN AREA 

SELECTED LANDS 

FIGURE 3-8 

Bureau of Land Management 



.., 
z 

LSC 
Lower Santa Cruz 

SELECTED PARCELS 

GROUNDWATER BASIN BOUNDARY 

MAJOR ROADS 

~ RIVER 

••.•• '.- WILDERNESS BOUNDARY 

-, •.• ,.,... NATIONAL FOREST BOUNDARY 

Chapter 3. The Affected Environment 

I 

GSK 
Gila River from head 
of San Carlos 
Reservoir to Kelvin 

c*, 
CHtllCH-2 

C*l 

Scale 

RAY LAND EXCHANGElPl.AN AMENDMENT EIS 
Pinal And Qia County, Arizona 

GROUNDWATER BASINS IN THE 
SELECTED LANDS AREA 

RGURE 3-9 

Bureau of Land Management 3-27 



Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

3.2.2.3 Surface Water Rights/Well Permits 

Surface water rights are issued by the Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR) through a permit 
system of prior appropriation. Surface water rights are attached to the place of use. Under A.R.S. §45-151, 
surface water rights may be permitted for several purposes, including domestic, municipal, irrigation, stock 
watering, water power, recreation, wildlife (including fish), artificial groundwater recharge, and mining uses. 

Groundwater in Arizona is owned by the state and its use can be obtained by permit from ADWR. In certain 
hydrologic basins, called Active Management Areas (AMAs) and Irrigation Non-Expansion Areas (INAs), 
groundwater use is more intensely managed under the 1980 Groundwater Management Act. In other areas 
of the state, groundwater is governed by the doctrine of "reasonable use." 

Table 3-10. Registered wells on the selected lands in the Ray Complex Area, Copper Butte/Buckeye, and 
Chilito/Hayden Areas 
Information on yield was not available for any of these wells. Wells used for mineral exploration are not included in 
this table. 

Well registration 
Parcel Township Range Sec. Owner number Well Uses Water Uses 

RM-10 3S 13 E 13 Asarco, Inc. 531840 Piezometer Monitoring 

RM-17 3S 13E 26 Asarco, Inc. 549769 Test Seismic holes 

CB-3 3S 13E 19 Jesse Aldridge 645885 Water Livestock 
Production 

RM-2 2S 13E 34 Asarco, Inc. 535148 Piezometer Test 

Source: SWCA 1997f 

Ray Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye, Chilito/Hayden. As shown in Table 3-11, surface water rights are 
located on Parcels C~-1, CB-2, CB-3, and RM-18. These surface water rights are held by BLM and several 
private parties for sfockwatering, wildlife, and recreation purposes. BLM holds 12 water rights for three 
stockponds and nine springs, totaling 16.6 acre-feet per year (af/yr), and the private parties hold five water 
rights for springs, totaling 4.28 af/yr. 

Because the selected lands are not located in an AMA or INA, ADWR's authority is limited primarily to the 
oversight of welt drilling. All registered welts on these selected lands with water uses are shown in Table 3-
10; there are no BLM-registered wells. 

Casa Grande. The BLM does not own or manage the surface of these parcels; there are no surface water 
rights or BLM-registered wells on Parcels CG-1, CG-2, or CG-3. 
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Table 3-11. Surface Water Rights on the Selected Lands 

Surface Water 
Right Number Annual Location2 Foreseeable 
(Adjudication Holder Volume Selected Use 
Number) Name Water Source (acre-ftl Use' S T R %Sec Parcel Classification3 

33-0090240 BLM-Phoenix Rincon Reservoir 0.50 S 26 3S 12E NW, SW CB-1 LRP 
(39-0062839) District 0.50 W 

38-0018061 BlM Dunn Stock Tank No.1 6,20 S,W 17 3S 13E SE,SW CB-2 tNT 

38-0019167 BlM Dunn Stock Tank No.2 6,20 S, W 19 3S 13E NW,NW CB-3 INT 

33-90066 BlM Alice Spring No, 1 0.50 S 33 3S 14E NE,NW RM-18 INTfTRANS/P 
(39-62792) 0,50 W OS 

36-20707 BlM Alice Spring No.2 nla R,S,W 33 3S 14E SW,NW RM-18 INTfTRANS/P 
(39-62817) OS 

PWR 107 BlM Upper Ash Spring nla R,S,W 33 3S 14E SW,SE RM-18 POS 
(39-62809) 

33-90058 BlM Upper Ash Spring Dev. 0.40 for S SW 33 3S 14E SW,SE RM-18 POS 
(39-62758) 0.40 forW 

36-20714 BlM Kane Spring No.4 nla R,S,W 34 3S 14E SE,SW RM-18 POS 
(39-62808) 

33-90245 BlM Kane Spring Dev. 0.30 S 34 3S 14E SE,SW RM-18 INTfTRANS/P 
(39-62799) 0.30 W OS 

36-20705 BlM Anderson Spring Dev. nla R,S,W 3 4S 14E NW,NW RM-18 POS 
(39-62807) 

33-90241 BlM Unnamed Spring 0.40 W 3 4S 14E SW.NW RM-18 POS 
(39-62795) 0.40 S 

36-20748 BlM Ash Spring No.2 nla R.S.W 5 4S 14E NE, NE RM-18 POS 
(39-62806) 

36-21177 J,H, Dunn Johnny Water 0.61 S 3 4S 14E NW.NW RM-18 POS 

36-21185 J.H. Dunn Ash 0.92 S 5 4S 14E NE. NE RM-18 POS 

36-68736.3 Kevin and Alice Spring No. 1 1.53 S 33 3S 14E NE.NW RM-18 INTfTRANS/P 
Lori Kirby OS 

36-68737.3 Kevin and Alice Spring No.2 0.77 S 33 3S 14E SW,NW RM-18 INTfTRANS/P 
Lori Kirby OS 

4A-0004594,2 H&J Velma Spring 0.45 S 25 3S 12E SW,SE CB-1 INT 
Shumway 
Farms 

TOTAL 20.88 

1 R = Recreation, S = Stock watering. W = Wildlife, 0 = Other 
2 location = place of use if available, otherwise location = pOint of diversion, 
3 INT = Intermittent Use, POS = Production Operation and Support. lRP = Long Range Prospect. INTfTRANS/POS = legal description 
not specific enough to discern whether water right falls within Intermittent Use, Transition Use, or Production Operation and Support 
area. nla = not available 
Sources: Lin Fehlmann, BlM. pers. Comm 1996, 1997; ADWR 1995.1997; USDI BlM 1983, 
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3.2.2.4 Air Quality 

3.2.2.4.1 Airsheds 

Air quality of an area is measured and categorized into three classes, which are in compliance with EPA's 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Class I areas have the smallest increments and thus 
allow only a small degree of air quality deterioration. Class II areas can accommodate normal well-managed 
industrial growth, and Class III areas have the largest increments and thereby provide for a larger amount 
of development than either Class I or Class" areas. Therefore, facilities in Class II airsheds that are in close 
proximity to a Class I airshed may have stricter emission limits based on their potential impact to the Class 
I airshed. Class III areas are those in which air pollution may reach the national standards; there are no 
Class III areas deSignated in the U.S. Figure 3-10 shows all the Class I airsheds in the vicinity of the 
selected lands. 20 

Congress has established as a national goal the prevention of any future, and the remedying of any existing, 
man-made impairment to visibility in mandatory Class I areas (42 U.S.C. § 7491). Currently, EPA, state and 
county regulations, designed to protect visibility, apply almost exclusively to new major sources and 
modifications to major sources in areas that have attained the NAAQS (40 CFR § 52.21). Last year, EPA 
proposed a more comprehensive visibility program, but it has not yet acted on that proposal. 

Ray Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye, Chilito/Hayden. The selected lands in the Chilito/Hayden area 
including portions of Parcel RM-18 are within a non-attainment area for PM 10 and S02' The remaining 
parcels within the Ray Complex and Copper Butte/Buckeye areas are within a non-attainment areas for PM10 
(Figure 3-11). There are six Class I airsheds within 62 miles of either the Copper Butte/Buckeye area, the 
Ray Complex, or the Chilito/Hayden area (Figure 3-10). The closest is the Superstition Wilderness, which 
is about 13 miles to the north. The others are the Galiuro Wilderness (29 miles), the Sierra Ancha 
Wilderness (40 miles), Saguaro National Park - West (48 miles), Saguaro National Park - East (52 miles), 
and the Mazatzal Wilderness (55 miles). 

Casa Grande. The Casa Grande parcels and the surrounding region are designated as Class II (40 CFR 
§81.303). There are two Class I airsheds within 62 miles of the Casa Grande area: the Superstition 
Wilderness, approximately 45 miles to the northwest; and Saguaro National Park - West, approximately 55 
miles to the southeast. 

3.2.2.4.2 Pollutants 

Federal air quality standards set limits on the ambient air concentration of six major pollutants: ozone (03), 

carbon monoxide (CO). sulfur dioxide (S02)' nitrogen dioxide (N02), particulate matter less than 10 microns 
in size (PM1Q),21 and lead (Pb). Based on the concentration of these pollutants, commonly referred to as 
criteria pollutants,22 areas within Arizona are designated as: 1) non-attainment (areas in which ambient 
pollutant concentrations exceed one or more of the federal standards); 2) attainment (areas meeting federal 
standards); or 3) ufJp-Iassifiable (areas for which there is a lack of available information to determine if 
standards are met). I ~ 

20 While there are no formal regulatory guidelines regarding the areal extent of air quality impact analysis, the assessment of 
potential impacts to Class I airsheds is frequently performed within a 100·km (or 52-mile) radius of a proposed project area. 

21 Particulate matter (PM) is fine liquid or solid particles such as dust. smoke, mist, fumes, or smog, found in air or emissions. 
PM,o is any particulate matter that is 10 microns or less in aerodynamic size. 

22 Other non-criteria air pollutants potentially emitted by mine operations, such as asbestos, chlorofluorocarbons, volatile organic 
compounds, and sulfuric acid mist, are also regulated under the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. 
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Conformity. A portion of the proposed Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment is to be located in the EPA
designated Hayden/Miami non-attainment area for the annual and 24-hour NAAQS for PM1Q and S02' The 
federally-required State Implementation Plan (SIP) for the Hayden area has been developed and submitted 
by the ADEQ to the EPA. Conformity with the applicable SIP must be demonstrated for all pollutants for 
which the are is designated non-attainment and for which the project has the potential to emit total emissions 
(both process and non-process) in an amount exceeding the de minimis threshold of 100 tons per year. 

The determination that a project conforms with an applicable SIP is made by assuring that direct and indirect 
emissions from the project will not: 1) Cause or contribute to any new violation of any standard in the area; 
2) Interfere with provisions in the applicable SIP for maintenance of any standard; 3) Increase the frequency 
or severity of any existing violation of any standard in the area; and 4) Delay timely attainment of any 
standard or any required interim emission reductions or other milestones in the SIP. The assurance of 
conformity of such a plan shall be an affirmative responsibility of the agency, and that agency shall not 
support, permit or approve any activity which causes a delay in attainment or maintenance of the NAAQS, 
or increase the frequence or severity of any existing violations (as in a non-attainment areas) (42 U.S.C § 
7506). 

ADEQ collects data on the concentration of selected air pollutants at sites throughout the state, including 
sites in Casa Grande, Hayden, and Winkelman. Available data from these locations are summarized below. 

Ray Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye and Chililo/Hayden. For the selected lands, ADEQ collects air 
quality data for three criteria pollutants: Pb, PM10, and S02' Pb and PM10 samples are collected at one site 
in Hayden. S02 samples are collected at five sites in the Hayden, Winkelman and Chilito area. The Ray 
Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye and Chilito/Hayden parcels are all within a non-attainment area for PM10. 

and the Chilito/Hayden parcels near Asarco's Hayden operations are within a non-attainment area for S02 
(Figure 3-11). 

Cas a Grande. In the Casa Grande areas, ADEQ collects air quality data for CO, °3, and PM10. Two of 
these pollutants (CO and 03) are collected in most of Arizona's urbanized areas, and are due primarily to 
automobile traffic. Mining activities do not Significantly increase levels of CO and 03; however, mining and 
construction activities can produce sufficient quantities of airborne particulates to affect ambient PM10 
concentrations. 

Table 3-12 shows the average annual ambient PM10, ~~tQ~ concentrations from 1990 to 1996 in the 
Casa Grande area (ADEQ Office of Air Quality 1996a, 1997). For all of these years combined, the average 
ambient PM 10 concentration was 29 IJg/m3

, ~~@~tlJJ.Qn,l~~!t~j2BfD1U~j1g11g~~ljmJfl[~ 
pad 

3.2.2.4.3 Air Quality Permits 

Two classes of air quality permits are available from ADEQ and Pinal County Air Quality Control Division 
(PCAQCD): 1) Class I (Class A for PCAQCD), and 2) Class II (Class B for PCAQCD). Class I, or Class A, 
permits are regulated under Title V of the Clean Air Act (CAA), and are also referred to as Title V permits. 
Class I permits are required for "major sources," which are sources that have the potential to emit 100 tons 

23 Standards are not to be exceeded more than once per year with two exceptions. In the case of ozone and PM,o, compliance 
is determined by the number of days on which the 0 3 or PM,. standard is exceeded. The number of exceedences days per year, based on 
a 3-year running average. is not to exceed 1.0. 
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Table 3-12. Average Annual Ambient Concentrations of PM10,~..ell[QQ~gl! for Ray Complex, 
Copper Butte/Buckeye, Chilito/Hayden and PM1o, l?,I;;r~QCLQ3 for the Casa Grande Areas 

Average Ambient Concentration (flg/m3)* 

Ray Complex, Copper Casa Grande 

Year Butte/Buckeye, Chi lito/Hayden 

PM10 §;~~ 1m PM10 i.lfem~ Il~ 

1990 35 i: a 32 Ii I lj iii 

1991 36 ~ " 29 !! .. 
'" 

1992 35 - ~s. 30 ~ ~ 
0' ~ f)"f 

1993 27 t12 .to:,:M\ i2i 31 ~~ "\":',,. e 
1994 26 gg .~ r--,'J--~ 27 II ~,- '1 l~ 

1995 34 ~ J!i 29 1"8 1m 11 '~"'0: 

1996 41 ~ ~c~ ~~ , 30 • III 
AVERAGE 33 18 w;;l-,./.i LU 29 ~ III 

.. The federal standard for average annual ambient PM10 concentration is 50 !-191m3
, 3"!~!~~2~?ti~ 

efj~E~e.-ta,J;~JJ~me:~~:Rt~?Q~~1.~~'IDm 
Source of data: ADEQ Office of Air Quality 1996a, 1997. ~:Ilm!ltS9r~!jDl!l 

per year (tpy) of most conventional air pollutants, 10 tpy of any hazardous air pollutant, or 25 tpy of any 
combination of hazardous air pollutants. Class II permits are required for all other sources that do not require 
Class I permits but have the potential to emit greater than 1 tpy of any pollutant, or 2.5 tpy of any 
combination of pollutants, or, for Pinal County, 5.5 pounds per day of any pollutant. 

Asarco's current air quality permits for facilities associated with the selected land parcels are listed in Table 
3-13. There are no permits associated with the Copper Butte/Buckeye selected land parcels or 
Chilito/Hayden selected land parcels. 

Table 3-13. Air Quality Permits Held by Asarco for Facilities Associated with the Selected Land Parcels 

Facility (associated 
selected land parcel~) 

# 

Agency Permit Notes 

Santa Cruz Joint VentV~e PCAQCD 830505 Class B permit. 
(Casa Grande Area) 

Ray Operations 
(Ray Mine) 

Hayden Copper Smelter 
(Chilito/Hayden) 

Copper Concentration, 
Hayden Plant 
(Chilito/Hayden) 

Source: SWCA 19979 

3-34 

PCAQCD 20148 Class A, Title V permit application filed May 5,1997. PCAQCD 

ADEQ 

ADEQ 

has not yet issued the permit. 

0308-85 Class I, Title V permit application filed 10/31/94. ADEQ letter 
dated 12/20/94 referenced this application as permit 1000042. 
Permit has not been issued. 

0341-86 Class I, Title V permit application filed 4/29/94. During 
Asarco/ADEQ phone conversation, 12/20194, ADEQ referenced 
this application as permit M070399P1. Permit has not been 
issued. 

Bureau of Land Management 
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3.2.2.5 Soils 

Ray Complex. The soils in the Ray Complex area are comprised of three units (NRCS 1971): 1) Andesite 
and Basalt Rock land (arid/semi-arid); 2) Granite and Schist Rock land (arid/semi-arid); 3) Granite and Schist 
Rock land (subhumid). A description of these units are as follows: 

" Andesite and Basalt Rock land (arid/semi-arid). This unit includes mountains and buttes 
composed mainly of andesite and basalt with inclusion areas of tuffs and tuff agglomerate rocks, 
dacite, rhyolite and sedimentary rocks. Rock outcrop makes up approximately 50 to 75 percent of 
this unit. The remaining 25 to 50 percent is shallow and very shallow, gravelly, cobbly, or stony soils 
interspersed between rock outcrops. The slope of the soil areas ranges from 5 to 50 percent. 

.. Granite and Schist Rock land (arid/semi-arid). This unit includes mountains and buttes of granite 
and schist. Rock outcrop makes up approximately 60 to 75 percent of this unit, and consists of 
granite and schist. There are small inclusion areas of basic igneous rock outcrop. Slopes of the 
rock outcrop portion of this unit range from 15 to 75 percent. The remaining 20 to 45 percent of this 
unit is dominantly shallow and very shallow, gravelly, cobbly and or stony soils with minor inclusions 
of moderately deep soils. The shallow soils portion of this unit has a slope range of 5 to 60 percent. 
These shallow, well drained, residual, skeletal soils have minimal to moderate profile development. 

Granite and Schist Rock land (subhumid). This unit consists of mountainous areas of granite and 
schist rocks. Rock outcrop makes up approximately 50 to 60 percent of the unit and consists of 
granite and schist. There are small inclusion areas of basic igneous rock outcrop. Slopes in this unit 
range from 15 to 75 percent. The remaining 40 to 50 percent of the unit is dominantly shallow and 
very shallow. gravelly. cobbly and or stony soils interspersed between rock outcrop areas. There are 
minor inclusions of moderately deep soils. The shallow soils portion of this unit has a slope range 
of 5 to 50 percent. These shallow. well drained, residual, skeletal soils have minimal to moderate 
profile development. 

Copper Butte/Buckeye. The soils in the Copper Butte/Buckeye area are similar to those in the Ray 
Complex area and are comprised of two soil units: the Andesite and Basalt Rock land (arid/semi-arid) unit 
and the Granite and Schist Rock land (subhumid) unit. 

Chilito/Hayden. This area is comprised of Rough broken land (miscellaneous land types). This unit 
consists mainly of steep and very steep, deeply dissected landforms. The soils in these areas consists of 
minimal profile development, with a wide variability in profile depth, textures, and coarse fragments. 

Casa Grande. The soils in the Casa Grande area of the proposed selected parcels are a complex of the 
Casa Grande-Mohall-Dateland series (NRCS 1986). These soils are on relict basin floors, old alluvial fans, 
and stream terraces. This complex of deep, nearly level soils formed in alluvium from mixed sources and 
eolian deposits. Slopes of these soils range from a to 8 percent. 

The Casa Grande soils are deep and well drained. They have slow to very slow runoff and have moderate 
permeability. These soils are loamy throughout and extend to a depth of 60 inches or more. The Casa 
Grande soils have pH levels of 7.9 to 9.0 in the surface layers, and increase to 9.0 in the subsurface and 
substratum. Salinity levels of the Casa Grande series range from 8 to 16 mmhos/cm in the profile, resulting 
in identified saline sodic conditions. The Casa Grande soils have a gravel content of less than 35 percent 
by volume on the surface and throughout the profile. 

The Mohall soils are deep and well drained. They have slow runoff and have moderately slow permeability. 
These soils are loamy throughout and extend to a depth of 60 inches or more. The Mohall soils have pH 
levels of 7.9 to 8.4 throughout the profile. Salinity levels of the Mohall series are typically less than 4 mmhos 
/cm. throughout the profile, but can range to as high as 10. The Mohall soils have a gravel content averaging 
less than 15 percent by volume on the surface and to a depth of 37 inches. The gravel content increases to 
a range of 15 to 35 percent below 37 inches to the bottom of the profile. 

Bureau of Land Management 3-35 



Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

The Dateland soils are deep and well drained. They have slow runoff and have moderate permeability. 
These soils are loamy throughout and extend to a depth of 60 inches or more. The Dateland soils have pH 
levels of 7.9 to 8.4 throughout the profile. Salinity levels of the Dateland series are less than 4 mmhos/cm. 
in the profile. The Dateland soils have a gravel content of less than 35 percent by volume on the surface and 
throughout the profile. 

3.2.3 Mineral Resources 

Ray Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye. Most of the Ray Complex area is located in the Mineral Creek 
Mining District within the Basin and Range Province, which covers most of southern and western Arizona. 
The Basin and Range Province is characterized by a series of north~to-northwesHrending, elongated 
mountain ranges of variable structure and are separated by broad alluvial valleys. The oldest rocks in this 
region are metamorphic rocks of Precambrian Age Pinal Schist. These rocks record a complex structural 
and depositional history that has included repeated episodes of tectonic uplift; faulting; erosion; and 
deposition of sedimentary, volcanic, and metamorphic materials. 

The physiographic features of the Ray Complex area are the Dripping Springs Mountains, the Gila River 
Valley, and the Tortilla Mountains. The basement rock within these physiographic features consist of the 
Precambrian Pinal Schist that is intruded with Precambrian granite and diabase. Locally, upper Precambrian 
sedimentary rocks of the Apache Group rest unconformably on the eroded surface of the Pinal Schist. The 
Apache Group is, in turn, separated from Paleozoic limestones and quarzites by another erosional surface. 
During the Laramide. approximately 65 million years ago, compressional deformation caused folding of 
strata and basement thrusting in the Ray Complex region. Deformation was accompanied by metamorphism 
and plutonism associated with the emplacement of many large porphyry copper deposits. Erosion during 
the last several million years in this area has removed portions of these deposits, exposing the older 
formation. 

Chilito/Hayden. The Chilito/Hayden parcels are located within the Banner Mining District, which has been 
the site of periodic prospecting and mining activities since the late 1800s. The largest copper producing 
mine in this district is the Christmas Mine, located about three miles east of the Chilito/Hayden parcels. 

Casa Grande. The selected lands in the Casa Grande area lie along the eastern margin of a northwest~ 
southeast-trending, elongated sedimentary basin which is about 10 miles wide and between 15 to 30 miles 
long. In the central part of the sedimentary basin, the depth to basement rock ranges between 6,400 and 
8,000 feet (BLM 1996c). The SCJV parcels are covered by alluvium and surficial depOSits of Pleistocene 
to Recent age. 

3.2.3.1 Mineral Potential 

Mineral resources are defined as a concentration of naturally occurring solid, liquid, or gaseous materials 
in or on the Earth's crust in such form that economic extraction of a mineral resource is currently or 
potentially feasible (BLJVl1996c). "Potential" refers to the potential for occurrence of a concentration of one 
or more mineral resotijtes. This evaluation is based on review of the general geologic environment, core 
samples and drilling data collected and provided by Asarco, and field reconnaissance. The mineral potential 
of each parcel was determined to be one of five categories (zero [0], low [L], moderate [Ml. high [H], not 
determined [ND]) with four levels of certainty (A - D), as defined below. 

Potential for occurrence: 

0= 

L= 

M= 

3-36 

The geological environment, the inferred geologic processes, and the lack of mineral occurrences 
do not indicate potential for accumulation of mineral resources. 
The geologic environment and the inferred geologic processes indicate low potential for 
accumulation of mineral resources. 
The geologic environment, the inferred geologic processes, and the reported mineral occurrences 
or valid geochemical/geophysical anomaly indicate moderate potential for accumulation of mineral 
resources. 
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H = The geologic environment, the inferred geologic processes, the reported mineral occurrences and/or 
valid geochemical/geophysical anomaly, and the known mines or deposits indicate high potential 
for accumulation of mineral resources. The "known mines and deposits" do not have to be within 
the area that is being classified, but have to be within the same type of geologic environment. 

ND = Mineral(s) potential not determined due to lack of useful data. This notation does not require a level 
of certainty qualifier. 

Level of certainty: 

A = The available data are insufficient and/or cannot be considered as direct or indirect evidence to 
support or refute the possible existence of mineral resources within the respective area. 

B = The available data provide indirect evidence to support or refute the possible existence of mineral 
resources. 

C = The available data provide direct evidence but are qualitatively minimal to support or refute the 
possible existence of mineral resources. 

D = The available data provide abundant direct arid indirect evidence to support or refute the possible 
existence of mineral resources. 

Ray Complex. Moderate mineral potential for metallic minerals was determined on portions of Parcels RM-
4, RM-5, RM-11, RM-12, RM-13, RM-14, RM-15 and RM-18 with a level of certainty of B 'Wllil~. 
Moderate mineral potential was typically found along faults within a parcel, typically near or adjacent to a 
mine and amounted to a few acres, while the remainder of the parcel was found to have low mineral potential 
with a level of certainty of C. High mineral potential for metallic minerals was determined on portions of 
Parcels RM-6.4, with a level of certainty of D, and on RM-10 (level of certainty of B and C). The remainder 
of the selected lands in the Ray Complex were determined to have low mineral potential with a level of 
certainty of C. 

Copper Butte/Buckeye. low mineral potential for metallic minerals in the Copper Butte/Buckeye area was 
determined on a majority of the parcels ~Iim~l Portions of Parcels CB-1, CB-3 and CB-4 were 
determined to have moderate and high mineral potential with levels of certainty of C and D. High mineral 
potential in Parcels CB-3 and CB-4 occur near the Copper Butte deposit under Asarco's patented claims. 

Chilito/Hayden. The majority of the Chilito/Hayden parce!s were determined to have low mineral potential 
for metaflics with a level of certainty of C L§]!M:it[~lg}} However, portions of CH-1 and CH-2 were 
determined to have moderate mineral potential with a level of certainty of Band C. 

Cas a Grande. The potential on Parcels CG-1 and CG-2 is low for occurrence of copper and other metallic 
minerals, as well as other locatable or saleable minerals L~l:J~iLil~~ Although alluvium and surficial 
materials (flood plain deposits) cover the entire area, no salable mineral deposits of commercial value occur 
in the area. 

The potential for occurrence of copper on Parcel CG-3 is moderate and prospectively valuable for low
temperature geothermal resources (waters with temperatures less than 212°F). Potential for other locatable 
or salable minerals on this parcel is low. 

3.2.3.2 Mineral Rights 

The selected lands are encumbered by a total of 751 mining claims. Every parcel of selected land in this 
area is encumbered except Parcel CH-S. Of these 751 mining claims, 747 (99.5%) are held by Asarco, and 
4 (0.5%) are held by a third party (Velasco), which are located on Parcel CH-1 (BlM 1997a). 

As part of the exchange process, the BlM segregated the selected lands from further mineral entry for a 
period of five years. Segregation prevents additional mining claims from being made on the selected lands 
while the environmental review process for the proposed land exchange is underway. The BlM has not 
entered into any mineral leases (such as for oil, coal, and gas) or salable mineral contracts (such as sand 
and gravel) within the selected lands (SWCA 1997k). 
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Ray Complex. For most of the areas adjacent to Asarco's patented holdings around the Ray Mine, Asarco 
has covered the Federal mineral estate iands with unpatented lode or'mill site claims. Nine of the selected 
lands are unpatented fractions between patented claims. There are no unpatented claim conflicts on the 
selected lands in the Ray Complex. 

Copper Butte/Buckeye. Within the Copper Butte area, Asarco holds a number of unpatented claims that 
surround its existing patented lands (Figure 3-12). 

Chilito/Hayden. Portions of Asarco's unpatented mining claims in the Chilito/Hayden area were overstaked 
by the Good Hope claims, located in the northern portion of Parcel CH-1. This claim conflict may require 
court action to resolve the status of the these claims (BlM 1997b, Figure 3-13). Other claim holders 
adjacent toAsarco's private lands include: Inspiration Corporation (part of Cyprus Amax Minerals) and 
Kullman McCoal Mining. 

Casa Grande. Fifty mining claims encumber the Casa Grande parcels, and these are all held by SCJV. 

3.2.4 Land Use 

The selected lands are currently managed by BlM to maintain existing uses, which include public access, 
dispersed recreation, grazing, mineral development, and rights-of-way. No other uses are known to occur 
or are authorized on the selected lands. land ownership24 for each area is depicted on Figure 2-6 for the 
Casa Grande, Chilito/Hayden, Copper Butte/Buckeye, and Ray Complex areas. land ownership is 
summarized in Tables 3-14 and 3-15. 

3.2.4.1 Land Ownership 

Pinal County contains approximately 3,448,470 acres, for a total area of 6,198 square miles. Gila County 
is somewhat smaller at approximately 3,039,000 acres, or 4,748 square miles. Approximately 90 percent 
of the selected lands are located within Pinal County, and approximately 1 ° percent are located within Gila 
County. The Casa Grande, Copper Butte, Ray Mine, and three of the five Chilito/Hayden Parcels (CH-1 
through CH-3) are located in Pinal County. The remaining two Chilito/Hayden Parcels (CH-4 and CH-5) are 
located in Gila County. land ownership in Pinal and Gila Counties is shown in Table 3-16. 

Ray Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye, Chilito/Hayden. land Ownership within an approximately 161,220-
acre management study area surrounding and including the selected lands depicted on Figure 2-6 includes 
private and state-owned parcels, as well as federal lands managed by the BlM and the U.S.D.A. Forest 
Service (USFS). The majority landowner in this area is BlM (48 percent), followed by the State of Arizona 
(22 percent), and Asarco (18 percent). The USFS owns approximately seven percent, and private entities 
other than Asarco own approximately four percent. Approximately one percent of Asarco's holdings are 
surface-estate only, with the mineral estate administered by the BlM. These split-estate lands are not 
included in the total acreage of Asarco's private lands as presented in Table 3-14. 

Casa Grande. The Ca~~ Grande study area includes 24,086 acres of surface land owned by the Santa 
Cruz Joint Venture25 (SCJV) (24 percent), the State of Arizona (8 percent), private land (63 percent), and 
SCJV land intermixed with private residential lots (5 percent) (Table 3-15). Within the 24,086 acres, BlM 
administers the mineral rights on five parcels, totaling 1,280 acres, and has no surface ownerShip. The 
selected lands (CG-1, CG-2, and CG-3) consist of three of these five parcels, totaling 637 acres. All five 
parcels are considered as "split estate," where the surface estate is owned by SCJV and the mineral rights 

" or "mineral estate" are administered by BlM (Figure 2-8). 

24 The term "land ownership" is used loosely to include ownership of private lands as well as state or federal administration of lands 
that are technically owned" by the public. 

25 Technically speaking, the surface estate ofthe Casa Grande area lands is owned by ASARCO Santa Cruz, Inc. (ASCI) which 
is owned by ASARCO Incorporated (Asarco) and Freeport-McMoRan, Inc .• doing business jointly as the Santa Cruz Joint Venture (SCJV). 
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Table 3-14. Existing Surface Estate Land Ownership Within the Ray Complex Area 

Land Ownership Approximate Acreage 

BLM-administered 77,339 

Asarco private 29,082 

Asarco surface/BLM-administered mineral estate 2,143 

State of Arizona 35,247 

Non-Asarco private 6,017 

USFS-administered 11,392 

TOTAL 161,220 

Source: SWCA 1997h 

Percent of Study Area 

48% 

18% 

1% 

22% 

4% 

7% 

100 

Table 3-15. EXisting Surface Estate Land Ownership Within the Cas a Grande Study Area 

Land Ownership Approximate Acreage 

SCJV private 5,682 

SCJV private intermixed with private residential lots 1,248 

State 2,026 

Non-SCJV private 15,130 

TOTAL 24,086 

Source: SWCA 1997h 

Table 3-16. Summa!l: of Land Ownershie in Pinal and Gila Coun~ 

Ownership Pinal County 

acres miles:! Percent acres 

BLM 405,760 634 11.8 % 60,800 

Forest Service 221,440 346 6.4 % 1,703,040 

State of Arizona 1,219,350 1,905 35.5% 30,389 

Indian Reservation 702,720 1,098 20.4 % 1,125,120 

Private 899,200 1,405 26.0% 119,040 

TOTAL 3,448,470 6,198 100% 3,039,000 

Source: USDA 1997 

Bureau of Land Management 

Percent of Study Area 

24% 

5% 

8% 

63% 

100% 

Gila County 

miles2 Percent 

95 2.0% 

2,661 56.1 % 

48 1.0% 

1,758 37.0% 

190 3.9% 

4,748 100% 
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3.2.4.2 Management of Public Lands 

This section summarizes the BLM's administrative management responsibilities on and near the selected 
lands, describes relevant Special Management Areas, and discusses manageability of public lands. Special 
Management Areas are congreSSionally or administratively designated geographic areas within a BlM field 
office requiring explicit management to achieve BlM's special objectives. Such areas include Wilderness, 
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, National Conservation Areas, Ripa'rian National Conservation 
Areas, and Wild and Scenic Rivers. Two special management areas-White Canyon Wilderness and the 
White Canyon Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)-are located in close proximity to selected 
lands in the Ray Complex and Copper Butte/Buckeye areas (Figure 2-6). No National Conservation Areas, 
Riparian National Conservation Areas, or designated or potentially eligible segments of the National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System are present on or near any selected lands. 

The term "manageability" as used in this document refers to the relative ease or difficulty in effectively 
managing any given parcel of land. Manageability is a function of a wide range of quantifiable and 
unquantifiable variables, but for purposes of this analysis, manageability refers to quantifiable variables 
related to land ownership, such as parcel size, fragmentation, boundary length, and access (SWCA 1997h). 

Ray Complex. BlM's administrative responsibilities for public lands in the Ray Complex include, but are 
not limited to, maintaining public access for recreation, maintaining rights-of-way, and administering grazing 
allotments. These subjects are discussed in detail in subsequent sections. The BlM also oversees mining 
on public lands in the Ray Complex. BlM's administrative responsibilities for oversight of mining activities26 

on federal lands are set forth in 43 CFR § 3809, which established "procedures to prevent unnecessary and 
undue degradation of federal lands which may result from operations authorized by the mining laws" (43 CFR 
§ 3809.0-1), and could include authorization of one or more MPOs, should Asarco choose to submit them 
in the future. 

The total perimeter of all the parcels in the Ray Complex is approximately 53 miles, of which approximately 
25 percent is adjacent to BlM land, 18 percent is adjacent to State land, two percent is adjacent to private 
land and 55 percent is adjacent to Asarco's private lands. The proximity to Asarco's lands, number of 
encumbered parcels combined with difficult phYSical access make the selected lands in the Ray Complex 
difficult to manage (Figure 2-7). 

Copper Butte/Buckeye. BlM's administrative responsibilities for public lands in the Copper Butte/Buckeye 
study area include, but are not limited to, maintaining public access to the White Canyon Wilderness, 
administering grazing allotments, continuing management of the White Canyon ACEC, and planning for 
designating trail alignments for the Great Western and Arizona Trails. Some of BlM's planned actions to 
ease management of this area include, but are not limited to, acquire the remaining 480 acres of State land 
in Section 24 and manage as an ACEC, prohibit land use authorizations except along existing roads, initiate 
mineral withdrawal27 on federal mineral estate lands within ACEe, and prohibit surface oil/gas development 
(BlM 1988). 

The total perimeter of aH;;;the parcels in the Copper Butte/Buckeye area is approximately 23 miles, of which 
approximately 66 percent is adjacent to BlM land, 17 percent is adjacent to State land, and 17 percent is 
adjacent to Asarco's private lands (Figure 2-7). 

Chilito/Hayden. Some of BlM's administrative responsibilities in the Chilito/Hayden area include, but are 
not limited to, maintaining public access to adjacent public lands, maintaining grazing allotments, and 
overseeing mining activities on public lands. 

26 Mining on federal lands is authorized by the General Mining Law of 1872 (as amended) (30 USCA §§ 21-42), the Mining and 
Minerals Policy Act of 1970 (30 USCA § 21 a), the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 (as amended) (43 USCA §§ 
1701-84), and the National Materials and Minerals Policy, Research and Development Act of 1980 (30 USCA §§ 1601-05). 

27 Nonfederallands acquired within the ACEC boundary would be considered closed to mining operations where mining claims 
do not currently exist. 

3-42 Bureau of Land Management 



Chapter 3. The Affected Environment 

The total perimeter of all the parcels in the Chilito/Hayden area is approximately 12 miles, of which 
approximately 65 percent is adjacent to BlM land, nine percent is adjacent to private land, and 26 percent 
is adjacent to Asarco's private lands. The number of encumbered parcels combined with difficult physical 
access make the selected lands in the Chiitio/Hayden area difficult to manage (Figure 2-9). 

Casa Grande. In this study area, BlM-administered lands consist of the mineral estate of three parcels 
totaling 637 acres. Although the mineral estate of the selected lands is administered by the federal 
government, BlM has no regulatory responsibilities for oversight of mining activities, other than 
administration of mining claims. 

The total perimeter of all the parcels in the Casa Grande area is approximately seven miles, of which 
approximately 29 percent is adjacent to private land and 71 percent is adjacent to Asarco's private lands 
(SCJV). The proximity to the SCJV property combined with subsurface management make the selected 
lands in the Casa Grande area difficult to manage (Figure 2-8). 

3.2.4.3 Access and Recreation 

3.2.4.3.1 Access 

Physical access routes are roads and trails that provide points of ingress and egress. Public access routes 
are roads and trails that are open to public use. legal access, e.g., rights-of-way and easements, is 
discussed in the section entitled Rights-of-Way. 

Ray Complex. Two public access routes cross portions of the selected lands in the Ray Complex. Each 
route has a name (e.g., Battle Axe Road) or a numeric identifier (#1 to #3) as referred to in Table 3-17 and 
in Figures 3-14 and 3-15. Two routes, State Route 177 and Battle Axe Road, cross multiple parcels and 
provide access to adjacent public lands. 

Table 3-17 Public Access Routes Crossing Selected land Parcels in the Ray Complex, Copper 
Butte/Buckeye and Chilito/Hayden Areas 

Route 10, type Parcel(s) Destination of access route Estimated No. Users 

Route 177. Hwy RM-17, CB-2 N. to Tonto National Forest, Superior. U.S. Rte. 60; S. >1,000 people/year 
to Kearny, Hayden, Winkelman, State Rte. 77 

#1, unimproved RM-18 Vanadium mine in Section 3 <25 people/year 

#2, unimproved RM-10 Dripping Springs Mountains <25 people/year 

#3, unimproved CB-1, CB-3 White Canyon Wilderness, Artesian Well, Coke Ovens >1,000 people/year 

Battle Axe Road, CB-2, CB-3, Segment #3 and Copper Butte >1,000 people/year 
improved CB-4 

Physical access to many of the selected lands parcels (e.g., Parcels RM-1 through RM-16) is via unimproved 
roads through Asarco-owned property adjacent to Highway 177 (Figure 3-14). Portions of Parcels RM-17 
and RM-18 are directly accessible from Highway 177. Many of the isolated tracts (Parcels RM-2 through 
RM-13) have no physical access. An unimproved road (segment #2, Figure 3-14) crosses the Dripping 
Spring Mountains and approaches the northeastern edge of Parcel RM-10; however, vehicular access via 
this road is currently blocked by a large boulder (N. Gambell, Asarco, pers. comm. 1996). Visitor use along 
this segment is estimated to be fewer than 25 people/year. An unimproved four-wheel-drive road (segment 
#1) crosses Parcel RM-18 and provides access from State Route 177 to an old vanadium mine. Visitor use 
along this segment is estimated to be fewer than 25 people/year. 

Bureau of Land Management 3-43 
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Copper Butte/Buckeye. The Copper Butte/Buckeye selected lands (CB-1 through CB-S) are physically 
accessible via Battle Axe Road, which begins at Highway 177, then branches into a network of unimproved 
roads (Figure 3-1S). This road network, bounded to the north by White Canyon Wilderness, heads generally 
southwestward toward the Gila River and an area known to back country driving recreationists as the Coke 
Ovens (G. Keller, Arizona State Association of Four Wheel Drive Clubs, scoping letter #43a,1995). These 
roads provide access to the selected parcels and surrounding public lands for BlM administrative and public 
recreational purposes. Route segment #3 provides access to a trailhead for White Canyon Wilderness 
visitors located in Section 14, Township 3 South, Range 12 East (Figure 3-1S). 

A segment of the Arizona Trail, a 750-mile, non-motorized trail that traverses Arizona from Mexico to Utah, 
and a segment of the Great Western Trail, a trail stretching from Mexico to Canada, are proposed for the 
general region surrounding the Copper Butte/Buckeye area. At tRis time, no specific routes have been 
pro(9osed for these segments. Planning for the trails will be addressed in separate environmental analysis 
b the BlM. Pleas~"fse:eMneraIJre~~m'I~o1P~irrtSlla Je~~7~foralars:Qlj$$iQ\"}Qtlfje;t\nzon~~aJn y """'""'k~fuM~""""":'''''''''M"-g_J~~.,.,<;"",,~,~_~,,,,''\'~._~)i~~jL~~~LY"""~"'A"'»':o/-'.0h«_~~,,"~".io.Jo":~\''';H''k__ ""'~4<-';"";-;~'<"""-'>-""\~~.M-"';"':';""-;-;";: 

No physical limitations, such as locked gates, to public access in the Copper Butte/Buckeye area exist at this 
time; however, continued access is not guaranteed. Since Asarco owns the surface estate within Section 
19 and Section 30 (Township 3 South, Range 13 East), the public could be denied physical access to those 
properties. The portion of Battle Axe Road within Sections 17 and 19 is encumbered by a Pinal County right
of-way (AZA 21389) (SWCA 1997c), but the segment that continues onto state land in Section 24 has no 
right-of-way nor any other legal instrument guaranteeing public access (S. McCafferty, Arizona State Land 
Department, pers. comm. 1996). 

Chilito/Hayden. The Chilito/Hayden parcels are physically accessible via two unimproved roads, Keystone 
Road and Haines Road, that intersect State Route 177 approximately two miles northwest of Hayden (Figure 
3-16). However, public access via Haines Road is controlled just east of parcel CH-1 by an Asarco gate (N. 
Gambell, Asarco, pers. comm. 1996), and Keystone Road becomes a trail as it approaches parcel CH-1. 
Public access to the selected parcels is controlled from the north by gates on the Christmas Mine property 
owned by Cyprus Amax Mineral Company (ibid). Public access to public lands adjacent to these selected 
lands is not dependent on roads or trails that pass through them. Parcel CH-4 is physically accessible by 
an unimproved road originating within the Asarco Hayden Operations area; however, public access is 
controlled by the Asarco Hayden Operations entry gate. An unimproved road that stems from the Haines 
Road provides public access up to an Asarco gate on the northern edge of parcel CH-4 (ibid). 

Parcel CH-5 is adjacent to an existing tailings impoundment. It is not directly accessible by any roads or 
trails; however, unimproved roads that parallel Smith Wash and Romero Wash provide physical and public 
access within about one-half mile of the parcel. 

Casa Grande. The selected parcels in the Casa Grande area are physically accessible via unimproved 
roads through SCJV-owned property adjacent to State Highway 84, which intersects Interstate 10 in Casa 
Grande (Figure 3-4). Physical access to the parcels is possible via these roads; however, since the surface 
estate of these selected lands is not in public ownership, public access is not authorized. Public access to 
public lands adjacent to the selected lands is not dependent on roads or trails that pass through selected 
~nds. ~ 

3.2.4.3.2 Recreation 

The selected parcels contain no developed recreational facilities. Recreational uses of this area are primarily 
dispersed activities, such as seasonal hunting, hiking, and back country driving. The selected land parcels 

."': in the Ray Complex area are within Arizona Game Fish Department (AGFD) hunt units 24a and 37b, which 
cover approximately 2,085 square miles. About 15 percent of the combined hunt units is private land, 
leaving approximately 1,770 square miles of state and federal land. The selected land parcels within the 
hunt units (excluding parcels in which Asarco owns the surface estate) cover approximately seven square 
miles (0.4 percent of the public land within the hunt unit). Visitor use on the two hunt units is estimated to 
be 11,500 visitors per year (A. Alexander, AGFD, pers. comm. 1996). 

3-46 Bureau of Land Management 
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Ray Complex. Given the limited public access and proximity to existing mining activities, little dispersed 
recreation takes place on selected lands in this area. Parcel RM-10, the Limestone Quarry parcel, is 
accessible for hiking or hunting from unimproved roads in the Dripping Springs Mountains; however, only 
minimal dispersed recreation use of this parcel has been observed (N. Gambell, Asarco, pers. comm. 1996). 

Parcel RM-18 is accessible for hiking or hunting via a four-wheel drive road and trails that lead to Kane 
Springs Canyon in Sections 3, 4, and 8, T4S R14E; however, only minimal dispersed recreation has been 
observed (ibid). 

Copper Butte/Buckeye. Although the Copper Butte/Buckeye parcels contain no developed recreational 
facilities, these parcels and the adjacent BlM, State, and Asarco lands are used for dispersed recreation. 
Recreationalists come from nearby communities, such as Kearny, Hayden, Florence, Superior, and 
Winkelman, and from the Phoenix and Tucson metropolitan areas. The primary recreational uses are back 
country driving, hiking, backpacking, camping, hunting, picnicking, and wildlife viewing. 

Recreation in the Copper Butte/Buckeye area depends on public access via Battle Axe Road and the network 
of unimproved roads. This is a popular back country driving recreation area providing numerous loop trails 
and access to various scenic views. A water source known as the "artesian well," located on State land in 
Section 24, Township 3 South, Range 12 East, is a popular destination for recreationists. In addition, people 
travel through this area to reach other popular destinations such as the Coke Ovens and the Gila River. 

No formal records exist of visitor use in the region of the Copper Butte/Buckeye selected land parcels except 
for the visitor log at the entrance to the White Canyon Wilderness (B. Gibson, BlM, pers. comm. 1996). 
BlM conducted an informal survey to estimate visitor use in the area in 1995 (Ragsdale 1995). The survey 
referenced an area of approximately 23,740 acres, which includes 22,890 acres of state and federal land 
(Figures 2-7 and 3-15). Table 3-18 provides a summary ofthe estimated visitors per year in each recreation 
category based on the survey. The visitor use estimate for hiking, backpacking, and camping is based on 
the informal survey and the visitor log at the entrance to the White Canyon Wilderness (B. Gibson, BlM, 
pers. comm. 1996). In addition, the AGFD estimates that about 325 hunters use the area, which is in AGFD 
hunt unit 37B, each year (Ragsdale 1995). 

Table 3~18. Summary of BlM Visitor Estimates and Recreation Activities for the 23,740-acre Region, 
Including Copper Butte/Buckeye Selected lands 

Activity 

Back country driving 

Hiking, backpacking, 
and camping 

Hunting 

Picnicking 

Wildlife viewing 

TOTAL 

Source: J. Ragsdale 1995 

3-48 

Estimated 
Visitors/year Description 

936 Motorized vehicle travel in four-wheel-drive or high clearance vehicles 
along the Battle Axe Road, Segment #3, Segment #2, Segment #1, 
and along the network of undeveloped roads, both to travel through 
the area and to use loops within the Ray Complex area 

"~337 

325 

250 

40 

1,888 

Non-motorized foot travel in the Copper Butte/Buckeye area and into 
White Canyon Wilderness, via the BLM trailhead in Section 14, 
Township 3 South, Range 12E. 

225 big game hunters (deer and javelina) and 100 small game hunters 
(quail/dove) in Hunt unit 37B 

Day-use of the artesian well located on State land in Section 24, 
Township 3 South, Range 12 East 

Day and evening use for wildlife viewing 

Bureau of Land Management 
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Chilito/Hayden. Back country vehicle recreation and access to hunting opportunities are unlikely on the 
Chilito parcels because of existing gates or intervening private property that limit access to these lands. The 
Chilito/Hayden area selected parcels contain no developed recreational facilities, and no records exist of 
dispersed recreational use of the parcels (J. Ragsdale, BLM, pers. comm. 1996). Local citizens use the 
roads paralleling Smith Wash and Romero Wash for back country vehicle recreation and hunting access 
(ibid). 

Casa Grande. The selected parcels in the Casa Grande area are retired agricultural land (Parcels CG-2 and 
CG-3) and disturbed desert (Parcel CG-1) (SWCA 1995a and USBM 1994). They contain no developed 
recreational facilities and offer no dispersed recreational opportunities 

3.2.4.4 Rights-of-Way 

Twelve authorized rights-of-way28 (ROWs) occur on the selected lands (BLM 1997b). Four of the twelve 
ROWs are for roads, four are for electric power transmission lines, two are for communication lines, one is 
for a natural gas pipeline and one is for a tramroad~ These ROWs are summarized in Table 3-19 and 
depicted on Figures 3-17,3-18 and 3-19. More detailed descriptions are provided below. 

Ray Complex. Two ROWs cross Parcel RM-17 in the Ray Mine area (Figure 3-17). One is an electric 
power transmission line granted to Salt River Project Public Lands Division (AZA 2146), and the other is a 
ROW for the Arizona Highway Department (AZAR 024241). 

Copper Butte/Buckeye. Eight ROWs cross the Copper Butte/Buckeye selected lands, all of which cross 
parcel CB-2 (Figure 3-18). Three are for electric power transmission lines (one was granted to Salt River 
Project Public Lands Division [AZPHX 086749], and two were granted to Arizona Public Service Company 
[AlA 8778, AlAR 033336]). Two highway ROWs were granted to the Arizona Highway Department (AZAR 
04524, AZAR 04525) (Figure 3-18), and one county road ROW was granted to the Pinal County Board of 
Supervisors (AZA 21389). The remaining two ROWs include a natural gas pipeline ROW granted to 
Southwest Gas Corporation (AZAR 02148) and a communication line ROW granted to US West 
Communications Inc. (AZA 6541). 

Chilito/Hayden. Two ROWs cross the Chilito/Hayden selected lands, an aerial communication line ROW 
granted to US West Communications, Inc. (AZA 24678) crosses parcels CH-1, CH-2, and CH-3, and a 
tramroad ROW granted to Asarco Inc. (AZA 1000) crosses parcel CH-4 (Figure 3-19). 

Casa Grande Area. No ROWs cross the Casa Grande area selected lands. 

3.2.4.5 Grazing 

Ray Complex. Three range allotments encompass portions of the selected lands within the Ray Complex: 
the Sleeping Beauty Mountain, Rafter Six, and Troy Allotments (SWCA 1997j, BLM 1997c) (Table 3-20, 
Figures 3-20 and 3-21). Existing conditions for each allotment, selected lands acreage within allotment. 
stocking capacity in Animal Unit Months (AUMs) associated with BLM allotment and the selected lands 
portion of the allotment, and registered range improvements) are provided in Table 3-21 and discussed in 
general below. The locations of range improvements within selected lands are mapped on Figures 3-20, and 
3-21. 

.. Sleeping Beauty Mountain Allotment The Sleeping Beauty Mountain Allotment includes 
approximately 742 acres of Parcels RM-1, RIVI-2, RIVI-3, RM-4, RM-5, RM-6, RM-12, and RM-13, 
which support approximately 100 AUMs. Parcels RM-7, RM-8 and RM-9 are also within this 
allotment; however, the surface estate of these parcels is not administered by the BLM, therefore 

28 Rights-of-way authorize a specific use or activity on public land for specific periods of time. Common ROWs include pipelines, 
roadways, and electric transmission lines. Each ROW contains individual terms and conditions and grants specific land use privileges to the 
holder. 
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Table 3-19. Ri9hts-of-wa~ on the Selected Lands Parcels 

Type of Right-of-way Width 
Parcel (ROW#) Holder (feet) Location 

CHILlTO/HA YDEN 

CH-1, Communication Line; US West 20 SE~ SW~,wY:tSE~, sec. 22; NE~NW~, 
CH-2, (AlA 24678) Communications, Inc. WY:tSW~, sec. 27, T. 4 S., R. 15 E. 
CH-3 

CH-4 Tramroad; (AZA 1000) ASARCO, Inc. 100 NW~NE~, sec. 11, T. 5 S., R. 15 E. 

COPPER BUTTE/BUCKEYE 

C8-2 Highways; (AZAR 04524, Arizona Highway 132 SY:tSE~, sec. 8;sec. 17, NE~NE~, T.3 S, R. 
AZAR 04525) Department 13 E. 

CB-2 Natural gas Southwest Gas Corp. 20 SW~SE~, sec. 8; NY:tNE~, sec. 17, T. 3 S., 
pipeline;(AZAR 02148) R. 13 E. 

CB-2 Electric Line;(AZA 8778) Arizona Public Service 200 SW~SE~, sec. 8, EY:tWhEY:t. sec 17, T. 3 S., 
Co. R.13E. 

CB-2 Communication Line; US West 20 SY:tSE~, sec. 8, NE~NE~NE~, sec 17. T. 3 
(AZA 6541) Communications Inc. S., R. 13 E. 

CB-2, County Road; (AZA Pinal County Board of 100 SW~ SEX, sec 8 ;NWi4NEX, EY:tWY:t, 
CB-3 21389) Supervisors SW~SWi4, sec. 17; lots 3, 4,5, 7, NEXNE~, 

sec. 19; NWXNWX, sec. 20, T. 3 S., R.13 E. 

C8-2 12 KV Electric Line; Arizona Public 40 SY:t SEX, sec. 8; NEXNEXNEX, sec 17, T.3 
(AZAR 033336) Service Company S., R.13 E. 

CB-2 Electric Line; (AlPHX Salt River Project 130 SY:tSE~, sec. 8, NEXNE~NEX, sec. 17, T. 3 
086749) Public Lands Division S., R. 13 E. 

RAY COMPLEX 

RM-17 Electric Line; (AZA 2146) Salt River Project 130 WY:tSWX, sec 23, WhNWX, sec 26, T. 3 S., 
Public Lands Division R. 13 E. 

RM-17 Highway; (AZAR 024241) Arizona Highway 400 WY:tSWx, sec 23, T.3 S., R. 13 E. 
Department 

Table 3-20. Total Acres of Selected Lands (Surface Estate Only) Within Each Grazing Allotment 
# 

Selected Sleeping Beauty Smith 
Lands LEN Battle Axe Mountain Rafter Six Troy Hidalgo Wash 

Ray Complex 0 0 742 3,873 400 0 0 

Copper 800 1,627 0 0 0 0 0 

", Butte/Buckeye 
.' 

Chilito/Hayden 0 0 0 0 0 274 480 

Casa Grande 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 800 1,627 742 3,873 400 274 480 
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Table 3-21. Existing Conditions for BlM-administered Portions of Range Allotments within the Selected lands in the Ray Complex, Copper 
Butte/Buckeye and Chilito/HCiyden Areas 

ALLOTMENT INFORMATION ALLOTMENT SIZE STOCKING CAPACITY RANGE IMPROVEMENTS 

Total acreage Total Selected lands Total AUMs Total AUMs Selected lands 
of BLM- acreage of as percent of for BLM- for BLM- AUMs as Registered improvements 

Allotment Name administered selected total BLM administered administered percent of total within BLM administered 
(Selected parcels located land in lands in acreage in land in selected AUMs in selected lands 

within that allotment) Operator .. " allotment allotment allotment allotment lands allotment (Improvement number) 

LEN Don Lann 25,552 800 3% 2,956 93 3% 1. Rincon Reservoir (035191) 
(CB-1) , 

Smith Wash V. & D. Haverfield 5,890 480 8% 552 45 8% 1. Fence (030421) 
(CH-5) 

Battle Axe SeeU A. deeltsefl 21,491 1,627 8% 2,256 171 8% 1. Earthen StockTank #2 
(CB-1 to CB-4) ~~!!1~~;J;!~~ (030854) 

2. Earthen StockTank #1 
(030854) 
3. England Well (030884) 
4. Copper Butte Corral & 
Trough (034255) 

Sleeping Beauty ASARCO Inc. 893 742 83% 120 100 83% None 
Mountain 
(RM-1 to RM-9) 

Hidalgo ASARCO Inc. 12,847 274 2% 979 21 2% None 
(CH-1 to CH-3) 

Rafter Six James & Mary 15,962 3,902 24% 1,664 407 24% 1. Suzie Spring (030805) 
(RM-10) Dunn 

c/o Bill A. Dunn Jr. 

Troy (RM-18) l"e·~·iR 80: l::eFi ~iF6y 4,367 400 9% 883 81 9% None 
~mtI1:~~fI§ 

TOTAL 87,004 8,225 9% 9,410 918 10% 7 Improvements 
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grazing on these lands is not discussed. The selected lands in this allotment contain no range 
improvements registered with the BlM. 

Rafter Six Allotment The Rafter Six Allotment includes approximately 3,902 acres of Parcels RM-
10, RM-16. RM-17 and RM-18, which support approximately 407 AUMs. The selected lands in this 
allotment contain one range improvement registered with the BlM: Suzie Spring (registration 
number 030805). . 

Troy Allotment The Troy Allotment includes approximately 400 acres of selected lands (Parcel 
RM-18), which supports approximately 81 AU Ms. The selected lands contain no range 
improvements registered with the BlM. 

Copper Butte/Buckeye. Two range allotments encompass portions of the selected lands within the Copper 
Butte/Buckeye area: the lEN and Battle Axe Allotments (SWCA 1997j) (Figure 3-20). 

~ LEN Allotment The LEN Allotment includes approximately 800 acres of Parcels CB-2, CB-3 and 
portions of Parcel CB-1, which support approximately 93 AUMs. The surface estate of Parcels CB-4 
and CB-5 is not administered by the BlM. therefore grazing on these lands is not discussed. The 
selected lands in this allotment contain one range improvement registered with the BlM: the Rincon 
Reservoir (registration number 035191). 

~ Battle Axe Allotment The Battle Axe Allotment includes approximately 1.627 acres of Parcels CB-
1. CB-2 and CB-3. which support approximately 171 AUMs. The selected lands in this allotment 
contain four range improvements registered with the BlM: Earthen Stock Tank #1 (registration 
number 030854). Earthen Stock Tank #2 (registration number 030854). Well with Windmill 
(registration number 030884). and Copper Butte Corral and Trough (registration number 034255). 

Chilito/Hayden. Two range allotments encompass portions of the selected lands within the Chilito/Hayden 
area: the Hidalgo and Smith Wash Allotments (SWCA 1997j) (Figure 3-21). Parcel CH-4. totaling 
approximately 80 acres, is not part of any BlM range allotment. 

~ Hidalgo Allotment The Hidalgo Allotment includes approximately 274 acres of Parcels CH-1, CH-
2, and CH-3. which support approximately 21 AUMs. The selected lands in this allotment contain 
no range improvements registered with the BlM Smith Wash Allotment. 

Smith Wash Allotment The Smith Wash Allotment includes approximately 480 acres of Parcel 
CH-5, which support approximately 45 AUMs. The selected lands in this allotment contain one 
range improvement registered with the BlM: a fence (registration number 030421). 

Casa Grande. No grazing is authorized on any of the Casa Grande parcels. 

3.2.4.6 Visual Quality 

Visual quality analysis focused on a 35-square-mile study area encompassing the Copper Butte/Buckeye 
selected lands (CB-1, CB-2, CB-3, CB-4 and CB-5), White Canyon Wilderness, and Tonto National Forest 
land adjacent to the Wilderness (SWCA 1997i). A Geographic Information System (GIS) modeling technique 
called seen-unseen analysis was used to determine the location of potential visual quality impacts resulting 
from foreseeable mining uses. The seen-unseen analysis utilized thirty meter resolution digital elevation 
model (OEM) data derived from the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 1 :24.000 scale North Butte, Grayback, 
Mineral Mountain, and Teapot Mountain quadrangles. The OEM data was then converted into a grid-based 
IORISI (Clark University, 1994) GIS database. 

Ray Complex. The Ray Mine selected land parcels are within or adjacent to the existing Ray Mine site, 
which is highly modified from its natural state. 

Bureau of Land Management 3-57 
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Copper Butte/Buckeye. The Copper Butte/Buckeye selected lands have been subjected to past exploratory 
mining activity and a number of primitive roads; however, areas outside of these disturbances are essentially 
natural. Within the White Canyon Wilderness, scenic quality is free from modifications in the bottom of 
White Canyon and other arroyos and washes. Scenic quality outside the canyon bottoms is diminished 
because of the noticeable roads and mines outside the wilderness (BlM 1986, Figure 4-2). 

Chilito/Hayden. Parcels CH-1, CH-2, and CH-3 have no existing mining. Several roads and disturbances 
associated with past mining activities occur throughout the parcels. The parcels are adjacent to Asarco 
private land used for mining copper and/or silica flux. 

Parcel CH-4 is located approximately one quarter mile north of the Hayden smelter. Portions are disturbed 
by mining related activity, including a small refuse dump site. 

Parcel CH-5 has no eXisting mining disturbance. An existing tailings impoundment is located about one 
quarter of a mile north of the parcel. 

Casa Grande. The Casa Grande selected land parcels are retired agricultural land. The selected lands and 
the surrounding lands have been extensively modified from their natural state. 

3.2.4.7 Wilderness/Special Management Areas 

Special Management Areas are congressionally or administratively designated geographic areas within a 
BlM field office requiring explicit management to achieve BlM's special objectives. Such areas include 
Wildernesses, Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, National Conservation Areas, Riparian National 
Conservation Areas, and Wild and Scenic Rivers. Two Special Management Areas-White Canyon 
Wilderness and the White Canyon Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)-are located in close 
proximity to selected lands in the Copper Butte/Buckeye area. No National Conservation Areas, Riparian 
National Conservation Areas, or designated or potentially eligible segments of the National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System are present on or near any selected lands. 

The Copper Butte/Buckeye selected lands are immediately adjacent to the White Canyon ACEC, designated 
by BlM in 1988 and further delineated in 1998 (Figure 1-1). BlM took this action in recognition of the area's 
outstanding scenic, wildlife, and cultural values after the area was recommended as "not suitable" for 
wilderness designation in the Phoenix Wilderness Final Environmental Impact Statement (BlM 1986). The 
White Canyon ACEC is closed to off-highway vehicle use outside of existing roads and trails, which are 
prohibited under the current Phoenix Resource Management Plan, as amended in 1998 (BlM 1988, 
Appendix I). No selected lands are located within the ACEC, and the ACEC designation does not affect BlM 
management of the selected lands. 

The Copper Butte area selected land parcels (CB-1through CB-5) are located adjacent to or in close 
proximity to the White Canyon Wilderness (Figure 1-1). Other Wildernesses within a 20-mile radius of the 
Ray Complex area are the Needles Eye Wilderness, about 10 miles northeast of Hayden on the Gila River; 
the Aravaipa Canyon Wil~rness, about 16 miles southeast of Hayden; and the Superstition Wilderness, 
about 13 miles north of tlfe Ray Mine parcels. White Canyon Wilderness was established by the Arizona 
Desert Wilderness Act of 1990 (PubliC law 101-628). The Arizona Desert Wilderness Act clearly focuses 
wilderness management on lands within boundaries of designated wildernesses, as stated in the following 
excerpt from the Act: 

The Congress does not intend for the designation of wilderness areas in the State of Arizona 
pursuant to this title to lead to the creation of protective perimeters or buffer zones around 
any such wilderness area. The fact that nonwilderness activities or uses can be seen or 
heard from areas within a wilderness shall not, of itself, preclude such activities or uses up 
to the boundary of the wilderness area (Pl 101-628 Section 101(d». 

The Wilderness Act of 1964 (Pl 88-577) defined wilderness areas to be ", . .Iand retaining its primeval 
character ... which is protected and managed so as to preserve its natural conditions ... has outstanding 
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opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation ... and ... may also contain other 
features of ... historical value." 

The White Canyon Wilderness encompasses approximately 5,800 acres in the rugged portions ofthe Mineral 
and Teapot Mountains, with the Rincon, a well-known topographical feature, located in the southern portion 
of the wilderness. The southern boundary is defined by a road segment off Battle Axe Road, which 
originates at Highway 177. The eastern boundary consists of a portion of Walnut Creek, and the northern 
boundary is defined by the Tonto National Forest. Existing conditions in White Canyon Wilderness regarding 
its wilderness values are described in the Phoenix Final Wilderness Environmental Impact Statement (BLM 
1986) and summarized below: 

~ Naturalness. The major topographic features of White Canyon Wilderness are White Canyon; its 
numerous side canyons; and the Rincon, a large escarpment over looking the southern outwash 
plain. Human imprints include livestock developments and unmaintained roads. Human imprints 
etltLijside the wilderness include one unmaintained road (tMe Arizona Trail FOute f6@~f!:ium:~qm) 
and one livestock development (a well in the eastern portion of the Wilderness) which affect the 
natural character of White Canyon Wilderness; ho'.vever, visitors can escape these impacts vtitMin 
the walls of White Canyon ane its side canyORS (BLM 1986). Portions of Battle Axe Road within the 
solected lands are visible from high elevations within White Canyon Wilderness. 

~ Solitude. White Canyon Wilderness offers outstanding opportunities for solitude within White 
Canyon and its tributaries. Opportunities for solitude outside the canyons are less than outstanding 
because of roads and mines outside White Canyon Wilderness (BLM 1986). 

Primitive and Unconfined Recreation. Primitive recreation opportunities are confined by the 
relatively small size of White Canyon Wilderness. Visitors access White Canyon Wilderness from 
the north, through Tonto National Forest, and from the south via Battle Axe Road and an 
undeveloped trailhead located in Township 3 South, Range 12 East, Section 14 (B. Gibson, Planning 
and Environmental Specialist, BLM Phoenix, pers. comm. 1996). Most visitors spend one or two 
days in the Wilderness (BLM 1986). Hiking and hunting are the dominant activities, with the majority 
of use occurring within the first two miles of the southern trailhead. Trails within the central portion 
of the wilderness, and along the western portion, are popular as well (ibid.). White Canyon 
Wilderness visitors are from the Phoenix metropOlitan area (56%); the Tucson metropolitan area 
(23%); and the immediate Kearny, Winkelman, Superior, and Hayden area (10%). The remaining 
11 percent are from other areas. A total of 337 visitors registered at the southern trailhead between 
April 1995 and May 1996 (Gibson, Planning and Environmental Specialist, BLM Phoenix, pers. 
comm., 1996). 

.. Special Features. Special features of White Canyon Wilderness include scenic values resulting 
from the rugged terrain, cliffs, colorful rock formations, variety of vegetation, and several significant 
cultural resource sites (BLM 1986). 

3.2.5 Cultural Resources 

3.2.5.1 Archaeological Resources 
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as eligible for the Nationsl Register; 21 sites are regarded as not eligible because they have little poteFltiel 
to yield further ifflj90rteFlt iFlformation; SAd 39 sites need to be tested to gaiA infoFfflstioA needed to deterffline 
eligibility Mitigation through data recovery has been completed at eight sites in conjunction with proposed 
transfers from the Arizona State Lands Department (ASLD) to private ownership. 

The Native American sites include limited activity sites, such as resource procurement and processing areas; 
habitation and camp sites, some of which may contain structures; agricultural areas; rock art sites; and 
rockshelters that may contain perishable materials. Several prehistoric villages existed along the Gila River, 
south of the selected lands, and people from these villages may have used the adjacent upland zones for 
hunting and gathering activities. While the sites appear to date to the prehistoric period, some may contain 
materials from later Native American occupations. 

The historic period sites consist primarily of mining-related features including mines, roads, and campsites. 
The camps probably were occupied by miners or prospectors, although one appears to have been used by 
cowboys involved in ranching activities. 

The culture history of the Middle Gila region involves five periods of occupation. During the Paleoindian 
period (10,000-8500 B.C.), which bridged the transition from Late Pleistocene (Ice Age) to Holocene 
environments, people depended on the hunting of wild animals and the gathering of wild foods. The hunted 
animals included mammoths and other "megafauna" that became extinct at the end of the Pleistocene. Little 
evidence of a Paleoindian presence has been recorded near the Asarco project area. 

During the Archaic period (8,500 B.C.-AD. 300). groups exploited a variety of plant and animal foods, 
following a "subsistence round" that involved seasonal movement to the locations of desired resources. As 
a result. archaeological remains of this period include campsites and areas where resources were obtained 
or processed for later use. Archaic sites have been recorded in the vicinity of the selected lands, and some 
of the sites in the project area may contain materials dating to this period. 

The Hohokam culture of ttie Salt-Gila Basin can be divided into the pre-Classic period (A D. 300-1150) and 
the Classic period (AD. 1150-1500). The Hohokam settled in villages and practiced irrigation agriculture 
and other farming techniques. but wild resources remained an important source of food. The pre-Classic 
period is marked by the appearance of pottery and houses built over shallow pits. The Classic period saw 
changes in architecture, pottery production, and other cultural characteristics. Hohokam villages of both 
periods existed along the Gila River, and many of the sites on the selected lands may have been occupied 
or used by the Hohokam . 

The territories of three Native American tribes included the area of the selected lands during the protohistoric 
and early historic periods (AD. 1500-1850). The San Carlos subtribe of the Western Apache, the Yavapai, 
and the Pima (Akimel O'odham) depended on varying mixes of agricultural products and wild resources. 
No known villages were located in the project area or along the Gila River to the south. No Native American 
sites in the project area have been clearly identified as dating to the protohistoric or historic periods. 
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Spanish and American military expeditions, trappers, and prospectors traveled through the area during the 
early historic period. In 1697, Eusebio Francisco Kino traveled along the Gila River from its confluence with 
the San Pedro River to the Casa Grande (Debowski et al. 1976). Mining played a significant role in the 
settlement of the region during the late historic period (A. D. 1850-1940). Mining claims were established at 
the future location of the Ray Mine in the early 1870s, and the Ray Copper Company was incorporated in 
1884. It was not, however, until the 1910s that mining technology had developed to the point that the 
relatively low-grade copper ores of the Ray Mine could be profitably exploited. The Ray Mine operated as 
an underground mine into the 1950s (Dunning 1966: 83, 116, 185-186, 266-267). 

Ray Complex. Field surveys identified 44-IIarchaeoiogicai sites on five of the selected lands parcels within 
the Ray Complex (see Appendix D). =Feft llI1aW,n:q:ofthese sites have been determined or are regarded 
as eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), for their potential to yield 
important information relating to prehistory and history.29 The BLM has determined that ~ ~J of the sites 
are not eligible {~f'~~Q)i~ because tAey Aave been fully recorded end leek either ifltegrity or the 
potefltisl to yield importsflt infefmetiofl. ~Jl]tt~~imSf~mLlqp~~~"1!~~~.ot1~J~l~lt~er:~_tl!l 
~I!lg@!!Yl!f,9Jmg~~lD"q;Etri,1 Ifl addition, 28 sites need further in'testigatiofl to determifle tAeir eligibility. 
These iflvestigations 'Nill be eOflducted duriflg mid 1998, in sccordsflce 'NitA a testing "Iafl approved by tAe 
atM. The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and Native American tribes have been Elfle will be 
given the opportunity to comment on eligibility determinations. 

Copper Butte/Buckeye. Field surveys identified as i2 archaeological sites on the five selected lands 
parcels within this area (see Appendix D). =Fefta~ of these sites have been determined or are 
regarded as eligible for inclusion on the NRHP, for their potential to yield important information relating to 
prehistory and history. The BLM has determined that 45l1of the sites are not eligible, aRd tAat 11 sites need 
furtAer ifl'v'estigatiofl to detefmifle tAeif eligibility. Also, eight of the 4511 sites have been determined as no 
longer eligible due to the completion of data recovery mlgm,[~IjKrmgj[Ii~I~lf.~Rl~"'~ 
F~lrm.fJ;r;~ffi.·',S"'f~Sta'fo""~··~81~It!~i~~.JB'_~me~Irra"~~l~1t~ Ji~. ~~'"'.o~~ . .~~JJ~j .... r~~~,,_·· e ilLd.MiM!~J"fu""J~;1S4!"~=:Il __ LliIlI~~·~~.~~~~ 
~dminiS~~~IImi~~W~~ana~f;laQ!D.1§~ 
T~'iAvestigatiefls Vim be conducted, iR aceerdsRee WitAEtt;stiflg I3lan, iR mid 199if'"''UTheSHPO and 
Native American tribes have been afld will be given the opportunity to comment on the eligibility 
determinations. 

Chilito/Hayden. No archaeological sites were found during surveys on any of the Chilito/Hayden parcels. 

Casa Grande. No archaeological sites were found during surveys on any of the Casa Grande selected 
lands. 

3.2.5.2 Places of Traditional Importance to Native Americans 

Identification of places of traditional importance to Native Americans is being conducted in accordance with 
the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended in 1992, the American Indian Religious Freedom Act, 
and Executive Order 13007. Tribal consultations conducted by the BLM in 1995 and 1997 did not identify 
any locations of importance. A literature review has been completed to identify tribal occupation or uses of 
the selected lands and potential locations of traditional cultural importance (SWCA 1998d). Early in 1998, 
the tribes listed in Table 3-22 were sent a copy of the literature review and the archaeological synthesis 
report (SWCA 1997d). The two tribes in bold print below responded by the DEIS printing, however, 
additional work needed to identify places of traditional importance will be determined in consultation with 
interested tribes and prior to the Final EIS, Places of traditional importance identified through tribal 
consultations is being evaluated to determine if they are traditional cultural properties eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places in accordance with National Register Bulletin 38. 

29 According to 36 CFR 60, to be eligible for listing on the National Register, a site must be a tangible property; must retain integrity 
of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association; and must demonstrate significance under at least one offour 
National Register criteria. TheD eligible sites on the selected lands possess the qualities of tangibility and integrity and are thought to 
demonstrate significance under criterion (d), defined as the potential to yield information important in prehistory or history. 
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Table 3-22. Tribal Governments Contacted for the Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment 

Ak-Chin Indian Community Council 

Colorado River Indian Tribes 

Fort Mohave Tribe 

Gila River Indian Community 

Pueblo of Zuni 

Hualapai Tribe 

Hopi Tribe 

Ft. McDowell Mohave-Apache Tribal Council 

Salt River Pima-Maricopa Community 

3.2.6 Socioeconomic Resources 

San Carlos Apache Tribe 

T ohono O'Odham Nation 

Tonto Apache Tribe 

White Mountain Apache Tribe 

Yavapai-Apache Tribe 

Yavapai-Prescott Tribe 

, 
ii! 

Socioeconomic issues raised during the scoping process included potential impacts of the land exchange 
on population and demographics, minority populations, local employment and income, the local tax base, 
and the regional economy. These issues are addressed below under the categories of Population and 
Demographics and Local and Regional Economies. Information for this section was provided by a 
socioeconomic analysis prepared by the Western Economic Analysis Center (WEAC 1997a,b,c,d). 

Socioeconomic issues are analyzed according to three geographic areas which contain distinct groups of 
selected parcels. These areas are: the Ray Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye area, the Chilito/Hayden area, 
and the Casa Grande area. 

... The Ray Complex and Copper Butte/Buckeye parcels are located in eastern Pinal County, adjacent 
to the Ray Mine (RM-1 through RM-18, and CB-1 through CB-5, Figure 1-1). Communities in the 
area (within 30 m~.es of the parcels) include Kearny, Superior, Mammoth, Dudleyville, Oracle, and 
San lVIanuel. Nearly all of the selected parcels of this area lie within the Ray Unified School District 
of Pinal County. 
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lihe Chilito/Hayden area include the Chilito/Hayden Parcels in Pinal and Gila Counties (CH-1 
through CH-5, Figure 1-1). Communities within the vicinity of these parcels include Hayden, 
Winkelman, Globe, Miami, Claypool, Central Heights, and Midland City. Primary and secondary 
education in the Chilito/Hayden area is provided by the Hayden-Winkelman Unified School District. 
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The Casa Grande area includes the Casa Grande Parcels in western Pinal County (CG-1, CG-2, 
CG-3, Figure 1-1). Communities in the Casa Grande area (within 30 miles of the parcels) include 
Casa Grande, Florence, Apache Junction, Eloy, and Coolidge. The Gila Indian Reservation also 
lies within 30 miles on the selected parcels. Primary and secondary education in the immediate area 
of the parcels is provided by the Casa Grande and Stanfield Elementary School Districts and the 
Casa Grande Union High School Districe1

. 

3.2.6.1 Population and Demographics 

Ray Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye. In 1990, the population of Pinal County was 116,379. About 15 
percent (almost 18,000 people) of Pinal County's population lived in the eastern part of the county. within 
30 miles of Asarco's existing copper producing operation near Kearny (United States Bureau of the Census). 
That population included people living in the communities presented in Table 3-23. 

Table 3-23. Populations in 1990 of Pinal County Communities 
Within a 30 Mile Radius of the Ray Complex 

Community 

Town of Kearny 

Town of Superior 

Town of Mammoth 

Dudleyville 

Oracle 

San Manuel 

1990 Population 

2,262 

3,468 

1,845 

1,356 

3,043 

4,009 

TOTAL 15,983 

Source: WEAC, 1997b, based on data from the United States Bureau of the 

Since the 1990 Census, the population of Pinal County is estimated to have grown by almost 24 percent. 
A large part of this recent growth has occurred in the western part of the county in the Casa Grande and 
Apache Junction areas, not in the mining communities of eastern Pinal County. 

Chilito/Hayden. In 1990, the population of Gila County was 40,216 persons. About a third of the county 
population (13,000 people) lived in Globe and Miami and the unincorporated communities between them. 
Less than five percent of the county's population (1,800 people) lived in the Hayden-Winkelman area (United 
States Bureau of the Census). Part of the San Carlos Apache Reservation also lies within a 30 mile radius 
of the selected lands, which had an estimated population of 7,294 in 199032

• 

Since the 1990 Census, the population of Gila County is estimated to have grown by almost 13 percent. In 
contrast, the population in the Hayden-Winkelman area has declined slightly since the 1990 Census. By mid-
1996, the populations of Hayden and Winkelman had dropped to less than three percent of the county's total 
population. 

31 Other schools districts which service the area include the Apache Junction Unified School District, the Coolidge Unified School 
District, the Eloy Elementary School District, the J.O. Combs Elementary School District, the Maricopa Unified School District, the Picacho 
Elementary School District, the Sacaton Elementary School District, and the Toltec Elementary School District. 

32 Total enrollment for the San Carlos Apaches in 1995 was 10,500. 
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Cas a Grande. The population and demographics of Pinal County is described above under the Ray 
Complex area. About 75 percent of the population of Pinal County (almost 85,000 people) lived in the 
western part of the county, within 30 miles of Santa Cruz Joint Venture's proposed copper producing 
operations near Casa Grande. That population included people living in the communities of Casa Grande 
(19,082 persons), Florence (7,510 persons), Apache Junction (17,931 persons), Gila River Indian 
Reservation (6,772 persons). 

3.2.6.1.1 Minority and Low-Income Populations/Environmental Justice 

On February 11, 1994, Executive Order 12898 "Federal Action to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations" (Order) was published in the Federal Register (59 F.R. 7629). 
The order requires federal agencies to identify and address disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low
income populations. 

Ray Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye. In 1990, 74 percent of the Pinal County population was over 16 
years of age and available for participation in the work force. Hispanics comprise the single largest ethnic 
minority group in Pinal County at 25 percent. The next largest racial or ethnic minority group consisted of 
American Indians, who made up seven percent of the Pinal County population over 16 years of age33

. Those 
classified as Black made up nearly three percent of the Pinal County over 16 years of age34

• Other racial 
minorities made up only one half of one percent of Pinal County's population over 16 years of age. 

Low-income populations are determined by the average residential property value (ARPV) per student within 
a given school district and is an indicator for average personal income within that district (WEAC 1997b). 
For the Ray Unified School District, in which the selected lands are located, the ARPV in 1996 amounted 
to $84,919 per elementary school student. This average is 18 percent below the average for Pinal County. 
In the Superior Unified School District, the ARPV in 1996 was 28 percent below the county average. The 
ARPV for the Mammoth San Manuel Unified School District was a little more than half of the county average. 

Chilito/Hayden. In 1990, more than three-quarters (76%) of the Gila County population was over 16 years 
of age and available for participation in the labor force. The largest single ethnic minority group (17%) was 
described as being of Hispanic origin. The next largest racial or ethnic group consisted of American Indians, 
who made up approximately 11 percent of the Gila County population over 16 years of age35

. Other racial 
minorities made up only one half of one percent of Gila County's population over 16 years of age in 1990. 

The Hayden-Winkelman ari;a stands out as a relatively low personal income area despite the relatively high 
wages paid by the copper mdustry in the region. In the Hayden-Winkelman Unified School District, in which 
the selected lands are located, the ARPV in 1996 amounted to $32,760 per elementary school student, one
fifth the average for the entire county ($152,253). 

33 A substantial number of this minority group live on the Gila River Indian Reservation and the Tohono O'odham Indian 
Reservation, both in close proximity to the Casa Grande area. 

34 Many residents ofthis minority group live in the agricultural area of western Pinal County. particularly in and around Coolidge 
and Eloy. 

35 A substantial number of American Indians in Gila County reside on the San Carlos Reservation, a portion of which lies within 
a 30 mile radius of the selected lands. 
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Casa Grande. In the Casa Grande Elementary School District, where the selected lands are located, the 
ARPV of residential property in 1996 amounted to $87,813 per elementary school student, approximately 
15 percent below the county-wide average. In the Stanfield Elementary School District, the ARPV in 1996 
amounted to $32,558 per elementary school student, less than half the county ARPV average of $1 03,361. 
The relatively high rate of unemployment on the Gila River Indian Reservation also indicates the presence 
of a significant number of low-income households on the Reservation. Unemployment on the reservation 
in 1996 averaged 22.8 percent, almost four times the countywide rate (employment is discussed in more 
detail in the following section). 

3.2.6.2 Local and Regional Economy 

3.2.6.2.1 Employment 

Ray Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye. In 1996, the civilian labor force in Pinal County averaged 56,630 
people, while the number of employed averaged 53,310 people and an average unemployment rate of 5.9 
percent. The highest unemployment rate for Eastern Pinal County was in Superior of 6.4 percent and the 
lowest was in Kearny of 2.8 percent. The average unemployment rate for Eastern Pinal County was 4.2 
percent, well below the county average. For the three labor markets closest to the Ray Complex and Copper 
Butte/Buckeye area (Kearny, Superior, and Dudleyville) the combined unemployment rate in 1996 averaged 
5.0 percent. 

Although the structure of employment for Pinal County is relatively diverse, the residents of eastern Pinal 
County, and particularly the residents of the Kearny-Superior-Dudleyville area, are heavily dependent upon 
copper mining for employment opportunities. Mining employs about 9.8 percent of the total employed in 
Pinal County (Table 3-24). 

Table 3-24. Employment by Sector in Pinal County, 1996 (Non-Agricultural) 

Employment Sector 

Government 

Services 

Wholesale and Retail Trade 

Manufacturing 

Mining 

Construction 

Transportation and Public Utilities 

Finance. Insurance, and Real Estate 

TOTAL 

Number of Persons 

12,600 

9,700 

8,200 

5,100 

4,200 

1,500 

800 

700 

42,800 

Source: Source: Arizona Department of Commerce 1997 

Percent of Total 

29.4% 

22.7% 

19.2% 

11.9% 

9.8% 

3.5% 

1.9% 

1.6% 

100.0% 

The ethnic composition of the Pinal County labor force and unemployed is shown in Table 3-25. Of the 
1,620 persons employed by the Ray Mine Complex, 50% describe themselves as white, 48% describe 
themselves as Hispanic, 0.8% describe themselves as Native American. and 0.12% describe themselves 
as black. Of the 13 Native Americans employed by the Ray Mine Complex, 10 live on the San Carlos 
Apache Indian Reservation. 

Bureau of Land Management 3-65 



Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

Table 3-25. Ethnic Composition of the Total Labor Force and Unemployed in Pinal County, 1993 

Ethnic Group 

White, not Hispanic 

Hispanic 

American Indian 

Black 

Other racial minorities 

Source: WEAC, 1997b 

Percent of Total Labor Force 

63% 

28% 

6% 

2% 

less than 1% 

Percent of Total Unemployed36 

44% 

35% 

18% 

nla 

less than 3% 

Chilito/Hayden. In 1996, the civilian labor force in Gila County averaged 18,890, while the number of 
employed averaged 17,490 - resulting in an average unemployment of 7.7 percent. Data for the Hayden
Winkelman labor market are not available, but are estimated to be comparable to the Dudleyville labor 
market. Unemployment in Dudleyville in 1996 averaged 6.1 percent, reflecting demand for labor from the 
copper industry in the area. The residents of southernmost Gila County, particularly the residents of the 
Hayden-Winkelman area, are heavily dependent upon copper mining for employment opportunities. 

The percentage of various ethnic groups among the total labor force and the unemployed of Gila County in 
1993 is shown in Table 3-26. 

Table 3-26. Ethnic Composition of the Total Labor Force, Employed Labor Force, and Unemployed in 
Gila County, 1993 

Percent of Total Percent of Employed 
Ethnic Group Labor Force Labor Force Percent of Unemployed 

White, not Hispanic 72% 74% 57% 

Hispanic 17% 17% 22% 

American Indian 10% 8% 21% 

Other racial minorities 0.5% 0.6% none 

Source: WEAC, 1997c 

Casa Grande. Employment information, including the total labor force and unemployment rates for Pinal 
County, is discussed unde.r the section on the Ray Complex area. In the immediate Casa Grande labor 
market, the unemploymenlrate in 1996 averaged only 4.7 percent, reflecting the strong demand for workers 
from manufacturing, trade; and service activities and the proximity to the larger job market of the Phoenix 
area. Unemployment rates in the other nearby labor markets are shown in Table 3-26. 

The highest was in Gila River Indian Reservation at 22.8 percent and the lowest was in Apache Junction at 
4.1 percent, the unemployment rate in 1996 averaged 6.9 percent. For the two local labor markets closest 
to the proposed Santa Cruz Joint Venture operation (the Casa Grande and Gila River Indian Reservation), 
the combined unemployment rate in 1996 averaged 8.9 percent. 

36 Approximately 3,320 persons were unemployed in Pinal County in 1993. The percentages presented in this column demonstrate 
the racial/ethnic composition of these unemployed persons. 
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Information on the percent of ethnic minorities in the labor force and on personal income in Pinal County are 
discussed above under the section on the Ray Complex area. 

3.2.6.2.2 Income 

Ray Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye. The total amount of personal income received by Pinal County 
residents in 1995 approached $2.1 billion. About two-thirds of the total personal income received by residents 
of Pinal County in 1995 came in the form of wages, salaries, and profits earned from current productive 
effort. In the eastern part of the county, most of the earned income came from mining. In the western part 
of the county, much of the earned income came from agriculture, trade, and services. Sources of personal 
income for Pinal County residents in 1995 is shown in Table 3-27. 

Table 3-27. Sources of Basic Personal Income by Residents of Pinal County, 1995 

Source of Basic Income Amount of Income Percent of Basic Income 

Retirement and Welfare $468,743,000 41.4% 

Mining $222,519,000 19.6% 

Agriculture, Forestry, and Related $185,169,000 16.4% 

State Government Employment $148,685,000 13.1% 

Manufacturing for Export $52,494,000 4.6% 

Federal Government Employment $33,208,000 2.9% 

Tourism $22,391,000 2.0% 

Total $1,133,209,000 100"10 

Source: WEAC, 1997b 

Chilito/Hayden. The total amount of personal income received by those living in Gila County exceeded 
$700 million in 1995, the latest year for which reliable estimates are available. A little more than half (53%) 
of personal income received by Gila County residents came in the form of wages, salaries, and profits 
earned from current productive effort. Residents of the Globe-Miami area and the Hayden-Winkelman area 
received most of the earned income from mining. Sources of personal income for Gila County residents in 
1995 is shown in Table 3-28. 

Casa Grande. Income information for Pinal County is discussed above under the section on the Ray 
Complex area. 

3.2.S.2.3 Taxes 

Ray Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye. Pinal County gets part of its revenues from property taxes and part 
from the disbursement of severance, sales, and other taxes from the State of Arizona. In the fiscal year 
ended June 30, 1996, Pinal County received $10,232,326 from the state government through such revenue 
disbursements. That same year, Pinal County levied $28,044,695 in county property taxes. 
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Table 3-28. Sources of Basic Personal Income by Residents of Gila County, 1995 

Source of Basic Income 

Retirement and Welfare 

Copper Production 

Federal Government Employment 

State Government Employment 

Agriculture, Forestry, and Related 

Tourism 

Source: WEAC, 1997c 

Total 

Amount of Income 

$228,306,000 

$96,080,000 

$22.470,000 

$15,734,000 

$4.444,000 

$4,349,000 

$371,383,000 

Percent of Basic Income 

61.5% 

25.9% 

6.0% 

4.2% 

1.2% 

1.2% 

100% 

Additionally, Pinal County receives some revenues from the Federal Government as "payments in lieu of 
taxes" (PILT) to offset the limited property tax base that results from federal government land ownership. 
These PI L T are established, and limited in the total amount payable to anyone county, by a complex set of 
formulas involving the county's population, acreage of certain classes of federal lands, amounts of other 
federal payments to the county, and other variables. In the 1995-1996 fiscal year. the Federal Government 
paid Pinal County $376.259 in PIL T. 

In the 1995-1996 fiscal year, the Ray Unified School District had total revenues of $4,405.972. Of that total. 
$3,022.258 (69%) came from local sources, mostly through property taxes. Another $1, 1 02.873 (25%) came 
from state aid, mostly through the direct distribution of sales and severance tax revenues collected by the 
State of Arizona. The remaining revenue came from federal aid (5%) and special appropriations from Pinal 
County (1%). Mining property currently forms almost 80 percent of the private property base of the Ray 
Unified School District. 

Chilito/Hayden. In the fiscal year ended June 3~. 1996, Gila County received $4,548.098 from the state 
government through revenue disbursements. That same year. Gila County levied $10.588.296 in county 
property taxes. Additionally, Gila County receives PIL T for lands that the Federal Government owns. In the 
1995-1996 fiscal year, the Federal Government payed Gila County $760.687 in PILT. 

In the 1995-1996 fiscal year, the Hayden-Winkelman Unified School District had total revenues of 
$3,323,236. Of that total, $2,344,224 (70%) came from local sources. mostly the property tax. Another 
$818,208 (25%) came from state aid, mostly through the direct distribution of sales and severance tax 
revenues. The remaining revenue came from federal aid (3%) and special appropriations from Pinal County 
(2%). Mining forms almost 88 percent of the property tax base of the Hayden-Winkelman Unified School 
District. <;~ 

Casa Grande. The tax base for Pinal County, including PILT, is discussed under the Ray Complex area. 
In the 1995-1996 fiscal year, the Casa Grande Union High School and the Casa Grande and Stanfield 
elementary school districts had total revenues of $39,070,368. Of that total, $14,098,325 (36%) came from 
local sources, mostly the property tax. Another $21,180,635 (54%) came from state aid, mostly through the 
direct distribution of sales and severance tax revenues. The remaining revenue came from federal aid (8%) 
and special appropriations from Pinal County (2%). Mining property currently comprises less than one 
percent of the property tax base of the Casa Grande Union High School District. Because SCJV owns the 
surface estates for the selected lands in this area, it currently pays $382,700 (in 1996 dollars) per year in 
property taxes to Pinal County37. 

37 Specifically, Asarco would pay a county property tax of $123,800 a school property tax of $208, 1 00 a community college property 
tax of $42,600 and other property taxes of $8,200 (in 1996 dollars) per year. 
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3.3 EXISTING CONDITIONS OF THE OFFERED LANDS 

3.3.1 Biological Resources 

This section is divided into the following subsections: upland plant communities, riparian plant communities, 
wildlife/wildlife habitats, and special status species. 

3.3.1.1 Upland Plant Communities 

The offered lands lie predominantly within the Sonoran desertscrub (Arizona Upland subdivision) and Mojave 
desertscrub, biotic communities (Brown 1994). Small portions lie within the Great Basin Conifer Woodland, 
and Interior Chaparral biotic communities (Brown 1994). 

Gila River Parcel at Cochran. Sonoran desertscrub vegetation occurs on alluvial soils and pediment in 
upland portions of this parcel. Common plant species include saguaro, foothill paloverde, jojoba, mesquite, 
triangle-leaf bursage (Ambrosia deltoidea), creosotebush (Larrea tridentata), and several species of cholla 
and prickly pear cacti (Opuntia spp.). Much of the upland on the east side was burned by a recent fire and 
portions of this site have been disturbed through past human activities. 

Sacramento Valley Parcel. The majority of this parcel is within the Mojave desertscrub biome. Common 
and conspicuous plant species include creosotebush, white bursage (Ambrosia dumosa), green brittlebush 
(Encelia frutescens) , ocotillo, Mojave yucca (Yucca schidigera), beavertail cactus (Opuntia basilar is) , 
catclaw, shrubby buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum), and desert trumpet (E. inflatum). Upland plants are 
generally widely spaced and few are more than 1.5 meters tall (SWCA 19971). 

Knisely Ranch Parcels. Upland habitat consists of elements of Great Basin Conifer Woodland, Interior 
Chaparral and Mojave desertscrub biotic communities. Uplands on Parcel #1 are dominated by single-leaf 
pinyon (Pinus califomiarum ssp. fal/ax) and blackbrush (Co/eogyne ramosissima) , however, Verba santa 
(Eriodyctyon augustifolium) is co-dominant on portions of the Parcel. Blackbrush is the dominant upland 
species on Parcel #2. The northern upland slopes on Parcel #3 are dominated by single-leaf pinyon, Mojave 
yucca, and agave (Agave mcke/veyana), whereas southern slopes are dominated by snakeweed, Mojave 
yucca, and buckhorn cholla (Opuntia acanthocarpa). The Knisely Ranch parcels may contain potential habitat 
for the striped horsebrush (Tetradymia argyraea), a BLM sensitive plant species, which is known to occur 
in the Cerbat Mountains (SWCA 19971). 

Tomlin Parcels. Upland habitat consists of elements of Sonoran desertscrub and Interior Chaparral. In 
general, uplands on north-facing slopes are variously dominated by foothill paloverde, shrubby buckwheat, 
California juniper (Juniperus californicus), and crucifixion thorn (Canolia ho/acantha). Uplands on south 
facing slopes are variously dominated by brittlebush, foothill paloverde, and snakeweed. Other species 
present in the upland habitats include saguaro, barrel cactus (Ferocactus cy/indraceus), cholla and prickly 
pear cacti, ocotillo, and creosotebush (SWCA 19971). 

McCracken Mountains Parcels. Sonoran desertscrub, Mojave desertscrub and Interior Chaparral biotic 
communities compose the upland habitat on these parcels. Uplands on north-facing slopes are variously 
dominated by foothill paloverde, shrubby buckwheat, California juniper, and crucifixion thorn. Uplands on 
the south facing slopes are variously dominated by saguaro, brittlebush, foothill paloverde, and snakeweed. 
Joshua trees (Yucca brevifolia) are widely scattered over the parcel. Other species in upland habitats include 
barrel cactus, cholla and prickly pear cacti, ocotillo, and creosote bush (SWCA 19971). 

3.3.1.2 Riparian Plant Communities 

Three riparian biotic communities were identified on the offered lands: Xeroriparian Scrub, Hydroriparian 
Scrub and wetland. 
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Gila River Parcel at Cochran. Riparian habitat occurs within the floodplain of the Gila River and covers 
approximately 146 acres (Kingsley 1996) (46%) of the parcel. Overstory vegetation in this mesquite 
dominated community is very dense. Common associates include tamarisk (Tamarix ramosissima), seep 
willow, blue paloverde (Cercidium floridum), and desert hackberry (Celtis spinosa). Understory vegetation 
is dominated by low-growing grasses and forbs. Along the river's edge are scattered Fremont cottonwood 
(Populus fremontif), Goodding willow, and cattail (Typha sp.) (SWCA 19971). 

Sacramento Valley Parcel. Riparian plant communities include Xeroriparian Scrub. Vegetation includes 
ironwood, catclaw, foothill paloverde, jojoba, and creosotebush (SWCA 19971). 

Knisely Ranch Parcels. No riparian or wetland habitats were observed on parcels #1 and #2. Pine Canyon 
in parcel #3 is dominated by mesquite and catclaw (SWCA 19971). 

Tomlin Parcels. Xeroriparian habitats here are variously dominated by mesquite, catclaw, tamarisk, and 
blue paloverde. Common xeroriparian associates include canyon ragweed (Ambrosia ambrosioides) , 
burrobush (Hymenoclea monogyra) , wolfberry (Lycium sp.), sweetbush (Bebbia juncea) , and seep willow. 
Hydroriparian Scrub along the banks of the Big Sandy River, on Tomlin Parcel #4 is dominated by seep 
willow, arrow weed (Pluchea sericea) , tamarisk, and mesquite. Wetland habitat on the flooded sand-flats 
along the Big Sandy River is dominated by emergent cattail, rush (Juncus), and sedge (Carex sp.). The 
Kingman Field Office has prioritized riparian and wetland areas under its jurisdiction for implementation of 
management strategies designed to restore and maintain these areas to functional conditions. The Big 
Sandy River was ranked fifth of 24 riparian areas in the resource area (SWCA 19971). Riparian habitat within 
Tomlin Parcel #4 totals EH- Bm acres (pers. comm., KSFefl Simms ~~K, Wildlife Biologist, 

BLM,+998I.~)· 

McCracken Mountains Parcels. Common xeroriparian associates include burrobush, wolfberry, sweetbush, 
mesquite and catclaw (SWCA 19971). / 

3.3.1.3 WildlifelWildlife Habitats 

Wildlife presence or abundance in any given area is dependent on a variety of habitat attributes including 
vegetation structure, plant species composition, and presence of certain physical features (BLM 1986). 
Sixty percent of all wildlife in Arizona depend upon riparian and aquatic habitats (BLM 1991). These habitats 
support biologically diverse, abundant plant communities and supply food, water and shelter for wildlife. in 
Arizona, 28 priority species, require riparian/aquatic areas while only 0.5 percent of land in Arizona provides 
riparian/aquatic habitat (BLM 1991). These habitats are therefore important to wildlife out of proportion to 
their spatial extent. 

Riparian habitats are present on only a small proportion of the offered lands parcels but they support a large 
proportion of the biological diversity of the area and are a focal point for wildlife species ina desert 
environment. The variety of upland habitats including Sonoran desertscrub, Mohave deserstcrub, Great 
Basin Conifer Woodland ~!ld Interior Chaparral on the various offered lands parcels provide a wide array 
of habitat features for wildJife. 

The following section describes the wildlife present in the various habitats on each offered lands parcel 
group. This section deals only with general wildlife and wildlife habitats. Special status, and 
Threatened/Endangered (T&E) species will be addressed in Sections 3.3.1.4 and 3.3.1.5. 

Gila River Parcel at Cochran. This parcel provides important wintering and breeding bird habitats and 
serves as an important analog of former conditions along much of the Gila River (Rea 1983). One 
amphibian species, 33 birds, and 9 mammals were observed during three field visits to the parcel (SWCA 
19971). No reptiles were observed during these visits, but several species of snakes and lizards are likely 
to occur. No desert tortoise or evidence of their occurrence was observed on the east side of the parcel (the 
west side was not visited due to restricted access). However, tortoises are known from areas nearby and 
may occur on the parcel. No fishes were observed, but AGFD sampled for fishes on the Gila River at 
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Cochran using backpack electroshock methods in 1995 and 1996. Eight species of fish, three native and 
five non-native, were captured during these sampling efforts. 

Sacramento Valley Parcel. Although no wildlife was directly observed during a field visit to the Sacramento 
Valley Parcel (SWCA 19971), the parcel provides habitat for a variety of desert dwelling species. Absence 
of wildlife observations is attributable to the timing of the visit which coincided with inclement winter weather. 

The Black Mountains provide the largest contiguous block of desert bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis 
mexicana) habitat in Arizona and are considered critical to the continued existence of the species in Arizona 
(SWCA 19971). The Sacramento Valley parcel is adjacent to high value bighorn sheep habitat in the Black 
Mountains (ibid). 

Knisely Ranch Parcels. The Knisely Ranch Parcels provide habitat for a variety of wildlife species. 
Species observed during a field visit include: Gambel's quail (Ca/fipepla gambelil), northern flicker (Co/aptes 
a uratus) , scrub jay (Aphelocoma coerulescens) , cactus wren (Campy/orhynchus brunneicapillus) , 
phainopepla (Phainopep/a nitens), sage sparrow (Amphispiza belli), chipping sparrow (Spizel/a passerina), 
dark-eyed junco (Junco hyemalis), black-tailed jackrabbit ( Lepus californicus), coyote (Canis /atrans), and 
mule deer (Odecoi/eus hemionus) (SWCA 19971). 

Tomlin Parcels. The Tomlin Parcels provide habitat for a variety of wildlife species. Mule deer (Odecoileus 
hemionus) scat and tracks were observed on a field visit to the parcel (SWCA 19971). Birds observed on 
the parcel include: ladder-backed woodpecker (Picoides sca/aris), northern flicker (Co/aptes auratus) , Gila 
woodpecker (Melanerpes uropugialis), mallard (Anas platyrhynchos), northern pintail (Anas acuta) , red-tailed 
hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), gambel's quail (Callipepla gambelli), scrub jay (Aphe/ocoma coerulescens) , 
common raven (Corvus corax) and several species of song birds (SWCA 19971). 

McCracken Mountains Parcels. The McCracken Mountains Parcels provide habitat for a variety of desert 
dwelling wildlife species. Coyote (Canis latrans), three squirrel species, white-throated woodrat (Neotoma 
albigula) , red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis) and five bird species were observed on a field visit to the 
parcel (SWCA 19971). Two AGFD wildlife water guzzlers are located on public lands adjacent to these 
parcels. 

3.3.1.4 State and BlM Special Status Species 

The current Arizona and BLM special status species for the offered lands are fisted in Table 3-29 and are 
discussed in Section 3.2.1.4 of this chapter. 

3.3.1.4.1 State and BlM Special Status Plants 

Of the 28 species of special interest to the BLM and/or AGFD listed in Table 3-29, seven plants were 
identified for detailed evaluation: acuna cactus (Echinomastus erectocentrus acunensis), San Carlos wild 
buckwheat (Eriogonum capillare), Pima indian-mallow (Abuti/on parishil) , Mexican shrub mallow (Ma/vastrum 
bicuspidatum), Gila rock daisy (Perity/e gilensis), Varied fishhook cactus (Mammillaris viridiflora), and striped 
horsebrush (Tetradymia argyaea). With the exception of acuna cactus, which is a federal candidate species, 
and the striped horsebrush designated as a BLiVI special status species, all are included in the AGFD 
Heritage Data Management System. The Varied fishhook cactus has been found within five miles of the 
Tomlin Parcels and Pima Indian-mallow, and Acuna cactus have been found within five miles of the Gila 
River Parcel at Cochran. 

Gila River Parcel at Cochran. No special status plant species are known to occur on the Gila River Parcel 
at Cochran. The Acuna cactus (Echinomastus erectocentrus var acunensis) and Pima Indian-mallow 
(Abutilon parishii) are known to occur within five miles of this parcel (SWCA 19971). 

Sacramento Valley Parcel. No special status plants are known to occur on or near the Sacramento Valley 
Parcel (SWCA 19971). 

Bureau of Land Management 3-71 



Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

Table 3-29. Special Status Species with the Potential to Occur on the Offered Lands (by Parcel Group) 

Occurrence codes are as follows: 1 =species is unlikely to occur in the area (habitats are not typical of those known to 
be used or the area is well outside of the species normal range); 2=species may occur infrequently in the project area 
(no individuafs were recorded during species specific surveys); 3=species may occur regularly in the project area 
(species are known to occur within five miles of the project area) (AGFD, 1997); 4=species has been recorded in the 
project area. 

Gila River at Sacramento Knisely McCracken 
Species Status Cochran Valley Tomlin Ranch Mtns 

California leaf-nosed bat BLM IWSCA 2 2 4 3 
(Macrotus califomicus) 

Greater western mastiff- BLM I WSCA* 2 2 2 
bat (Eumops perotis 
califomicus) 

Small-footed myotis BLM** 2 2 
(Myotis ciliofabrum) 

Fringed myotis BLM 2 2 
(Myotis thysanodes) 

Yuma myotis BLM 2 4 
(Myotis yumanensis) 

Cave myotis BLM 2 2 2 
(Myotis veliter) 

Townsend's big-eared bat BLM/WSCA 1 2 4 
(Pfecotus townsendii 
pallescens) 

Ferruginous hawk BLM/WSCA 2 1 1 
(Buteo rega/is) 

Western burrowing owl BLM 4 1 1 1 
(Athene cunicularia 
hypugea) 

Common black-hawk WSCA 3 1 2 
(Buteogallus anthrocinus) 

Desert tortoise (Sonoran BLM/WSCA 3 4 4 4 
population) 
(Gopherus agassizii) r';t . 
Chuckwalla BLM 1 4 3 
(Sauromalus obesus) 

Lowland leopard frog BLM/WSCA 3 4 1 
(Ran a yavapiensis) 

..,7 
.. RoundtaH chub BLM/WSCA 3 -

(Gila robusta) 

Longtin dace BLM/WSCA 4 
(Agosia chrysogaster) 

San Carlos wild AGFDHDMS*** 2 
buckwheat 
(Eriogonum capillare) 
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Table 3-29, continued. Special Status Species with the Potential to Occur on the Offered Lands (by Parcel 
Group) 

Occurrence codes are as follows: 1 =species is unlikely to occur in the area (habitats are not typical of those known to 
be used or the area is welf outside of the species nonnal range); 2=species may occur infrequently in the project area 
(no individuals were recorded during species specific surveys); 3=species may occur regularly in the project area 
(species are known to occur within five miles of the project area) (AGFD, 1997); 4=species has been recorded in the 
project area. 

Species 

Pima Indian-mallow 
(Abutilon parishii) 

Mexican shrub mallow 
(Malva strum 
bicuspidatum) 

Gila monster 
(Helodenna suspectum) 

Western yellow billed 
cuckoo (Coccyzus 
americanus occidenta/is) 

Harris' hawk 
(parabuteo unicinctus) 

Gila rock daisy 
(Perityle gilensis) 

Varied fishhook cactus 
(Mammillaria viridiflora) 

Acuna cactus 
(Echinomastus 
erectocentrus acunensis) 

Striped horsebrush 
(Tetradymia argyraea) 

Status 

AGFDHDMS 

AGFDHDMS 

BLM 

WSCA 

BLM 

AGFDHDMS 

AGFDHDMS 

USFWS 
Candidate 

BLM 

*WSCA :::; Wildlife of Special Concern in Arizona 
"BlM = BlM Special Status Species 

Gila River at Sacramento 
Cochran Valley Tomlin 

3 1 

2 1 

3 

3 1 

3 1 

2 1 

2 2 3 

3 1 

1 1 

***AGFDHDMS :::; Arizona Game and Fish Department Heritage Data Management System 

Knisely 
Ranch 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

McCracken 
Mtns 

1 

1 

4 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

Knisely Ranch Parcels. The Knisely Ranch parcels may contain potential habitat for the striped horsebrush 
(Tetradymia argyraea), a BLM sensitive plant species, which is known to occur on the northern end of the 
Cerbat Mountains (SWCA 19971). 

Tomlin Parcels. The only special status plant species known to occur within five miles of the Tomlin 
Parcels is the varied fishhook cactus (Mammillaria virdiflora) (SWCA 19971). 

McCracken Mountains Parcels. No special status plants are known to occur on or near any of these 
parcels (SWCA 19971). 
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3.3.1.4.2 State and BlM Special Status Fish and Wildlife 

A total of 19 special status wildlife species were identified as having the potential to occur on the offered 
lands (Table 3-29). The following species were identified for analysis: California leaf-nosed bat (Macrotus 
californicus) , greater western mastiff-bat (Eumops perotis califomicus), small-footed myotis (Myotis 
ciliolabrum) , fringed myotis (Myotis thysanodes) , Yuma my otis (Myolis yumanensis), cave myotis (Myotis 
velifer) , Townsend's big-eared bat (Plecotus townsendii pallescens), Ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis) , 
western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugea) , common black-hawk (Buteogallus anthrocinus), western 
yellow billed cuckoo (Coccyzus american us occidentalis), Harris' hawk (Parabuteo unicinctus), desert tortoise 
(Gopherus agassizi/) (Table 3-30), chuckwalla (Saurqmalus obesus) , lowland leopard frog (Rana 
yavapiensis), Gila monster (Heloderma suspectum), roundtail chub (Gila robusta), and longfin dace (Agosia 
chrysogaster) . 

Table 3-30. Summary of Desert Tortoise Habitat on Offered Lands 

Desert Tortoise 
Parcel 

Sacramento Valley Parcel 

McCracken Mountains Parcels 

Tomlin Parcels 

Gila River Parcel at Cochran 

Knisely Ranch Parcels 

TOTAL 

Acres 

120 

6,384 

320 

320 

0 

7,144 

Habitat Category 

" 
II 

Gila River Parcel at Cochran. Special status species known or likely to occur on this parcel include western 
burrowing owl, common black-hawk, desert tortoise (Table 3-30), lowland leopard frog, Harris' hawk, and Gila 
monster (SWCA 19971). The AGFD Habitat Branch reports that spikedace (Meda fulgida) and western 
yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis) have been documented as occurring within 1.5 
miles of the parcel. 

Sacramento Valley Parcel. Special status animal species known or likely to occur on the parcel include 
desert tortoise. The Sacramento Valley Parcel occurs within an area designated as BlM Category I desert 
tortoise habitat (Appendix F). In 1990 and 1993, the BlM funded the East Bajada one-square mile desert 
tortoise study plot in Section 26 (abutting the southern boundary of the Sacramento Valley Parcel). 
Woodman et al. (1994) captured 46 tortoises on the plot. Mcluckie et al. (1996) reported that tortoises on 
the east bajada of the Black Mountains are genetically and morphologically similar to tortoises occurring in 
the Mojave Desert, westef the Colorado River, and that they most often inhabit creosote bush/white bursage 
bajada habitat as opposed to the rocky slopes where most Arizona tortoise populations occur. Therefore, 
tortoises in this region appear to be unique among Arizona tortoise populations. 

Knisely Ranch Parcels. No special status species are known to occur on any of the Knisely Ranch Parcels. 

Tomlin Parcels. Special status animal species known to occur on or within 1.5 miles ofthe Tomlin Parcels 
include lowland leopard frog, roundtail chub, longfin dace, California leaf-nosed bat, yuma myotis, 
Townsend's big-eared bat, chuckwalla and Sonoran desert tortoise (AGFD 1997). Lowland Jeopard frog and 
roundtail chub are likely to occur on Tomlin #4. All of the Tomlin Parcels occur within BlM designated 
Category II desert tortoise habitat (Appendix F). AGFD reports that the Gila monster occurs within five miles 
of the Tomlin Parcels and rocky upland habitats on the parcels appear similar to habitats where Gila 
monsters are known to occur. 
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McCracken Mountains Parcels. Special status animal species known or likely to occur on or within five 
miles of the parcels include desert tortoise, chuckwalla, banded gila monster and California leaf-nosed bat. 
The McCracken Mountains Parcels occur within the McCracken Desert Tortoise Habitat ACEC, an area 
designated as BlM Category I desert tortoise habitat (Appendix F). Scats and shelters of desert tortoises 
have been observed at several locations on the parcels. Shelter sites are abundant throughout most of the 
parcels. Scat and suitable rocky habitat for the Chuckwalla, a BlM Sensitive Species, were observed 
throughout the parcels. California leaf-nosed bat is also a BlM Sensitive Species that is typically found 
roosting in inactive mine tunnels in Sonoran and Mohave desertscrub and foraging generally in xeroriparian 
habitats. Several inactive mines that occur near, but not on these parcels, may provide potential suitable 
habitat. Potentially suitable foraging habitat for this species occurs on the parcels. 

3.3.1.5 Threatened andlor Endangered Species 

The Gila River Parcel at Cochran is in Pinal County; and the Knisely Ranch Parcels, Sacramento Valley 
Parcel, McCracken Mountains Parcels and Tomlin Parcels are all located within Mohave County. The 
following, therefore, is a list of Federally Threatened, Endangered and Candidate species for Mohave and 
Pinal counties (Table 3-31). 

For the proposed exchange, the BlM coordinated with the USFWS and the AGFD to determine which of the 
species in Table 3-31 have the potential to occur in the general region of the offered lands. The following 
five species (described in detail in section 3.2.1.5) were identified as having the potential to occur on or near 
the offered lands: bald eagle, American peregrine falcon, Southwestern willow flycatcher, spikedace and 
Cactus Ferruginous pygmy-owl. The following twenty-one species were identified as not having the potential 
to occur in or near the project area: Arizona cliffrose, Jane's cycladenia, Siler pincushion cactus, desert 
tortoise (Mohave population), Hualapai mexican vole, bony tail chub, humpback chub, razorback sucker, 
Virgin River chub, woundfin, California condor, Mexican spotted owl, Yuma clapper rail, Fickeisin pincushion 
cactus, paradox milk-vetch, Arizona hedgehog cactus, Nichol's turk's head cactus, lesser long-nosed bat, 
desert pupfish, Gila topminnow, loach minnow, and brown pelican. Habitats located on the Offered lands 
are not typical of those known to be used by the species and/or the project area is outside of the species 
normal known range. 

I n the following sections, the potential for each of these plant and animal species to occur on the Offered 
lands Parcels is analyzed below based on field survey and/or habitat evaluation and is summarized in Table 
3-32. 

3.3.1.5.1 Federally Threatened and Endangered Plants 

No threatened and/or endangered plant species occur on or near any of the offered lands parcels. 

3.3.1.5.2 Federally Threatened and Endangered Wildlife 

Gila River Parcel at Cochran. The Gila River Parcel at Cochran provides potential foraging and/or 
breeding habitat for several threatened and endangered species. A peregrine falcon was observed during 
a field visit to the parcel, bald eagles have been observed along the Gila River in this area and one 
spikedace was recently captured in the Gila River near the Cochran railroad crossing (SWCA 19971, 
1998c)~. Riparian habitat appears suitable for southwestern willow flycatcher and cactus ferruginous pygmy
owl. Southwestern willow flycatchers were reported on the parcel in June 1996 during surveys conducted 
by biologists from BlM, USFWS and AGFD (SWCA 19971). 

38 

. " . .' . ~ . . . . . . . . : . . 

Ctf!~l~~JSt~W1mgJ!~~§Wi'" 

Bureau of Land Management 3-75 

I! 
I 

, 

'! 



Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

Table 3-31. Federally Threatened, Endangered and Candidate Species for Mohave and Pinal Counties 

County Common Name Scientific Name Status 

Mohave County Arizona cliffrose Purshia subintegra Endangered 

Jone's cycladenia Cyefadenia humilis var jonesii Threatened 

Siler pincushion cactus Pediocaetus sileri Threatened 

Desert tortoise, Mohave population Gopherus agassizii Threatened 

Hualapai mexican vole Microtus mexicanus hualpaiensis Endangered 

Bony tail chub Gila elegans Endangered 

Humpback chub Gila cypha Endangered 

Razorback sucker Xyrauchen texanus Endangered 

Virgin river chub Gila seminuda Endangered 

Woundfin Plagopterus argentissimus Endangered 

American peregrine falcon Falco peregrinus ana/um Endangered 

Bald eagle Ha/iaee/us leucocepha/us Threatened 

California condor Gymnops ealifomianus Endangered 

Mexican spotted owl Strix occidenta/is lucida Threatened 

Southwestern willow flycatcher Empidonax traillii extimus Endangered 

Yuma clapper rail Ra/lus longirostris yumanensis Endangered 

Fickeisin pincushion cactus Pediocactus peeblesianus fickeiseniae Candidate 

Paradox milk-vetch Astragalus holmgreniorum Candidate 

Pinal County Arizona hedgehog cactus Echinocereus triglochidiatus arizonicus Endangered 

Nichol's turk's head cactus Echinocactus horizonthal onis var. Mcholii Endangered 

Lesser long-nosed bat Leptonycteris curasoae yerbabuenae Endangered 

Desert pupfish Cyprinodon macular ius Endangered 

Gila topminnow Poeciliopsis oecidentalis occidenta/is Endangered 

Loach minnow Tiaroga cobitis Threatened 

RazorbaGk sucker Xyrauchen lex anus Endangered -: 
Spikedace Meda fulgida Threatened 

American peregrine falcon Falco peregrinus ana tum Endangered 

Bald eagle Haliaeetus /eucocepha/us Threatened 

Cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl Glaucidium brasilianum cactorum Endangered 

Mexican spotted owl Strix occidentalis lucida Threatened 

Southwestern willow flycatcher Empidonax traillii extimus Endangered 

Yuma clapper rail Ral/us longiroslris yumanensis Endangered 
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Table 3-32. Federally Threatened and/or Endangered Species with the Potential to Occur on the Offered 
Lands (by Parcel and Parcel Group) 

Occurrence codes are as follows: 1 =species is unlikely to occur in the area (habitats are not typical of those known 
to be used or the area is well outside of the species normal range); 2=species may occur in project area but no 
individuals were recorded during species specific surveys; 3=species occur within five miles of project area (AGFD, 
1997); 4=species has been recorded in the project area. 

Gila River Sacramento Knisely McCracken 
Species Status* at Cochran Valley Tomlin Ranch Mountains 

Spikedace T ag 
(Meda fulgida) 

Bald eagle T 4 2 1 1 
(Haliaeetus leucocepha/us) 

American peregrine falcon E 4 2 2 3 
(Falco peregrinus ana tum) 

Southwestern willow flycatcher E 4 3 
(Empidonax lraillii extimus) 

Cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl E 2 1 
(G/aucidium brasilianum cactorum) 

* Status Code: E = Endangered; T = Threatened 

Sacramento Valley Parcel. No threatened and/or endangered species are known to occur on or near the 
Sacramento Valley Parcel. 

Knisely Ranch Parcels. The eyrie of a peregrine falcon, a federally listed endangered species, was 
reported as occurring within 1.5 miles of the Knisely Ranch Parcels (AGFD 1997). The parcels themselves, 
do not provide suitable breeding cliff habitat for peregrine falcons, but birds occurring in the area likely forage 
over the parcels. 

Tomlin Parcels. Southwestern willow flycatcher, a Federally listed endangered species, is known to occur 
within five miles of the Tomlin parcels. Dense vegetation along the Big Sandy River on Tomlin #4 may 
provide suitable habitat for this species. 

McCracken Mountains Parcels. No threatened andlor endangered species are known to occur· near the 
McCracken Mountains Parcels. 

3.3.1.6 Critical Habitat 

The offered lands do not lie within designated critical habitat of any listed or proposed threatened or 
endangered species. 

til 
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3.3.2 Physical Resources 

3.3.2.1 Surface Water 

Gila River Parcel at Cochran. The parcel contains one perennial stream, a 1.1 mile long stretch of the Gila 
River as shown in Figure 2-1. Surface flows in this segment of the Gila River are partially regulated by the 
San Carlos Reservoir, which is located approximately 63 miles upstream. USGS gauge 09474000, located 
14 miles upstream from the parcel, has recorded an average annual discharge over 85 years of 542 cfs; 
however, this number is skewed upward by flood events and the actual flow is often considerably less. 
Based on the USGS 7.5' topographic map (North Butte Quadrangle), the width of the floodplain appears to 
vary from 500 to 2,000 feet, and the riparian habitat associated with this floodplain covers approximately 146 
acres (46% of the parcel). The parcel contains no wetlands, springs, and water developments, but does 
contain ephemeral washes which drain into the Gila River. 

Sacramento Valley Parcel. No perennial streams, wetlands, springs, riparian areas, and water 
developments occur in the parcel. The parcel does contain a number of epemeral washes (Figure 2-2). 

Knisely Ranch Parcels. There are no perennial streams or wetlands in these parcels; all parcels contain 
ephemeral washes. 

Knisely #1 contains Arizona (aka Isabel) Spring (Figure 2-5). Field visits to this spring by BLM and SWCA 
(August 17, 1993 and January 14, 1997, respectively) revealed a fenced source area, buried springbox with 
a pipeline leading to a 3,ODO-gallon, covered, circular, metal storage tank, and a circular trough. The tank 
was leaking and the trough was full of water. 

Knisely #2 contains no springs, riparian areas, or water developments. 

Knisely #3 contains one developed spring, Pine Spring. Field visits by the BLM and SWCA (July 14,1993 
and January 14, 1997, respectively) showed the development, in good condition, consisting of a fenced 
source area, pipeline, trough, and metal storage tank. A 12 ft.2 area of riparian vegetation surrounds the 
spring. 

Tomlin Parcels. Tomlin #4 contains one perennial stream and associated riparian area, a 0.5 mile long 
stretch of the Big Sandy River (Figure 2-3). The baseflow of this perennial stretch is generally less than 10 
cfs. (So Markman, BLM, pers comm, 1997). The parcel contains ephemeral washes and no water 
developments. 

On the remaining Tomlin parcels, there are no perennial streams, wetlands, springs, riparian areas, or water 
developments. Small, ephemeral washes do occur. 

McCracken Mountains Parcels. There are no perennial streams, wetlands, springs, and riparian areas in 
these parcels. Small, rotJ<:y, ephemeral drainages incise and separate more than a dozen distinct peaks, 
and sandy-bottomeq wasties dissect alluvial fans at the bases of the peaks (Figure 2-4). As shown in Table 
3~33, three water sources exist on these parcels: an Arizona Game and Fish Department wildlife 
development -- McCracken Mountains Catchment No.1 (AGFD No. 412), and two earthen stockponds -
McCracken Mountain Tank and Hill Tank. 

'" 3.3.2.2 Groundwater 

Gila River Parcel at Cochran. A well occurs in section 7 of the North Butte Quadrangle (USGS 7.5 minute 
series). The well registration states the well was completed in 1956 to a depth of 59 feet; a field visit by the 
BLM on March 3, 1998 revealed a depth to water of 22.5 feet. 

Sacramento Valley Parcel, Knisely Ranch Parcels, Tomlin Parcels, and McCracken Mountains 
Parcels. There is no published groundwater information on these parcels, and there are no registered wells 
on these parcels. As a result, groundwater quality and quantity are unknown. 
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Table 3-33. Surface Water Sources on the Offered Lands 

Parcel Surface Water Source Location 

Gila River Parcel at Cochran Gila River (1.1 mile) T4S, R12E, Secs. 6 and 7 

Knisely #1 Arizona (aka Isabel) Spring T25N, R18VV,Sec.20 

Knisely #3 Pine Spring T25VV, R18VV,Sec.4 

Tomlin #4 Big Sandy River (0.5 mile) T15N, R13VV, Sec. 35 

McCracken Mountains McCracken Mountains Catchment No.1 (AGFD No. 412) T14N, R15VV,.Sec. 15 

McCracken Mountain Tank 

Hill Tank 

3.3.2.3 Surface Water RightslWell Permits 

T14N, R15VV, Sec. 15 

T14N, R15VV, Sec. 9 

The offered lands contain five surface water rights and one well permit, listed in Table 3-34. 

According to ADWR's adjudication records, the Gila River parcel at Cochran is located within the Upper Gila 
River Watershed of the ongoing Gila River System and Source General Water Rights Stream Adjudication. 
The water sources located on the Knisely parcels lie within the mainstem of the Colorado River Watershed. 
The McCracken Mountains and Tomlin parcels are located in the Bill Williams River Watershed. The 
watersheds of the mainstem Colorado River and Bill Williams River are not part of any current state 
adjudication process. 

3.3.3 Mineral Resources 

3.3.3.1 Mineral Potential 

The mineral potential of the offered parcels was assessed for 18 parcels totaling approximately 7,300 acres, 
including 6,938 acres of full estate lands and 360 acres of split-estate lands in Pinal and Mohave Counties 
(BLM 1998a). The majority of the offered land exhibited a low potential for the accumulation of salable, 
locatable or leasable mineral resources. However, several areas totaling approximately 1,126 acres have 
a moderate potential for locatable mineral resources. Most of the offered lands have a low potential for the 
accumulation of salable (common variety) mineral resources. Only two areas have a moderate potential for 
salable minerals that include decorative rock boulders on the Sacramento Valley Parcel and sand and gravel 
on the Gila River Parcel at Cochran. 

3.3.4 Land Use 

3.3.4.1 Gila River Parcel at Cochran 

Location/Parcel Description. The 320-acre Gila River Parcel at Cochran is within the White Canyon 
Resource Conservation Area (RCA), which consists of approximately 262,800 acres. The parcel has a total 
perimeter of approximately 3.25 miles, of which approximately 3.0 miles (92%) is adjacent to BLM land. The 
remaining 0.25 miles (8%) abut private land (Figure 2-1). The parcel is topographically variable with 
elevations ranging from 1,941 ft in the northwest corner to 1,620 ft along the Gila River in the southwest 
corner of the parcel. Two fairly level terraces occur within the floodplain of the Gila River, a lower terrace 
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Table 3-34. Surface Water Rights and Well Permits on the Offered lands 

Annual Location 
Registration Holder Source Volume Specified Offered 
Number Name Name (acre-ft) Use T R S Parcel 

SURFACE WATER RIGHTS 

36-41741.2 Asarco, Pine Spring 1.61 stock 25N 18W 4 Knisely 
Inc. Ranch 

CWR 1682 Asarco, Isabel 18.10 stock 25N 18W 20 Knisely 
(4A-1288.4) Inc. (Arizona) Ranch 

Spring 

36-28666 Santa Fe Sand Wash 10.00 stock 14N 15W 9 McCracken 
Pacific Mountains 
Railroad 

38-28676 Santa Fe Hill Tank 10.00 stock 14N 15W 9 McCracken 
Pacific Mountains 
Railroad 

36-27255 Banegas Big Sandy 0.10 stock 15N 13W 35 Tomlin #4 
and River 
Salazar 

WELL PERMITS 

55-635862 FA Lynch Well 600 gpm* domestic, 4S 12E 6 Gila River 
stock Parcel at 

Cochran 

• Well capacity 
Sources: Lin Fehlmann, BLM, pers. Comm 1997, ADWR 1997. 

along the banks of the river and an upper terrace that is approximately 10-15 ft higher than water level. 
Several steep banked arroyos flow into the southeast corner and the west side is predominantly steep, rocky 
slopes. The parcel is underlain by Tertiary sedimentary rocks and younger surficial deposits (Reynolds 
1988). Alluvium occurs on much of the parcel and consists of sandy/gravelly soils with particle sizes ranging 
from silt to large cobbles. The west side of the parcel is predominantly pediment from decomposing 
mountains and there are numerous sedimentary rock outcrops. 

Ownership. The surfac~ and mineral estate of this parcel is owned and administered by Asarco with the 
exception of 160 acres of;mineral estate (SE1/2N1/2 of Section 6 and NE1/2S1/2 of Section 7), which is 
currently administered bY,BlM. 

Special Management Areas. The parcel contains a segment of the Gila River Riparian Management Area 
(GRRMA) and is within the Middle Gila Cultural Resource Management Area (MGCRMA). Management 
goals for the GRRMA are to improve the condition of riparian vegetation and aquatic habitat for native fishes, 
enhance water quality, and limit salinity discharges. The MGCRMA is managed to conserve cultural 
resources and to protect the information potential and public use values of the area. The BlM has not 
formally evaluated the eligibility of this segment of the Gila River for wild and scenic river status. 

Access. This parcel is directly accessible from the south via Cochran Road, a dirt road that runs between 
the Florence-Kelvin Highway and the Gila River. This improved road provides access to the east side of the 
parcel and the abandoned town of Cochran. An unimproved jeep trail originates at an unimproved dirt road 
which provides access to the west side of the parcel and leads to Martinez Canyon. The Gila River flows 
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from north to south through the parcel; therefore, one cannot easily access the west side of the parcel from 
the east side, and vice versa. 

Recreation. As the parcel is privately owned, no public recreational uses are authorized. However, potential 
recreational uses include, but are not limited to, boating, hunting, fishing, camping, picnicking, photography, 
and bird and wildlife viewing. 

Encumbrances. In addition to the Cochran grazing allotment that includes the Gila River Parcel at Cochran, 
Southern Pacific Co. maintains a segment of railway that follows the south bank of the Gila River through 
the Gila River Parcel at Cochran. No other easements, rights-of-way, residential leases, or other 
encumbrances are associated with this parcel. 

Grazing. The Gila River Parcel at Cochran is within the Cochran grazing allotment and adjacent to the lEN 
grazing allotment. The Cochran allotment includes both private and BlM administered lands and is 
predominantly south of the Gila River (the private portion crosses the river). The stocking rate for the BlM 
portion is 168 Animal Unit Months (AUMs).sS No fencing exists between the Gila River Parcel at Cochran 
and BlM administered parcel; therefore, cattle move freely across parcel lines. The lEN allotment includes 
both private and BlM administered lands and is entirely north of the Gila River. Public lands make up 69 
percent of this allotment. The stocking rate for the BLM portion is 2,956 AUMs. 

Visual Resources. No formal visual quality analysis was completed for this parcel; however, some natural 
resource elements of the parcel which define its visual quality include upland and riparian vegetation and 
the rugged terrain to the north, east, and west. Cultural resources, such as the historic Coke Ovens west 
of the parcel, are also visible from the parcel. The parcel is not visible from any major roads. 

3.3.4.2 Sacramento Valley Parcel 

Location/Parcel Description. The 112, 1 53-acre Warm Springs Wilderness abuts this 120-acre parcel to 
the south and east. The perimeter of the Sacramento Valley Parcel is approximately 2.0 miles, of which 
approximately 0.5 miles (25%) are adjacent to the Wilderness. Also, 1.0 mile abuts public land (non
wilderness, 50%) and the remaining 0.5 miles {25%} abuts private land (Figure 2-2). 

The parcel is located on the gently sloping east bajada of the Black Mountains and, therefore, has little 
topographical relief. Elevations vary little on the parcel, ranging from approximately 2,400 ft in the northwest 
corner to approximately 2,350 ft in the southeast corner. Geology of the parcel is characterized by mid 
Pleistocene to late Pliocene surficial deposits made up of volcanic cobbles (Reynolds 1988). 

Ownership. The surface estate ofthe Sacramento Valley Parcel is owned by Asarco; however, the mineral 
estate is administered by the BlM. 

Special Management Area. This parcel is within the Black Mountains Herd Management Area. The Black 
Mountains wild burro herd is the largest on public lands, containing an estimated 890 burros. No Wild and 
Scenic Rivers segments occur within or adjacent to the parcel. The tortoise habitat on the paFeel falls 't't'itfiin 
a former proposed Area of Critical El'1'I/ironmenta! Concern (ACEC) 'Nhicfi was dropped due to the adequate 
protections of desert tortoise afforded by 'ti.-ildemess deSignation. 

Access. The parcel is directly accessible via an unimproved dirt road that originates at Oatman Road in 
Section 14, T19N, R19W, which forks in the northwest portion of the parcel. One branch crosses the central 
portion of the parcel and the other passes through the southwest corner. 

Recreation. As a privately-owned parcel, no public recreational uses are authorized on this parcel. 
However, potential recreational uses include, but are not limited to, hunting, camping, picnicking, 
photography. and bird and wildlife watching. 

39 An AUM is the amount of forage needed to sustain one cow or its equivalent for one month. 
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Encumbrances. Aside from the Black Mountain grazing allotment that includes the Sacramento Valley 
Parcel, there are no other easements, rights-of-way, residential leases, or other encumbrances associated 
with this parcel. 

Grazing. The Sacramento Valley Parcel is within the Black Mountain grazing allotment, an allotment with 
58,844 acres of public land and a stocking rate of 1,247 AUMs. The Black Mountain allotment is closed to 
sheep and goats. 

Visual Resources. This parcel lies within BLM's Visual Resource Management (VRM) Class 4 under the 
Kingman Resource Area RMP. Natural resource elements which define its visual quality include upland 
vegetation, the Sacramento Valley to the south and east, the Hualapai Mountains to the east, and basalt 
tablelands and spires to the west and north. The parcel is not viewable from any major roads. 

3.3.4.3 Knisely Ranch Parcels 

Location/Parcel Description. The three Knisely Ranch Parcels, totaling approximately 160 acres, are 
located in Mohave County, Arizona (Figure 2-5). The Mount Tipton Wilderness surrounds each of the 
Knisely Ranch Parcels. 

The parcels are located on the west slope of the Cerbat Mountains. Terrain consists predominantly of 
moderately-steep northwest-facing slopes. Elevations at Knisely #1 range from 4,600 ft in the southeast 
corner to approximately 4,270 ft near the center of the west border. Elevations at Knisely #2 range from 
4,320 ft in the southeast corner to approximately 4,090 ft at the northwest corner. Elevations at Knisely #3 
range from 4,720 ft in the southeast corner to 4,360 ft near the center of the west border. Geology of the 
parcels is characterized by early Proterozoic granitoid bedrock with alluvium in present day drainages 
(Reynolds 1988). 

Ownership. The surface and mineral estate of the Knisely Ranch Parcels is owned by Asarco with the 
exception of the mineral estate of a portion of Knisely #2 (NE1/2E1/2 of Section 17), which is administered 
by the BLM. 

Special Management Area. The Knisely Ranch Parcels are in holdings within the 30,208-acre federaJly
designated Mount Tipton Wilderness. 

Access. The Mount Tipton Wilderness is closed to motorized or mechanized vehicular travel. A jeep trail 
beginning at the terminus of 3rd Street, a subdivision road in Dolan Springs, enters the Knisely #1 parcel; 
however, the last mile of the jeep trail is in wilderness and must be traveled by foot or horseback.. A 
"cherrystem" jeep trail terminating at Lower Indian Spring, which is accessed via an unimproved dirt road 
originating in Dolan Springs on 5th Street, crosses the Knisely #2 parcel. Vehicle travel on this cherrystem 
road is legally possible. Access to the Knisely #3 parcel is made via Dolan Springs subdivision roads to the 
mouth of Pine Canyon an,d the wilderness boundary, followed by a 1.5 mile hike or horseback ride up into 
Pine Canyon. ~ 

Recreation. As privately-owned land, no recreational uses are authorized on these parcels. However, 
potential recreational uses include, but are not limited to, hunting, camping, picnicking, photography. bird 
and wildlife viewing and dispersed recreation. 

Encumbrances. Aside from the Mount Tipton grazing allotment that includes the Knisely Ranch Parcels, 
there are no other easements, rights-of-way, residential leases, or other encumbrances associated with this 
parcel. 

Grazing. The Knisely Ranch Parcels are within the Mount Tipton grazing allotment, an allotment with 9,944 
acres of public land and a stocking rate of 230 AUMs. A large water storage tank and trough are located on 
Knisely #1. A corral and associated structures were observed on Knisely #3. 
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Visual Resources. The Knisely parcels lie within BLM Visual Resource Management Class 1, as described 
in the Kingman Resource Area RMP. some natural resource elements of the parcels which define their 
visual quality include upland vegetation, the slopes, canyons, and rock formations of the Cerbat Mountains. 
The Detrital Valley and Black Mountains are visible from Knisely #1 and #3. Parcels #1 and #2 may be 
visible from Highway 93, but only at a very long distance. 

3.3.4.4 Tomlin Parcels 

Location/Parcel Description. The three Tomlin Parcels, totaling approximately 314 acres, are located in 
Mohave County, Arizona (Figures 2-3). The Tomlin Parcels have a total perimeter of approximately 3.22 
miles, and all parcels are adjacent to BLM land. The remaining 5.75 miles (43%) abuts private and state 
lands. 

The parcels are located on the southern foothills of Groom Peak in the southern portion of the Hualapai 
Mountains. Terrain at the parcels consists predominantly of moderately-steep to steep slopes with a range 
of aspects. Elevations range from approximately 4,700 ft along the southern border of Tomlin #3 to 
approximately 1,630 ft along the Big Sandy River in Tomlin #4. Geology of the parcels is characterized by 
early Proterozoic granitoid bedrock with alluvium in present day drainages (Reynolds 1988). Parcel #3 
contains younger (early Tertiary to late Cretaceous), granitoid bedrock (Reynolds 1988). 

Ownership. The surface and mineral estate of all the Tomlin Parcels is owned by Asarco. 

Special Management Area. The Tomlin Parcels are all located within the boundaries of the Big Sandy Herd 
Management Area. The Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act considers these species an integral 
part of the natural system and authorizes the BLM to manage its lands to protect them from unauthorized 
capture, branding, harassment, and death. For the Big Sandy Herd Management Area a population of 139 
wild burros has been established as the level at which this species is in an ecological balance with its habitat. 

Access. None of the Tomlin Parcels are directly accessible by vehicle. The parcels are southwest of U.S. 
Route 93 and northwest of Signal Road, an improved dirt road that proceeds southwest from U.S. Route 93. 
The parcels can be accessed by foot from the ends of unimproved dirt roads that proceed north from Signal 
Road. 

Recreation. As the parcels are privately-owned, no public recreational uses are authorized. However, 
potential recreational uses include, but are not limited to, hunting, camping, picnicking, photography, and 
bird and wildlife watching. 

Encumbrances. Aside from the Greenwood Peak Community grazing allotment that includes the Tomlin 
Parcels, there are no other easements, rights-of-way t residential leases, or other encumbrances associated 
with this parcel. 

Grazing. The Tomlin Parcels are within the Greenwood Peak Community grazing allotment, an allotment 
with 36,180 acres of public land and a stocking rate of 2,080 AUMs. 

Visual Resources. The Tomlin parcels lie within BLM Visual Resource Management Class 4, as described 
in the Kingman Resource Area RMP. Some natural resource elements of the parcels which define their 
visual quality include upland and riparian vegetation, the slopes, canyons, and rock formations of the 
Hualapai Mountains. None of the parcels are viewable from any major roads. 

3.3.4.5 McCracken Mountains Parcels 

Location/Parcel Description. The ten McCracken Mountains Parcels, totaling approximately 6,384 acres, 
are located in Mohave County, Arizona (Figure 2-4). The McCracken Mountains Parcels have a total 
perimeter of approximately 40 miles, of which approximately 39 miles (97.5%) is adjacent to BLM land. The 
remaining 1 mile (2.5%) abuts state land. 
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The parcels surround and include the north half of the McCracken Mountains. Elevations range from 2,480 
to 3,926 ft. Terrain consists predominantly of moderately steep to steep slopes with a range of aspects. 
Geology of the parcels is characterized by a Precambrian granitoid fault block range, with a few small 
intrusions of mineralized rock (Reynolds 1988). Surficial deposits of alluvium and colluvium from the 
mountains surround the weathered peaks. 

Ownership. The surface and mineral estate of all the McCracken Mountains Parcels is owned by Asarco. 
The land ownership pattern in this area is the "checkerboard" pattern characteristic of much of the American 
west. Privately held (originally railroad company) land alternates with public land sections, which is mostly 
Federal but occasionally includes State of Arizona land. 

Special Management Area. The McCracken Mountains Parcels occur within the McCracken Desert 
Tortoise Habitat ACEC. This ACEC was designated for its category I habitat for desert tortoises, scenic 
values, and back country recreation values. Management strategies for the ACEC include, but are not 
limited to, acquisition of private and state lands and mineral rights, confining major rights-of-way to existing 
corridors, managing ungulate grazing to improve desert tortoise habitat, limiting off-highway vehicle use and 
other recreational uses, and prohibiting removal of native plants except for salvage operations. No other 
Special Management Areas or Wild and Scenic Rivers segments occur within or adjacent to the McCracken 
Mountains Parcels. 

Access. An unimproved dirt road passes through the west half of Section 27 and the southwest quarter of 
Section 9. An unimproved dirt road connects that road to Section 15, crossing its southern border and 
ending at a wildlife guzzler in Section 14. Ajeep trail passes through the west half of Section 11, beginning 
at Alamo Road in Section 35 (T15N, R15W) and ending near a small inactive mine on public land in Section 
14. An unimproved dirt road terminates on Section 31, approaching from the east and ending a few hundred 
yards into the section. No other roads are present on the parcels. Tracks of off road vehicles were present 
in the wash on Section 3. The parcels can be accessed on foot, with considerable difficulty in some places, 
from Alamo Road to the northeast or an unnamed unimproved road to the southwest. Most of the land within 
the parcels is inaccessible by road or trail. 

Recreation. As privately-owned land, no public recreational uses are authorized on these parcels. 
However, potential recreational uses include, but are not limited to, hunting, camping, picnicking, 
photography, and bird and wildlife viewing. Limited evidence of unauthorized recreational vehicular traffic 
is present in washes in lower elevation portions of the parcel. 

Encumbrances. In addition to the Greenwood Peak Community grazing allotment, the EI Paso pipeline 
Bagdad Lateral right-of-way passes through two of the northern sections of the McCracken Mountains 
Parcels. This utility corridor is two miles wide in the vicinity of the parcels. There are no other easements, 
rights-of-way, residential leases, or other encumbrances associated with these parcels. 

Grazing. The McCracken Mountains Parcels are within the Chicken Springs grazing allotment, an allotment 
with 95,272 acres of publicJand and a stocking rate of 3,456 AUMs. Most ofthe parcels are difficult for cattle 
to access, with very steep~terrain, little forage, and little water. Accessible terrain near water is severely 
overgrazed. Sheep and goats are prohibited from grazing on the McCracken ACEC parcels. 

Visual Resources. The McCracken Mountain parcels lie within BlM Visual Resource Management Class 
4, as described in the Kingman Resource Area RMP. Some natural resource elements of the parcel which 
define its visual quality include upland vegetation and the rugged terrain. The combination of Joshua trees, 
saguaros, and junipers is an uncommon combination that is visually interesting. Most of the parcels are 
visible from the Alamo Road. 
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3.3.5 Cultural Resources 

3.3.5.1 Archaeological Resources 

Gila River Parcel at Cochran. The Arizona State Museum (ASM) and BLM site files indicate that three 
archaeological surveys, all associated with the aborted Buttes Dam/Reservoir Project, have been conducted 
on or within about one mile of the Gila River Parcel at Cochran (Debowski et al. 1976, SWCA 1997m). 
Together, these surveys have resulted in coverage of the entire parcel, except an area measuring 
approximately 100 x 200 m. The site files contain records for eight sites within the boundaries of the parcel, 
and for approximately 50 other sites located within 1 mile of the parcel. Debovlsl<i et al. (1976) discuss the 
significance for Ariz.ona prehistory aAd histery of the sites located 'NithiA aRd ReaF the Gila River Parcel at 
CoehraR. . ...... DB 

[;. 

Sacramento Valley Parcel. No sites are recorded in the ASM and BLM site files for this parcel, and there 
is no record of any archaeological survey either on, or within one mile of the parcel (SWCA 1997m). The 
parcel was visited on May 13, 1997. The reconnaissance consisted of a meandering transect along the 
intermittent wash in the center of the parcel, and additional transects on the ridges on either side of the wash. 
No archaeological sites were identified and it is unlikely that any large archaeological sites exist in the parcel. 
The parcel may have been subject to past seasonal use for resource procurement. 

Knisely Ranch Parcels. No sites are recorded in the ASM and BLM site files for this parcel, and there is 
no record of any archaeological survey either on, or within one mile of the parcel (SWCA 1997m). Knisely 
Ranch Parcel #1 consists of 40 acres surrounding Arizona Spring and was visited on January 14, 1997. 
Unfortunately, several inches of snow cover at the time of reconnaissance made ground surface visibility 
impossible. The area is predominantly pinyon woodland with a perennial spring located on the east side of 
the parcel. Although some portions of the parcel are relatively steep, a Class III survey of the area may 
reveal the remains of prehistoric use of the area. The presence of a permanent water source, combined with 
a pinyon woodland environment, would have been attractive to the prehistoric occupants of the area. The 
terraces located within the study area may have been used for temporary or longer-term occupations. A 
galvanized steel water tank fed by the spring is located in the parcel and may be 40 years old or more. 

Knisely Ranch Parcel #2 consists of 80 acres between Lower and Upper Indian Springs and was also visited 
on January 14, 1997, and again on May 13, 1997. The presence of nearby springs and large quantities of 
pinyon pine woodland near the study area suggests that there is a likelihood for significant archaeological 
remains in the project area, particularly remains indicative of seasonal use. 

Knisely Ranch Parcel #3 consists of 40 acres in Pine Canyon and was visited on January 14, 1997 and again 
on May 13, 1997. The presence of a spring within the project area and significant quantities of pinyon pine 
(pine nuts are a known food source of aboriginal peoples) and game animals in the project area suggests 
that there is a high likelihood for significant archaeological remains in the project area. 

Tomlin Parcels. No sites are recorded in the ASM and BLM site files for these parcels and there is no 
record of any archaeological surveys either on, or within, one mile of these parcels (SWCA 1997m). 

Evidence of at least three large roasting pits were located on Tomlin #4 during field reconnaissance The 
area also contains a heavy growth of cholla cactus, something that makes it distinct from surrounding 
benches and terraces. It is possible that the roasting pits represent Protohistoric or Historic Period cholla 
roasting activities; if so, they may be associated with Yavapai or Hualapai use of the area as they were 
known to have occupied camps along perennial reaches of the Big Sandy River. 

McCracken Mountains Parcels. No sites are recorded in the ASM and site files for these parcels, and there 
is no record of any archaeological survey either on the parcel or within one mile of them (SWCA 1997m). 
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3.3.5.2 Places of Traditional Importance to Native Americans 

Places of traditional importance on the offered lands in Mohave county may be identified through on going 
BLM consultations with the Hualapai and Mohave tribes. Places of traditional importance on the Gila River 
Parcel at Cochran may be identified through consultations with the tribes listed in Table 3-22. 

3.3.6 Socioeconomic Resources 

The offered lands consist of approximately 7,300 acres of privately owned land in Mohave and Pinal 
Counties. 

.. The 8,204 acres located in Mohave County include 160 acres in the Chloride Elementary School 
District, a parcel of 120 acres in the Mohave Valley Elementary School District, a cluster of parcels 
containing about 1,540 acres in the in the Owens Whitney Elementary School District, and another 
cluster of parcels containing 6,384 acres in the Yucca Elementary School District. 

.. The offered lands in Pinal County consist of a single parcel of about 320 acres in the Ray Unified 
School District. 

Currently, selected lands have no inhabitants and are relatively isolated. Because the offered lands are so 
remote, the socioeconomic resources of selected lands are considered on a county-wide basis. 

3.3.6.1 Population and Demographics 

Mohave's population, currently at 127,700, has experienced a 36 percent increase since 1989. Pinal County, 
with a population of 14,150, grew 24 percent from 1989 to 1996. More information of Pinal County's 
population and demographics is presented in the section on selected lands (Sec. 3.2.6.1). 

As seen in Table 3-35, populations in all three counties containing offered lands are expected to increase. 

Table 3-35. Populations of Mohave and Pinal Counties 

Population as of July, 1996* 

Population as of 1989** 

Population as of 2000* 

Mohave County Pinal County 

127,700 

93,497 

147,525 

144,150 

116,379 

161,625 

Source: *Arizona Department of Economic Security, ··U.S. Bureau of the 
Census 1990 

Minority Populations. Table 3-36 shows the percentage of racial or ethnic minorities from the total 
population over 16 years of age and available for the labor force. 

Low Income Populations. Based on the average residential property values (ARPVs) per elementary 
school student, there are several areas of relatively low personal income in proximity to some of the offered 
lands in Mohave County and Pinal County. ARPVs for school districts containing offered lands are shown 
in Table 3-37. 
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Table 3~36. Percentage of Individuals Belonging to the Various Racial or Ethnic 
Groups and Available for the Work Force Within Mohave and Pinal Counties, 1993 

Racial or Ethnic Group Mohave County Pinal County 

White 91.6% 63% 

Black 0.2% 2% 

American Indian 2.2% 6% 

Hispanic 5.3% 28% 

Other Minorities 0.1% less than 1% 

Source: Arizona Department of Economic Security 

Table 3~37. ARPVs for School Districts that Contain Offered Lands as a Measure of Household Income 

ARPVper 
elementary school 

County School District student (1996) 

Mohave Yucca Elementary School District $117,818 

Owens Whitney Elementary School District $124,131 

Mohave Valley Elementary School District $235,737 

Chloride Elementary School District $250, 387 

Pinal Ray Unified District $84,919 

Source: WEAC, 1997d 
APRV= average residential property values 

3.3.6.2 Local and Regional Economy 

3.3.6.2.1 Employment 

District ARPV District ARPV 
Compared to Compared to 

County Average State Average 

55% below 39% below 

52% below 36% below 

10% below 22% above 

4% below 30% above 

18% below 56% below 

In 1996, Mohave County and Pinal County were similar in the size of their civilian labor force, although 
Mohave County had a slightly higher unemployment rate (Table 3-38). 

Table 3~38. Average Employment Information for Mohave and Pinal Counties, 1996 

Measure of Employment 

Civilian Labor Force 

Number of Individuals Employed 

Unemployment Rate 

Source: Arizona Department of Economic Security 

Bureau of Land Management 

Moh~ve County 

63,000 

58,525 

7.1% 

Pinal County 

56,630 

53,310 

5.9% 
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3.3.6.2.2 Taxes 

Mohave County. In the fiscal year ending June 30, 1996, Mohave County received $11,096,062 from the 
state government through revenue disbursements. That same year, Mohave County levied $24,135,761 in 
county property taxes. The various classes of taxable property and the assessed valuations of each class 
in Mohave County in 1996 are shown in Table 3-39. 

Table 3-39. The Property Tax Base of Mohave County, Arizona, 1996 

Net Assessed Valuation 
(Average of Primary 

Class of Property and Secondary) 

Owner-occupied Residential Property $327,366,609.50 

Other Commercial, Industrial $208,945,640.00 

Agricultural Property. Vacant Land $195,527,163.50 

Public Utilities $101,300,001.00 

Rented Residential Property $45,596,277.00 

Railroads $4,630,324.00 

Producing Mines or Timber $2,467,325.00 

Historic and Environmental Technology Manufacturing $63,462.00 

Improvements on Government Land $0.00 

Total $885,896,802.00 

Source: WEAC, 1997d, based on Arizona Department of Revenue 

Percent of Total Net 
Assessed Valuation 
(Average of Primary 

and Secondary) 

36.95% 

23.59% 

22.07% 

11.43% 

5.15% 

0.52% 

0.28% 

0.01% 

0.00% 

100.00% 

In addition, Mohave County received $1.540,880 in PILT in 1996, just $620 short of its total PILT limit of 
$1,541,500. 

School districts get their revenues from the taxes levied on the property located within their jurisdictions and 
through the disbursement of state sales and other taxes, including mining severance taxes, according to a 
formula established by law and based in part on average daily student membership and local tax effort as 
well as certain student pO,R!Jlation characteristics. The tax base for school districts containing offered lands 
is shown in Table 3-40. ~ 

Pinal County. The tax base of Pinal County is discussed in Section 3.2.6 for the Ray Complex. 
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Table 3-40. Tax Base for School Districts Containing Offered Lands in Mohave Coun~, 1995-1996 

Revenues from 
Distribution of State- Revenues Revenues 

Parcels in School Revenues from levied Sales and from County from Federal 
School District District Property Taxes Severance Taxes Government Government 

Owens Whitney Tomlin Parcels 61% 34% 5% 0% 
Elementary 

Yucca McCracken Mountain 94% less than 1% 0% 6% 
Elementary Parcels 

Chloride Knisely Ranch Parcels 63% 30% 3% 4% 
Elementary 

Mohave Union All of the above 77% 19% 1% 3% 
High 

Mohave Valley Sacramento Valley 34% 53% 7% 6% 
Elementary Parcel 

Colorado River Sacramento Valley 88% 9% 0% 3% 
Union High Parcel 

Source: WEAC. 1997d 
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CHAPTER 4 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

This chapter presents the scientific and analytic basis for the comparisons summarized in Table 2-7, 
Comparative Summary of Environmental Consequences. It is organized by resource topic in the order in 
which they were presented in Table 1-6 and in Chapter 3. The consequences of the Proposed Action, 
Buckeye, Copper Butte, and No Action alternatives are provided for each resource as well as the 
consequences common to all alternatives. The following assumptions are common to all impact and effects 
analyses: 

1. The foreseeable uses of the selected lands are expected to be similar under all alternatives; 

2. Implementation of the foreseeable uses will require obtaining all applicable federal, state, and local 
permits and compliance with all applicable environmental laws and regulations; 

3. Existing regulatory standards, descriptive or numeric, define the probable impacts that will result 
from implementation of the foreseeable uses; 

4. Copper production rates are driven by market conditions and are independent of the Proposed 
Action, Buckeye, Copper Butte, and No Action alternatives; 

5. In the absence of site-specific design criteria, land disturbance impacts are assumed to be as follows 
for the foreseeable use categories on the selected lands; 

to> Production Operations and Support Areas (POS) -100 percent surface impacts on 3,615 
acres 

to> Transition Areas (TRANS) -25 percent surface impacts on 875 acres 
to> Intermittent Use Areas (INTER) -5 percent surface impacts on 4,481 acres 
to> Long-Range Prospect Areas (LRP) - surface impacts similar to TRANS and POS on 1,737 

acres 

6. Short-term impacts are expected to occur over a period of five years or less; 

7. Long-term impacts are expected to occur over a period greater than five years; and 

8. All impacts are direct impacts unless stated otherwise. 

Assumptions specific to a given resource are provided in that section. 

The following critical resource elements as set forth in Appendix 5 ofthe BLM NEPA Handbook (BLM Manual 
H-1790-1) have been analyzed and are not present or will not be affected by either the proposed exchange 
or foreseeable uses of the selected lands: prime and unique farmlands, and floodplains. Impacts from 
foreseeable uses to resources such as air quality, groundwater quality, and wetlands will be addressed 
through required state and federal permitting compliance measures, regardless of federal or private land 
ownership status. 
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4.1 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

4.1.1 Upland Plant Communities 

4.1.1.1 Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

Ray Complex. Foreseeable mining uses would eliminate approximately 230 acres of already disturbed 
upland plant communities in the Ray Complex area, which occur within the EXIST foreseeable use category. 
Because these disturbed areas only support sparse, weedy vegetation with several non-native species, the 
elimination of the vegetation is considered inconsequential. The majority (99%) of projected impacts to 
currently undisturbed areas would occur in the Sonoran Desertscrub vegetation community (impacts to 
Xeroriparian Mixed Scrub are included in impact calculations for Sonoran Desertscrub). Foreseeable mining 
uses would impact approximately 6,036 acres (60%) of the 10,000 acres of Sonoran Desertscrub on the 
selected lands (Figures 2-7,2-8,2-9 and 3-1). Potential impacts to Sonoran Desertscrub communities and 
corresponding surface disturbances are summarized in Table 4-1. 

Table 4-1. Summa!y of Potential Im~acts to Sonoran Desertscrub Vesetation on the Selected Lands 

Acres of Sonoran Desertscrub Potentially Impacted for Each 
Foreseeable Use Category 

POS TRANS LRP 
INTER (25%-100% (5%-25% (5%-100% 

Existing (<5% surface surface surface surface 
Selected Lands Disturbance disturbance)* disturbance)* disturbance)* disturbance)· TOTALS 

Ray Complex 230 1,880 2,647 396 1,113 6,266 

Copper 2,157 345 308 363 3,173 
Butte/Buckeye 

Chi/ito/Hayden 38 424 255 829 

Casa Grande 623 623 

TOTALS 891 4,037 3,416 704 1,731 10,891 

* Exact impact percentage is unmeasurable. It is assumed, therefore, that disturbance will occur at the highest percentage within each 
category. 

Impacts to the 4,037 acre~ of Sonoran Desertscrub communities within the INTER use areas would include 
indirect impacts (e.g., d;lfst and invasion of exotic species) and other disturbances from direct mining 
activities. Impacts to the 3,416 acres within the POS use areas would include direct impacts (e.g .• 
vegetation and soil removal from mining activities) and impacts to the 704 acres within the TRANS use areas 
would include both direct and indirect impacts to vegetation from mining activities. Impacts to the 1,731 
acres within the LRP use area would likely be similar to POS and/or TRANS impacts. 

Copper Butte/Buckeye. Foreseeable mining uses is expected to impact approximately 3,173 acres (31%) 
of Sonoran Desertscrub communities in the Copper Butte/Buckeye area (Figure 3-2. Table 4-1). 

Chilito/Hayden. Foreseeable mining uses is expected to impact approximately 791 (7%) acres of Sonoran 
Desertscrub communities in the Chilito/Hayden area (Figure 3-3, Table 4-1). of which approximately 38 acres 
is already disturbed. Because these disturbed areas only support sparse, weedy vegetation with several non
native species, the elimination of the vegetation is considered inconsequential. 
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Casa Grande. As mentioned in Chapter 3, approximately 623 acres (99 % of total acreage) of disturbed 
upland plant communities already exist on the Cas a Grande selected parcels (CG-1, CG-2, CG-3). 
Disturbed upland habitat in TRANS use areas is expected to be impacted by mining-related activities, while 
those in INTER use areas are not expected to be impacted. Because these disturbed areas only support 
sparse, weedy vegetation with several non-native species, the elimination of the vegetation is considered 
inconsequential (Figure 3-4, Table 4-1). 

4.1.1.2 Impacts Specific to Each Alternative 

Proposed Action. Asarco would acquire approximately 10,891 acres of upland plant communities, 
approximately 891 acres (8.9%) of which is already disturbed. As discussed under Impacts Common to All 
Alternatives, foreseeable mining uses would impact approximately 10,000 acres of undisturbed Sonoran 
Desertscrub upland plant communities. 

Approximately 7,148 acres of upland plant communities on the offered lands would come under federal 
ownership and management. Management of the parcels would be based upon criteria provided in the 
Phoenix or Kingman Resource Area RMPs. 

Buckeye Alternative. Asarco would acquire approximately 9,200 acres of Sonoran Desertscrub 
communities, and approximately 891 acres of disturbed vegetation. As discussed under Impacts Common 
to All Alternatives, foreseeable mining uses would impact approximately 10,000 acres of Sonoran 
Desertscrub communities. 

Approximately 6,508 acres of upland plant communities on the offered lands would come under Federal 
ownership and management (Section 9 of the McCracken Mountains Parcels would be eliminated). 

Copper Butte Alternative. Asarco would acquire approximately 8,586 acres of upland plant communities, 
and approximately 891 acres of disturbed vegetation. As discussed under Impacts Common to All 
Alternatives, foreseeable mining uses would impact approximately 10,000 acres of Sonoran Desertscrub 
communities. 

Approximately 5,450 acres of upland plant communities on the offered lands would come under Federal 
ownership and management (Sections 9, 3 and 19 of the McCracken Mountains Parcels would be excluded). 
However, because this alternative involves less offered lands, the acreage of upland plant communities 
coming into federal ownership would be decreased compared to the Proposed Action. 

No Action Alternative. Under the No Action approximately 10,891 acres of upland plant communities would 
remain under BLM administration. Impacts associated with foreseeable mining uses to upland plant 
communities would be expected to be similar to those described under Impacts Common to All Alternatives 
but would occur under public land ownership and BLM management. . 

Without the land exchange, approximately 7,148 acres of upland plant communities on the offered lands 
would remain privately owned and subject to development. The vegetation communities present could be 
disturbed, but the extent of disturbance would be dependent on the type of development. 

4.1.2 Riparian Plant Communities 

4.1.2.1 Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

Ray Complex. Foreseeable mining uses would eliminate approximately 4.9 acres of Sonoran Riparian 
Deciduous Forest vegetation afH:i disturb a 47 aefe reservoir OR PaFeeI RM 710eatee witRiR tRe INTER Use 
category (Table 4-2). Impacts to xeroriparian mixed scrub are included in impact calculations for Sonoran 
Desertscru b presented in Table 4-1. 
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Table 4-2. Summary of Riparian Habitat Acreage Potentially Impacted by Foreseeable Uses 

Sonoran Riparian Deciduous Forest ReseNoir & Artifieial POl'ldsill! Total 

Chilito/Hayden 

Copper Butte/Buckeye 

Ray Complex 

Casa Grande 

TOTALS 

3.4 

&.8 

4.9 

3.4 

49-:9 

• Exact impact percentage is unmeasurable. It is assumed, therefore, that disturbance will occur at the highest percentage within each 
category. 

Impacts within INTER use areas would include indirect impacts (e.g., dust) and other disturbances from 
direct mining activities. Impacts within the pes use areas would include direct impacts (e.g., vegetation 
removal from mining activities), and impacts within the lRP use area would likely be similar to pes and/or 
TRANS impacts. 

Copper Butte/Buckeye. Impacts to riparian plant communities within the Copper Butte/Buckeye area are 
expected on approximately 2.1 aCfes (4%) of artificial pond habitat on Parcels CB 1 and CB 2 and 
approximately &.all! acres (42%) ofthe Sonoran Riparian Deciduous Forest vegetation due to foreseeable 
uses (Figure 3-2 Table 4-2). ~~lIiW1i~'f~~tiit@l'l~ 

J .~~ ,,;Jlii-;;~i-t"]>h 

m~~~'WIIIIlE~gIi~ 

Chilito/Hayden. Impacts to riparian plant communities within the Chilito/Hayden area are expected on 
approximately 3.4 acres of the Sonoran Riparian Deciduous Forest vegetation due to foreseeable uses 
(Figure 3-3, Table 4-2). 

Casa Grande. Xeroriparian Mixed Grass vegetation along the Santa Cruz River on Parcel CG-1 in the Casa 
Grande Area is not expected to be disturbed by foreseeable uses (Figure 3-4, Table 4-2). 

4.1.2.2 Impacts Specific to Each Alternative 

Proposed Action. Asarco would acquire approximately 99 II acres of riparian plant communities, including 
17 acres of Xeroriparian Mixed Grass, and 22- acres of Sonoran riparian deciduous forest, and 51 aeres 
of artificial ponds. 

Approximately 452 .acre.~ of riparian plant communities would come under federal ownership and 
management through acqui'Sition of the offered lands. Management of the parcels would be based upon 
criteria provided in the Pho~nix or Kingman Resource Area RMPs. 

Buckeye Alternative. Asarco would acquire approximately &7 ~~acres of riparian plant communities on 
the selected lands. Should Asarco seek to conduct mining activities on the BlM portion of C8-1, the 
remaining acres of riparian habitat could be disturbed or eliminated depending on the outcome of NEPA 

",' analysis of BlM's 3809 process. 

Approximately 452 ~Ii acres of riparian plant communities would come under federal ownership and 
management. Management of the parcels would be based upon criteria provided in the Phoenix or Kingman 
Resource Area RMPs. 
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Copper Butte Alternative. Asarco would acquire approximately 1-9 acres of riparian plant communities 
on the selected lands; Again, should Asarco seek to conduct mining activities on the BLM portion of the 
Copper Butte parcels, additional acres of riparian habitat could be impacted. 

Approximately ~ iii acres of riparian plant communities would come under federal ownership and 
management. Management of the parcels would be based upon criteria provided in the Phoenix or Kingman 
Resource Area RNiPs. 

No Action Alternative. Under the No Action, approximately ge rl~ acres of riparian plant communities would 
remain under BLM administration. Impacts associated with foreseeable mining uses to riparian plant 
communities would be expected to be similar to those described under impacts common to a" alternatives 
but would occur under public land ownership and BLM management. 

Without the exchange, approximately ~ .acres of riparian plant communities on the offered lands would 
remain under private ownership and subject to development. In addition, BLM would forego an opportunity 
to acquire these resources. 

4.1.3 WildlifelWildlife Habitats 

4.1.3.1 Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

Implementation of foreseeable mining uses would eliminate approximately 10,090 acres of available habitat 
(undisturbed upland and riparian plant communities combinedIIlJ!_.~~~J~) for 
game and nongame terrestrial wildlife species on the selected parcels. 

Ray Complex. Impacts to wildlife in the Ray Complex were calculated based on impacts to upland and 
riparian habitats presented in Tables 4-1 and 4-2 for approximately 6,045 acres. It was assumed that 
ifl'lpscts to plant communities within the pas Use category would experience direct impacts from mining 
activities (e.g., vegetation removal and habitat fragmentation), therefore impacting the wildlife that rely on 
these vegetation communities. No additional impacts resulting from lights and noise are expected as the 
Ray Mine already operates 24 hours a day. No impacts are anticipated to game and nongame fishes that 
occur in the reservoir behind Big Box Dam on Parcel RM-7. Impacts due to foreseeable uses to big game 
animals were calculated based on densities and are expected to impact between 26 to 42 big game animals 
on the selected lands (Table 4-3). 

Table 4-3. Estimated Number of Big Game Animals Potentially Impacted by Foreseeable Uses 

POS TRANS INTER LRP 
(25%-100% surface (5%-25% surface «5% surface (5%-100% surface 

Species disturbance) disturbance) disturbance) disturbance} Total 

Mule deer 3-7 <1 5-7 2-4 11-19 

White-tailed deer 5-7 <1 1-2 3-4 10-14 

Javelina 1-3 <1 2-3 1-2 5-9 

TOTAL 9-17 3 9-12 6·10 26-42 

TOTAL % 41% 6% 29% 24% 100% 

Table 4-3 shows an approximate range of big game species that are expected to occur on the selected lands 
and within a foreseeable use category, which will be subject to a certain percentage of surface disturbance 
(e.g., 9-12 animals occur on selected lands deSignated as INTER use, subject to less than five percent 
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surface disturbance). Specific surface disturbances within each foreseeable use category is presented in 
Tables 2-5 and 2-6. 

Copper Butte/Buckeye. Impacts to wildlife in the Copper Butte/Buckeye area were calculated based on 
impacts to upland and riparian habitats on approximately 3,183 acres (Tables 4-1,4-2). Specifically, impacts 
te wildlife utilizing the 345 acres of uplands located within the POS Use category would experience direct 
impacts from vegetation and soil removal, habitat fragmentation, and the addition of noise and lights. 

Chilito/Hayden. Impacts to wildlife in the Chilito/Hayden area were calculated based on impacts to upland 
and riparian habitats on approximately 794 acres (Tables 4-1,4-2). Specifically, wildlife utilizing the 424 
acres of uplands within the POS Use category would experience direct impacts from vegetation removal. 

Casa Grande. Wildlife habitat on the Casa Grande selected lands area are already extensively disturbed 
and mostly located in INTER Use areas. Foreseeable mining uses, therefore, are not expected to 
significantly impact wildlife habitat 

4.1.3.2 Impacts Specific to Each Alternative 

Proposed Action. Asarco would acquire approximately 10,976 acres of wildlife habitat, of which 891 acres 
is already disturbed. 

Public acquisition of approximately 7,300 acres of offered lands would result in federal management of 
wildlife habitats for a variety of big-game species including desert bighorn sheep and mule deer. Habitat for 
birds (both migratory and resident), reptiles, and small mammals would come under Federal management. 

Buckeye Alternative. Asarco would acquire approximately 10,176 acres of wildlife habitat, of which 891 

acres is already disturbed'llillllliiiililliiiiiiiiiiil 

Under this alternative, approximately 6,659 acres of wildlife habitat; including those for desert bighorn sheep, 
birds (both migratory and resident), reptiles, and small mammals would come under federal management 
through acquisition of the offered lands. However, because this alternative eliminates Section 9 of the 
McCracken Mountains Parcels (640 acres) from the exchange, the wildlife habitat located on this parcel 
would not come under Federal ownership and protection. 
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Copper Butte Alternative. Asarco would acquire approximately 9,161 acres of wildlife habitat, of which 891 
acres is already disturbed. ! 

Under this alternative, approximately 5,601 acres of habitat; including those for desert bighorn sheep, birds 
(both migratory and resident), reptiles, and small mammals would come under federal management through 
acquisition of the offered lands. However, because this alternative eliminates Sections 9, 3 and 19 of the 
McCracken Mountains Parcels (1 ,698 acres) from the exchange, the wildlife habitat located on these parcels 
would not come under Federal ownership and protection. 

No Action Alternative. Approximately 10,976 acres of wildlife habitat would remain under BLM 
administration. However, as it is likely that Asarco would seek to conduct mining activities on the selected 
lands, impacts associated with foreseeable mining uses to wildlife and their habitats would be expected to 
be similar to those described under impacts common to all alternatives. 

Approximately 7,300 acres of wildlife resources on the offered lands would remain under the jurisdiction of 
the State and managed by AGFD, although wildlife habitat would continue to be privately owned. Should 
development of the offered parcels occur in the future, it is likely that wildlife habitats would be adversely 
affected, although it is not possible to estimate or predict the amount of habitat destruction which would occur 
if offered lands were developed. 

4.1.4 State and BlM Special Status Species 

4.1.4.1 State and BlM Special Status Plants 

4.1.4.1.1 Impacts Common to all Alternatives 

Ray Complex. Foreseeable mining uses in the Ray Complex is expected to potentially eliminate the San 
Carlos wild buckwheat population located on Parcel RM-8. Though Mexican scrub mallow and varied 
fishhook cactus are not known to occur on any parcels, it is possible that they do occur and thus may be 
impacted by the foreseeable uses. 

Copper Butte/Buckeye. Foreseeable mining uses in the Copper Butte/Buckeye area is expected to 
potentially eliminate the Gila rock daisy population located on Parcels CB-1 and CB-4. 

Chilito/Hayden. Foreseeable mining uses in the Chilito/Hayden area is expected to potentially eliminate 
the Pima Indian-mallow population located on Parcel CH-1. 

Casa Grande. No special status plant species were observed or are expected to occur on any of the Casa 
Grande selected lands. 

4.1.4.1.2 Impacts Specific to Each Alternative 

Proposed Action. Under the Proposed Action, Asarco would acquire the San Carlos buckwheat, Gila rock 
daisy and Pima Indian-mallow populations and federal protections of these populations would be 
discontinued. 

No special status plant species have been identified on the offered lands. The acuria cactus and Pima
Indian mallow are known to occur within five miles of the Gila River Parcel at Cochran, the striped 
horsebrush is known to occur at the north end of the Cerbat Mountains, within five miles of the Knisely Ranch 
Parcels, and the varied fishhook cactus occurs within five miles of the Tomlin Parcels. The potential habitats 
found on the offered lands, would come under federal ownership and management. Management of the 
parcels would be based upon criteria provided in the Phoenix or Kingman Resource Area RMPs. 
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Buckeye Alternative. Impacts to special status plant species would be expected to be similar to those 
described under the Proposed Action, except that 800 acres of Parcel CB-1 would be removed from the 
exchange. San Carlos wild buckwheat does occur on Parcel CB-1, and under this alternative this species 
would remain on federal lands. Should Asarco seek to conduct mining activities on the BlM portion of 
Parcel CB-1, there would be an opportunity to modify mining activities so as to reduce or minimize impacts 
to this species through the NEPA analysis of the 3809 process. 

Impacts to offered lands are expected to be similar to those described under the Proposed Action except that 
because this alternative excludes Section 9 of the McCracken Mountains Parcels, the potential habitat for 
the striped horsebrush would remain in private ownership and would not be protected. 

Copper Butte Alternative. Impacts would be similar to those described under the Proposed Action, except 
that Parcels CB-1, CB-2, CB-5 and a portion of Parcel CB-3 would be excluded from the exchange. Gila 
rock daisy occurs on Parcels CB-1 and CB-4, and under this alternative, this species would remain on federal 
lands. Should Asarco seek to conduct mining activities on the BlM portion of the Copper Butte parcels, 
there would be an opportunity to modify mining activities on this parcel to reduce or minimize impacts to this 
species through the NEPA analysis of the 3809 process. 

Under this alternative impacts for the offered lands are expected to be similar to those described under the 
Buckeye Alternative except Sections 9, 3 and 19 of the McCracken Mountains Parcels would be excluded 
from the exchange. 

No Action Alternative. Under the No Action, all special status plants located on the selected lands would 
remain under BlM administration. Impacts associated with foreseeable mining uses to special status plant 
species would be expected to be similar to those described under Impacts Common to All Alternatives but 
would occur under public land ownership and BlM management. 

Without the exchange, special status plant habitat on the offered lands would remain under private 
ownership and management actions or other protections that federal land ownership might provide for these 
species would not occur. An opportunity to acquire the potential habitat would be foregone. 

4.1.4.2 State and BlM Special Status Fish and Wildlife Species 

4.1.4.2.1 Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

Ray Complex. Foreseeable mining uses on the selected lands in the Ray Complex area may potentially 
impact the following BlM special status wildlife species: California leaf-nosed bat, Townsend's big-eared bat, 
desert tortoise, common black-hawk, chuckwalla, lowland leopard frog and longfin dace. These impacts are 
described below. No other special status wildlife species are expected to occur regularly on the selected 
lands. 

~ Bats. Four mine Rdits (one on Parcel RM-1, two on Parcel RM-10, and one on Parcel RM-18) 
provide habitat for ?1least two Townsend's big-eared bats and 11 California leaf-nosed bats. These 
adits are located in'pOS or lRP areas and would likely be eliminated by foreseeable uses. Mineral 
Creek and the adit along the western boundary of RM-8 are located in INTER areas. Foreseeable 
uses in this area are not likely to eliminate bat foraging and roosting habitats, however indirect 
impacts are expected from nearby mining activities. 

4-8 

Desert tortoise. Approximately ~~~i!ll~ acres of Category" desert tortoise habitat would be 
impacted by foreseeable uses (Table 4-4). Approximately 1,250 acres of which, located within 
INTER use areas, would be indirectly impacted (e.g., dust); and approximately 586 acres, located 
within the P~S use areas, would be directly impacted (e.g., vegetation and soil removal from mining 
activities). Approximately 169 acres, located within the TRANS use areas, would be both directly 
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Table 4-4. Estimated Acres of Desert Tortoise Habitat Potentially Impacted by Foreseeable Mining Uses 
within the Ray Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye, if\[g,t~a~!fIa~g)~ areas 

Desert EXIST POS TRANS INTER LRP Total 
Tortoise (100% surface (25%-100% (5%-25% surface «5% surface (5%-100% surface (acres) 
Category disturbance) surface disturbance) disturbance) . disturbance) 

disturbance) 

Category II 24 586 169 1250 ~g- ~ 

lie 
Category III 1400 421 2064 97 3982 

TOTAL 24 1986 590 3314 4a.44~li.l nss 
~J8 

and indirectly impacted from mining activities; and impacts to the remaining ~ .. acres, 
located within the LRP use area, would likely be similar to those of pas and/or TRANS impacts 
(Figure 3-5). Approximately 24 acres of Category II desert tortoise habitat occurs in disturbed 
habitat in EXIST use areas. Approximately 3,982 acres of Category III desert tortoise habitat would 
be impacted by foreseeable uses. Approximately 2,064 acres, located within the INTER use areas, 
would be indirectly impacted {e.g., dust} and approximately 1,400 acres, located within the pas use 
areas, would be directly impacted (e.g., vegetation and soil removal from mining activities). Impacts 
to approximately 421 acres within the TRANS use areas would be both directly and indirectly 
impacted from mining activities, and impacts to approximately 97 acres within the LRP use area 
would likely be similar to pas and/or TRANS impacts. 

Common black-hawk. Foreseeable mining uses on Parcel RM-7 is designated as an INTER use 
area, which is not expected to impact potential common black-hawk habitat on this parcel. 

... Chuckwalla. Approximately 1,150 acres of potential chuckwalla habitat would be impacted by 
foreseeable uses in the Ray Complex area. 

Lowland leopard frog. Foreseeable mining uses on the five acre RM-3 Parcel is designated as 
an LRP use area, which could potentially lead to the elimination of an artificial pond and eliminate 
the lowland leopard frog population occurring within the pond. 

Longfin Dace. Foreseeable mining uses on Parcel RM-7 is designated as an INTER use area, 
which is not expected to impact longfin dace occurring on this parcel. 

Chilito/Hayden. No impacts to special status wildlife habitat are anticipated on any of the selected lands 
in the Chilito/Hayden area. 

Casa Grande. Implementation of foreseeable mining uses are expected to eliminate approximately 40 acres 
of potential western burrowing owl habitat on Parcel CG-3 in the Casa Grande area. No impacts to potential 
western burrowing habitat are anticipated on Parcels CG-1 and CG-2. 

4.1.4.2.2 Impacts Specific to Each Alternative 

Proposed Action. Under the Proposed Action, Asarco would acquire habitat for seven special status 
species 1IWI~~1II1IIf~f.~mOJlll1P1lll:RII 
~~~~~~and federal protections for these species and their 
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Table 4-5. Net Gains and losses of Desert Tortoise Habitat Under the Proposed Action, Buckeye and 
Copper Butte Alternatives 

Proposed Action Buckeye Alternative Copper Butte Alternative 

Desert Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres 
Tortoise going going Net going going Net going going Net 
Category private public gainlloss private public gainlloss private public gainlloss 

I 0 6504 6504 0 5864 5864 0 4806 4806 

II arfS~~il 640 ~ 24+6299ik 
>-'"""+~''''...?,\; 

640 f48367 M=t5~] 640 f45357 
{~m§jl ~ .. 

III a982:~~ 0 t39827 a982: aB6a 
;'/?7<:<=J>;;'>I, 

0 (3982:} 328G~ 0 ta28S7 
~~~ [~ ~J?iii 

TOTAL ~~§!iJ 7144 ~ 6458619 6504 
4&_ 

5455a~ 5446 {Still 

Acres in parenthesis are negative 

Ten special status wildlife species; California leaf-nosed bat, Yuma myotis, cave myotis, Townsend's big
eared bat, desert tortoise, chuckwalla, western burrowing owl, lowland leopard frog, longfin dace, and Gila 
monster, are known to occur on the offered lands. Under the Proposed Action, habitat for these species, 
including 7,144 acres of Category I And II desert tortoise habitat, would come under federal ownership and 
be protected according to management criteria provided in the Phoenix or Kingman Resource Area RMPs, 
as appropriate. 

Buckeye Alternative. Impacts would be expected to be similar to those described under the Proposed 
Action, however, portions of Parcel CS-1 would be excluded from the exchange. This pOFtioR of Pareel SS 1 
pro'tides severe I acres of habitat for the longfin dace along Wslnut Smelt, which would refflai" u"der federel 
ovmership 
III 

to to the uses could 
be minimized through an N PA analysis in SlM's 3809 regulation. ApproXimately 800 acres of Category 
II desert tortoise habitat would remain in federal ownership under this alternative and Asarco would acquire 
approximately 6;-6e411ii1,~cres of Category II and III desert tortoise habitat (Figure 3-5, Table 4-5). 

Of the ten special status species listed above, habitat for these species including 6,504 acres of Category 
I and II desert tortoise habitat would come into federal ownership and be protected according to management 
criteria provided in the Phoenix or Kingman Resource Area RMPs, as appropriate (Table 4-5). However, 
as Section 9 of the McCracken Mountains Parcels would be eliminated from the exchange, 640 acres of 
habitat for seven special status species (California leaf-nosed bat, desert tortoise and chuckwalla) would 
remain in private ownership and subject to development. 

Copper Butte Alternative. Impacts would be expected to be similar to those described under the Proposed 
Action, except that parcels CB-1, CB-2. CB-5 and a portion of Parcel CS-3 would be excluded from the 
exchange. The California leaf-nosed bat, Yuma myotis, cave myotis, Townsend's big-eared bat, chuckwalla. 
end longfiR dace are located on these parcels and under this alternative. habitat for these species would 
remain in federal ownership. Asarco would acquire approximately &;468 ~acres of Category II and III 
desert tortoise habitat (Figure 3-5, Table 4-5). Should Asarco seek to conduct mining activities on the BlM 
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portion of the Copper Butte parcels, BLM would have an opportunity to modify mining activities on this parcel 
to reduce or minimize impacts to these species. 

Under this alternative impacts for the offered lands are expected to be similar to those described under the 
Buckeye alternative. However, as Sections 9, 3 and 19 of the McCracken Mountains Parcels would be 
eliminated from the exchange, approximately 1,698 acres of habitat for seven special status species 
(California leaf-nosed bat, desert tortoise, and chuckwalla) located on these parcels would remain in private 
ownership and subject to development. Under this alternative, approximately 5,446 acres of Category I and 
II desert tortoise habitat would come into public ownership. 

No Action Alternative. Under the No Action, habitat for seven special status species would remain under 
BLM administration. Impacts are expected to be similar to those described under Impacts Common to All 
Alternatives and will occur on BLM managed lands. 

Without the exchange, special status wildlife species and habitat on the offered lands would remain under 
private ownership and subject to development. 

4.1.5 Federally Threatened and Endangered Species 

4.1.5.1 Threatened and Endangered Plants 

4.1.5.1.1 Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

No federally listed plant species are Imovi'fl to oeeur Ofl "~~jt,"lll11l~ the selected lands, 
and therefore implementation of the exchange or implementation of the foreseeable mining uses are not 
expected to ~~ impact any Federally listed plant species. 

No Federally listed plant species are known to occur on any of the offered lands. Public ownership of the 
offered lands WOUld, however, provide Federal management and ESA protection for any listed plant species 
that may occur there as the ESA does not apply to Federally listed plant species on private lands. 

4.1.5.2 Threatened and Endangered Fish and Wildlife 

4.1.5.2.1 Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

4.1.5.2.2 Impacts Specific to Each Alternative 

Under the Proposed Action the offered lands, which provide occupied habitat for fottF 1m Federally 
Threatened and/or Endangered wildlife species (bald eagle, AffleFieafl peregrifle faleofl, spiltedaee afld 
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southwestern willow flycatcher) would come under federal ownership. Management of the parcels would be 
based upon criteria provided in the Phoenix or Kingman Resource Area RMPs, as well as the ESA II1II . . , . '. - - - -. - - - . 

Buckeye Alternative. Same as Proposed Aicitioinl'~'!!!!!!=!!!!!I!!i!i! 

Copper Butte Alternative. 

No Action Alternative. The offered lands would remain in private ownership, and an opportunity to acquire 
occupied habitat for three rmgT&E wildlife species ~;@1li.:.tt~t~~EIili~~ 
would be foregone. 

4.1.6 Critical Habitat 

None of the selected OF offered lands occur within proposed or designated critical habitat for any Federally 
listed species, and therefore implementation of foreseeable mining uses would not be expected to impact 
any proposed or designated critical habitat. ~ 

I 

4.1.7 Biodiversity 

4.1.7.1 Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

The selected lands lie withi~'the Sonoran Desertscrub biome (Brown 1994). This biotic community includes 
the western half of the state of Sonora, Mexico, as well as large areas in southeastern California, 
southwestern Arizona, and the Baja California peninsula and spans 12 degrees of latitude from 23 degrees 
to 35 degrees north (ibid.). Given the relatively small portion of the Sonoran Desertscrub Biotic community 
that the Selected Lands encompass, regional biodiversity would not be adversely affected. Further, 
portions of the selected lands are already disturbed or are in close proximity to existing mining activities, and 
therefore biodiversity on a micro scale is already compromised. 

4.1.7.2 Impacts Specific to Each Alternative 

Proposed Action. Change in land ownership status of the selected lands is not expected to impact 
biodiversity on a regional scale within the Casa Grande or Ray Complex areas. It is not antiCipated that 
biodiversity would be adversely affected by any of the foreseeable uses of the selected lands. 
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With the land exchange, federal acquisition and management of the offered lands would result in no change 
in regional or local biodiversity. Consolidation of public lands through the exchange is expected to improve 
the BlM's ability to manage the federal lands in the region, which could result in maintaining the current 
biodiversity of the areas underthe currently applicable RMPs as additional management protection of special 
status species is achieved through Federal Management. 

Buckeye Alternative. Impacts to biodiversity under this alternative would be expected to be similar to those 
described under the Proposed Action, regardless of whether Asarco pursues mining activities on the BlM 
portion of Parcel CB-1. This is because the ability to control or manage mining activities on the 
approximately 800 acres of parcel CB-1 which would be subject to a future MPO would not be expected to 
substantially change impacts on biodiversity when compared to the Proposed Action. 

For the offered lands, impacts to biodiversity would be expected to be similar to those described under the 
Proposed Action. The BlM not acquiring Section 9 of the McCracken Mountains Parcels is not expected 
to impact biodiversity. 

Copper Butte Alternative. Impacts to biodiversity under this alternative would be expected to be similar 
to those described under the Proposed Action, regardless of whether Asarco pursues mining activities on 
the BlM portion of the Copper Butte parcels. This is because the ability to control or manage mining 
activities on the approximately 1,367 acres of the Copper Butte parcels which would be subject to a future 
MPO would not be expected to substantially change impacts on biodiversity when compared to the Proposed 
Action. 

For the offered lands, impacts to biodiversity would be expected to be similar to those described under the 
Proposed Action. The BlM not acquiring Sections 9, 3 and 19 of the McCracken Mountains Parcels is not 
expected to impact biodiversity. 

No Action Alternative. Impacts to biodiversity due to foreseeable mining uses on the selected lands would 
be expected to be similar to those described under impacts common to all alternatives. The offered lands 
would remain in private ownership, where future development, resulting in direct and indirect impacts to 
plants and wildlife, may occur, and thus resulting in potential impacts to biodiversity on a small (parcel by 
parcel) scale. 

4.2 PHYSICAL RESOURCES 

4.2.1 Surface Water 

4.2.1.1 Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

The foreseeable mining uses on the selected lands would result in impacts to surface water sources and 
features. However, it is not possible at this time to describe specific details concerning impacts that are 
likely to occur for two reasons: 

1) Asarco has not developed detailed mining plans that describe the type, location, and size of mining 
facilities. Without such plans, site-specific and detailed analysis of impacts to surface water is not 
possible. 

2) Specific designs and measures that may minimize impacts to surface water sources and features 
are not currently known. These designs and measures will likely be specified in any Clean Water 
Act (CWA) permits that Asarco would obtain prior to mining operations. Such permits are described 
in Table 4-6. 
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Table 4-6. Water-Related Environmental Permits Typically Required for Mining Operations in Arizona 

Authorizing 
Agency 

U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency 
(EPA) 

Law or Regulation Type of Permit 

Clean Water Act Section 402 National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) -
Permit 

Function 

Regulates discharges to surface water 
from point sources. 

Reduction of pollution to storm water 
NPDES Storm Water Discharge through best management practices 
Permit described in a Storm Water Pollution 

Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 

Army Corps of 
Engineers (CO E) 

Clean Water Act Section 404 Section 404 Permit Required for discharge of dredged or fill 
material into waters of the U.S. 
(including wetlands). 

Arizona Department of Clean Water Act Section 401 Section 401 Regulates discharge into waters of the 
state (including wetlands and many 
washes) to ensure compliance with 
state water quality standards. 

Environmental Quality State Water Quality Certification 
(ADEQ) 

Arizona Department of Aquifer Protection Program Aquifer Protection Permit (APP) 
Environmental Quality 

Protection of groundwater quality 
through process solution containment 
features and monitoring requirements. (ADEQ) 

Arizona Department of Arizona Revised Statutes WeI! Construction and Requires wells to be drilled and/or 
abandoned by a licensed driller and 
meet minimum design and 
abandonment criteria. 

Water Resources Title 45, Article 10 (Wells) Abandonment Permit 
(ADWR) 

In order to comply with the CWA, large mines typically use the following general measures to minimize 
impacts to surface water sources and features: 

I> Surface runoff originating up-gradient of mining facilities (e.g., leach sites, solution ponds, tailings, 
and waste rock dumps) is captured and diverted around these facilities. This prevents surface runoff 
from being contaminated by mining facilities. Drainage structures commonly are deSigned to handle 
runoff from the local 1 ~O-year, 24-hour storm. 

I> Leach facilities are designed to contain all solutions (Le., zero discharge), incfuding rainfall from at 
least the local 100-year, 24-hour storm. 

"' Drainage from mine pits, tailings, and waste rock is required to meet water quality standards for a 
number of parameters, including metals, total suspended solids, and pH. 

I> Sediment from roads and other disturbed areas is reduced through best management practices 
(BMPs) described in a storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP). 

..Mitigation is required for waters of the U.S., including delineated wetlands, that are covered by 
mining activities. ,.~: . 

The general measures listed above are most applicable to the selected parcels where mining activities are 
likely to result in extensive land disturbance (POS and TRANS), as described in Section 2.2.1. Impacts to 
surface water sources and features on the selected lands that may occur after compliance with all Clean 
Water Act permits (residual impacts) are described below: 

4-14 

Water sources - such as springs and stockponds - could be disturbed or buried by mining activities. 
It is not possible to list the water sources that might be affected because the locations of leach sites, 
tailings, waste rock dumps. and other mining facilities are not known at this time. 
Waters of the U.S. - such as streams, ephemeral washes, and wetlands - could be buried or 
disturbed by mining activities. The COE delineates waters of the U.S. and requires mitigation for 
those waters that are lost. However, waters of the U.S. that are buried under mining operations 
remain buried, even when compensatory mitigation is implemented. 
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,. Drainage patterns could be altered on the mining site. This surface disturbance may be temporary 
(during the life of the mine) or permanent. 

,. Runoff exceeding surface water quality standards could occur during intense storm events if the 
design capacity of drainage structures is exceeded. Under such conditions, runoff from disturbed 
areas (roads, tailings, waste rock) could contribute sediment to Mineral Creek, Walnut Creek, or the 
Gila River. 

4.2.1.2 Impacts Specific to Each Alternative 

The impacts listed below, summarized in Table 4-7, are in addition to those described in "Impacts Common 
to All Alternatives." 

Table 4-7. Summary of Water Resources and Rights That Will Be Gained and lost by BlM and 
Asarco under Each Alternative. 

Alternative 

Proposed Action 

Water sources and rights on the 
selected (federal) lands that will be lost 
by BlM and gained by Asarco 

,. 13 springs and 4 associated surface 
water rights. 

.. 5 federal reserved water rights will be 
withdrawn. 

.. 3 stockponds with 3 associated surface 
water rights. 

.. 1 abandoned well 

Buckeye Alternative .. 12 springs and 4 associated surface 

Copper Butte 
Alternative 

No Action 

water rights. 
,. 2 stockponds with 2 associated surface 

water rights. 

.. 12 springs and 4 associated surface 
water rights. 

None. 

Water sources and rights on the offered 
(private) lands that will be gained by 
BlM and lost by Asarco 

.. 0.5 mile reach of Big Sandy River and 
associated riparian area and surface 
water right. 

.. 1.1 mile reach of Gila River and 
associated riparian area. 

.. 2 developed springs with 2 associated 
water rights. 

.. 2 stockponds with 2 associated water 
rights. 

.. 1 wildlife catchment. 
II> 1 well with associated permit. 

Same as Buckeye Alternative. 

None. 

Proposed Action. On the selected lands, three stockponds and 13 springs will leave federal ownership and 
may be lost due to foreseeable mining activities. 

On the offered lands, two springs, two stockponds, one wildlife catchment and segments of two rivers - the 
Big Sandy and the Gila River - would come under public ownership and management by the BlM. 

Buckeye Alternative. Potential impacts to surface water resources of the selected lands would be similar 
to those described for the Proposed Action with one exception: approximately 800 acres of Parcel CB-1 
would be excluded from the exchange and any potential impacts to surface water resources on this parcel 
from future mining activity would be evaluated by BlM under their 3809 regulations. Onestockpond, Rincon 
Reservoir, would remain in federal ownership. 

BlM would acquire the same water resources as the Proposed Action except Section 9 of the McCracken 
Mountains Parcels would be excluded from the exchange i!1JI1If~!lIIi[WlI1§II1IJ1II!Z_ 
''':~m!re.mQl!M% §~ ~w . '~""'jt~~ 
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Copper Butte Alternative. Potential impacts to surface water resources of the selected lands would be 
similar to those described for the Proposed Action with the following exception: Parcels CB-1, CB-2, and 
portions of CB-3 would be excluded from the exchange and potential impacts to surface water resources on 
these parcels from future mining activity would be evaluated by the BLM under their 3809 regulations. Three 
stockponds, Rincon Reservoir, Dunn Tank No.1, and Dunn Tank No.2, and one abandoned well would 
remain in federal ownership. 

Under this alternative, would acquire the same surface water sources would be the same as the Buckeye 
Alternative, however, Sections 9, 3 and 19 of the McCracken Mountains Parcels would be excluded from 
the exchange. 

No Action Alternative. Impacts to surface waters on the selected lands resulting from foreseeable mining 
uses would be the same as those described under Impacts Common to All Alternatives, and these impacts 
would occur on BLM administered public lands. Without the proposed exchange, the quantity, quality and 
use of surface water resources on the offered lands would likely remain unchanged until development 
activities occur; at this time, little is known about the nature and date of future development. 

4.2.2 Groundwater 

4.2.2.1 Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

The foreseeable mining uses on the selected lands will likely affect groundwater; however, it is not possible 
at this time to describe specific details concerning the impacts that are likely to occur because: 

1) Asarco has not developed detailed mining plans that describe the type, location, and size of mining 
facilities. Without such plans, site-specific and detailed analysis of impacts to groundwater is not 
possible. 

2) Specific designs and measures that will minimize impacts to groundwater are not currently known. 
They will be specified in a future Aquifer Protection Permit (APP) that Asarco must obtain prior to 
mining operations. 

Most APPs for large mines in Arizona contain a number of general measures to minimize impacts to 
groundwater, including: 

Leach facilities are designed as closed-circuit systems that must meet ADEQ's Best Available 
Demonstrated Control Technology (BADCT) Criteria. Such a design is intended to prevent leachate 
solutions from reaching the environment; this protects groundwater and surface water. 
Surface runoff originating upgradient of mining facilities (e.g., leach sites, solution ponds, tailings, 
waste rock dumps) is captured and diverted around these facilities. This prevents the contamination 
of surface runoff by these facilities, which in turn prevents contaminated surface water from reaching 
groundwater. . 
Waste rock and ta:lHngs that are likely to cause water quality to exceed certain standards are 
segregated from in~rt material and isolated from surface water and groundwater. 
Groundwater quality monitoring wells are located at optimal sites and depths down-gradient of 
mining facilities that have the potential to affect groundwater. Groundwater quality can be affected 
down-gradient of certain mining facilities (leach sites, tailings, waste rock dumps) so long as aquifer 
water quality standards (AWQS) are met at specific point of compliance (POC) wells. These POC 
wells are usually located a short distance down-gradient of mining facilities that have the potential 
of affecting groundwater. 

Impacts to groundwater that may occur after the APP is obtained (residual impacts) may include: 

.. Groundwater quality can be affected down-gradient of certain mining facifities (leach sites, tailings, 
waste rock dumps) even though aquifer water quality standards (AWQS) are met at specific POC 
wells. 
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.. Groundwater quantity may be depleted if mining operations require local groundwater withdrawals. 
and this may impact other local water users. There are no environmental permits specifically 
designed to prevent this, and most of the selected lands are outside of active management areas 
for groundwater. This means that Asarco could withdraw groundwater from the selected lands with 
few restrictions. It should be noted that wells must be registered with ADWR in order to legally 
withdraw groundwater. 
Groundwater levels adjacent to mine pits may decline, and ponding of water in pits is possible. This 
drawdown and ponding only occur if the mine pit intercepts groundwater. 

4.2.2.2 Impacts Specific to Each Alternative 

Proposed Action. Under the Proposed Action, Asarco would acquire one abandoned stock watering well 
on Parcel CB -3 and BLM would acquire one well on the Gila River Parcel at Cochran. 

Buckeye Alternative. Potential impacts to groundwater resources on the selected lands would be similar 
to those described under the Proposed Action. 

Copper Butte Alternative. Potential impacts to groundwater resources of the selected lands would be 
similar to those described under the Proposed Action. 

No Action Alternative. Impacts from foreseeable uses on groundwater resources would be the same as 
those described under Impacts Common to All Alternatives. On the offered lands, groundwater resources 
would remain available for use by private land owners. 

4.2.3 Surface Water Rights/Well Permits 

Table 4-7 provides a comparative summary of the water sources and water rights/well permits that would 
be gained or lost by BlM and Asarco under each alternative. 

4.2.3.1 Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

Ray Complex, Chilito/Hayden, Copper Butte/Buckeye. Some water sources and wells on the selected 
lands in these areas may become unusable under conditions resulting from foreseeable mining uses of the 
selected lands. Nine BLiVI surface water rights occur within pas or TRANS Use areas. Three BlM surface 
water rights located in INTER and lRP Use areas would most likely continue to be utilized for their 
designated uses. Surface water rights associated with these sources would likely be withdrawn (ifthe source 
was buried), amended, or undergo a "sever and transfer process" to reflect a new type and/or place of use. 

Casa Grande. There will be no impact to surface water rights because these parcels only involve a transfer 
of mineral estate with no change or effect on surface ownership. . 

4.2.3.2 Impacts Specific to Each Alternative 

Proposed Action. Only those surface water rights held by BlM on the selected lands would be conveyed 
to Asarco under the Proposed Action; private surface water rights will not be affected. Of the twelve surface 
water rights held by BlM on the selected lands, five are for BlM's federal reserved right (for Public Water 
Reserve No.1 07). These rights are not transferrable and would be withdrawn by BlM from ADWR's records. 
In total, therefore, seven surface water rights claims would transfer to Asarco, including three associated with 
stockponds in the Copper Butte/Buckeye area and four associated with springs on Parcel RM-18. BlM holds 
no well permits on the selected lands. so none would be aSSigned out of federal ownership. 

Five surface water rights and one well permit on the offered lands would transfer to BlM (Table 3-33). 

Buckeye Alternative. Under this alternative, one BlM water right associated with Parcel CB-1 for Rincon 
Reservoir would remain in federal ownership. 
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Under this alternative, BLM would acquire all surface water rights listed in Table 3-33, with the exception of 
those on Section 9 of the McCracken Mountains Parcels. Specifically, water rights associated with Sand 
Wash and Hill Tank would not be acquired by BLM as these Sections would remain under private ownership 
and subject to development. 

Copper Butte Alternative. Under this alternative, BLM water rights associated with Parcels CB-l, CB-2, 
and CB-3 (for Rincon Reservoir, Dunn Tank No.1, and Dunn Tank No.2, respectively) would remain in 
federal ownership. 

Under this alternative, acquisition of water rights and well permits would be the same as the Buckeye 
Alternative, however BLM would not acquire Sections 9, 3 and 19 of the McCracken Mountains Parcels. 

No Action Alternative. Without the land exchange, no water rights in the project area would transfer 
ownership. However, with implementation of foreseeable mining uses, impacts to water sources and 
associated water rights would be expected to be similar to those described under Impacts Common to All 
Altern atives. 

Under the No Action, five surface water rights and one well permit would remain in private ownership. 

4.2.4 Air Quality 

4.2.4.1. Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

Ray Complex. Foreseeable mining uses of selected lands include creation of new leach and development 
rock stockpiles to support continued mining on Asarco's private lands. Should these new facilities result in 
increases in emissions for any regulated air pollutant beyond the state's eXisting significant levels, Asarco 
must apply to ADEQ for a major modification to its Title V permit and conduct a visibility analysis of potential 
impacts to Class I airsheds. All of the Ray Complex selected lands are within a non-attainment area for 
PM10, which means that no increase in PM10 emissions would be allowed under current regulations. In 
addition, new sources must demonstrate compliance with the "lowest achievable emission rate" (LAER) for 
sources of PM10 (Figure 3-11). Asarco must also certify that all of its existing major sources are in 
compliance with all conditions and requirements of the Clean Air Act (CM). 

Copper Butte/Buckeye. Foreseeable mining uses at Copper Butte include construction of an open-pit and 
waste rock deposition areas, which Asarco would need a Title V permit from ADEQ to implement these uses. 
Furthermore, foreseeable mining uses at Copper Butte include processing ore at the Ray Mine utilizing 
eXisting crushing, screening and conveying equipment which is covered by both the air operating permit and 
the Title V application. Copper Butte are is expected to replace current silicate are production at the Ray 
Mine. Should these new facilities result in increases in emissions for any regulated air pollutant beyond the 
state's existing significance levels, Asarco would need a modification to its Title V permit and based on the 
potential for perceptible visibility impacts within a Class I area (Superstition Wilderness), a Class I visibility 
analysis and monitoring strategy may be required in the future. 

# 

Chilito/Hayden. Foreseeabfe mining uses of Parcel CH-5 include expansion of existing tailings deposition 
areas which would be regulated under existing air quality permits issued by ADEQ. Any increase in 
emissions beyond significance levels would require a modification to the appropriate permit. Foreseeable 
mining uses of Parcels CH-1, CH-2, CH-3 and CH-4 include expansion of existing haul routes, administrative 
facilities, and future development of copper/silica flux, a refuse dump and limestone quarry, which would 
require that Pinal County Air Quality Control Division (PCAQCD) issue an air quality permit. 

All of the Chilita/Hayden selected land parcels are within a non-attainment area for both PMlO and S02-
Therefore, no increase in either of these pollutants would be allowed under current regulations. In addition, 
new sources must demonstrate compliance with the LAER for sources of PM10 and S02' Asarco must also 
certify that all of its existing major sources are in compliance with all conditions and requirements of the 
CM. 
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Casa Grande. No mining activity is planned for the Casa Grande area selected land parcels. The north half 
of selected land Parcel CG-3 would potentially be disturbed by mineral exploration in the form of drilling. 
Fugitive dust from the site would continue to be controlled in accordance with PCAQCD regulations. Fugitive 
dust generation and the release of sulfuric acid mist and volatile organic compounds from process and 
storage tanks should be minor over the short term and nonexistent over the long term (United States Bureau 
of Mines 1994). 

4.2.4.2 Impacts Specific to Each Alternative 

Proposed Action. The land exchange per se would not generate any criteria air pollutants or affect Class 
I airsheds within 100 km of the selected lands. According to the Conformity Rule (November 15, 1993,40 
CFR 51.850-860), land exchanges are exempt from conformity, therefore the Proposed Action is expected 
to conform with all applicable SIP requirements for the Hayden area. However, the proposed foreseeable 
uses of the selected lands include mining construction and operational activities that would generate 
emissions subject to Clean Air Act requirements and therefore, conformity would apply. 

Under the Proposed Action, BlM would acquire all the offered lands, and no impacts to air quality would be 
expected due to the change in land ownership. 

Buckeye Alternative. Under this alternative, impacts to air quality on the selected and would be expected 
to be similar to those described under the Proposed Action. 

Impacts to air quality on the offered lands would be expected to be similar to the Proposed Action. However, 
Section 9 of the McCracken Mountains Parcels would remain in private ownership and subject to 
development. 

Copper Butte Alternative. Under this alternative, impacts to air quality on the selected would be expected 
to be similar to those described under the Proposed Action. 

Impacts to air quality on the offered lands would be identical to the Proposed Action. However, Sections 9, 
3 and 19 of the McCracken Mountains Parcels would remain in private ownership and subject to 
development. 

No Action Alternative Under the No Action alternative, the selected lands would remain under BlM 
administration. 

Under the No Action, the offered lands would remain under private ownership and subject to development. 
Should the offered lands eventually be developed, localized, short-term air quality impacts may result from 
construction, but any long-term impacts would be subject to existing regulatory mechanisms. 

4.2.5 Soils 

4.2.5.1 Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

Potential impacts to soils due to implementation of the foreseeable mining uses include the physical loss of 
soil materials and decreases in soil productivity. Physical losses would occur as a result of accelerated 
erosion and removal by excavation, construction uses, or burial. Soil productivity would be affected by 
removal, compaction and fertility losses. Specific surface disturbances within each foreseeable use category 
is shown in Tables 2-5 and 2-6. 

Ray Complex. Implementation of foreseeable mining uses in the Ray Complex area would result in the loss 
of approximately 6,325 acres (57%) of soils. Specifically, 272 acres within EXIST areas; 2,789 acres within 
P~S areas would undergo 25%-100% surface disturbance, 409 acres within TRANS areas would undergo 
5%-25% surface disturbance, 1,836 acres within INTER areas would undergo less than 5% surface 
disturbance and 1,018 acres within lRP areas would undergo surface disturbance similar to P~S and 
TRANS. 

Bureau of Land Management 4-19 



Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

Copper Butte/Buckeye. Implementation of foreseeable mining uses in the Copper Butte/Buckeye area 
would result in the loss of approximately 3,182 acres (29%) of soils. Specifically, 345 acres within POS 
areas, 306 acres within TRANS areas, 2,168 acres within INTER areas and 363 acres within lRP areas. 

Chilito/Hayden. Implementation of foreseeable mining uses in the Chilito/Hayden area would result in the 
loss of approximately 832 acres (8%) of soils. Specifically, 480 acres within POS areas and 352 acres within 
lRP areas. 

Casa Grande. Implementation of foreseeable mining uses in the Casa Grande area would result in the loss 
of approximately 637 acres of soils. Specifically, 160 acres located in TRANS areas and approximately 477 
acres located in INTER areas. 

4.2.5.2 Impacts Specific to Each Alternative 

Proposed Action. Under the Proposed Action, Asarco would acquire approximately 10,976 acres of public 
lands and implement foreseeable mining uses on those lands. 

In acquiring the offered lands, all soils would become publicly owned and managed per the Phoenix and 
Kingman Resource Area RMPs. 

Buckeye Alternative. Under this alternative, Asarco would acquire approximately 10,176 acres of public 
lands and implement foreseeable mining uses on those lands. 

BlM would acquire all soils on the offered lands would become publicly owned as discussed under the 
Proposed Action. However, Section 9 of the McCracken Mountains Parcels would not be acquired by BlM, 
which would remain under private ownership and subject to development. 

Copper Butte Alternative. Under this alternative, Asarco would acquire approximately 9,161 acres of public 
lands and implement foreseeable mining uses on those lands. 

BlM would acquire all soils on the offered lands would become publicly owned as discussed under the 
Proposed Action. However, Sections 9, 3 and 19 of the McCracken Mountains Parcels would not be 
acquired by BlM, which would remain under private ownership and subject to development. 

No Action Alternative. Under the No Action, impacts to soils would be expected to be similar to those 
described under Impacts Common to All Alternatives. In addition, BlM would not acquire soils located on 
approximately 7,300 acres of the offered lands would remain in private ownership and subject to potential 
future development. 

4.3 MINERAL RESOURCES 

4.3.1 Mineral Potential 

4.3.1.1 Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

Much of the mineral potential of the selected lands in the Ray Complex area would be expected to be mined 
in the long-term under any alternative. 

4.3.1.2 Impacts Specific to Each Alternative 

Proposed Action. No additional impacts expected. 

In acquiring the offered lands, any leasable, saleable or locatable mineral resources on these lands would 
become publicly owned and managed under the Phoenix or Kingman Resource Area RMPs. 
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Buckeye Alternative. No additional impacts expected. 

Copper Butte Alternative. No additional impacts expected. 

No Action Alternative. Under the No Action, foreseeable mining uses would be expected to occur on the 
selected lands, and thus potential impacts to mineral resources would be expected to be similar to those 
described under Impacts Common to All Alternatives. Under this alternative, the mineral resources of the 
offered lands, including any locatable, salable, or leasable minerals, would remain privately owned and 
managed by Asarco. 

4.3.2 Mineral Rights 

4.3.2.1 Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

Ray Complex. There would be no impacts of the foreseeable mining uses on existing active mineral rights 
on the selected lands in the Ray Complex. 

Copper Butte/Buckeye. There would be no impacts of the foreseeable mining uses on existing active 
mineral rights on the selected lands in the Ray Complex (Figure 3-12). 

Chilito/Hayden. Foreseeable mining uses would not be expected to have impacts on the existing mineral 
rights held by Asarco on the selected lands in the Chilito/Hayden area. However, four active mineral claims 
held by third parties would have to be acquired by Asarco or relinquished by the third party holder in order 
for mining to occur in the Chilito/Hayden area. 

Casa Grande Area. Foreseeable mining uses would not be expected to have impacts on any existing active 
mineral claims held by SCJV on the selected lands. 

4.3.2.2 Impacts Specific to Each Alternative 

Proposed Action. Under the Proposed Action, the land exchange would not impact active mineral rights 
on the selected lands. 

With the exchange, the U.S. Government would acquire all mineral rights associated with offered lands. The 
Knisely Ranch Parcels would not be subject to the General Mining law of 1872 because of the mineral 
withdrawal stipulations once Mt. Tipton was designated by the Arizona Desert Wilderness Act of 1990. All 
other parcels would open for mineral entry 90 days from title closure except for: the Tomlin Parcel #4 and 
Gila River at Cochran Parcel. BlM would file petitions to withdraw these two from mineral entry. 

Buckeye Alternative. Under this alternative, potential impacts to mineral rights would be expected to be 
similar to those identified in the Proposed Action. However, the title to the mineral rights associated with the 
remaining 800 acres of Parcel CB~1 would remain with Asarco and occur on BlM surface estate lands. 

Impacts to mineral rights on the offered lands would be expected to be similar to those under the Proposed 
Action; however, Section 9 of the McCracken Mountains Parcels would remain under private ownership and 
subject to development. 

Copper Butte Alternative. Under this alternative, potential impacts to mineral rights on the selected lands 
would be expected to be similar to those identified in the Proposed Action. However, the title to the mineral 
rights associated with Parcels CB-1, CB-2 and portions of CB-3 would remain with Asarco and occur on BlM 
surface estate lands. 

Impacts to mineral rights on the offered lands would be identical to those described under the Proposed 
Action; however, Sections 9, 3 and 19 of the McCracken Mountains Parcels would remain under private 
ownership and subject to development. 
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No Action Alternative. Existing active mineral rights on the selected lands would continue to be held by 
Asarco or by third parties. Under current mining laws, Asarco could utilize existing claims to pursue the 
foreseeable mining uses on all of the selected lands except Parcel CH-5 and portions of the Chilito/Hayden 
parcels. All of Parcel CH-5 and portions of Parcel CH-2 could not be mined because Asarco currently does 
not have any mining claims in these areas. If the No Action Alternative was selected, all selected lands 
currently segregated under the Memorandum of Agreement (SWCA 1997a) would be de-segregated. 

4.4 LAND USE 

4.4.1 Land Ownership 

4.4.1.1 Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

Implementation of the foreseeable mining uses in the Casa Grande, Ray Complex, Copper BuUe/Buckeye 
and Chilito/Hayden areas could occur under public or private ownership. 

4.4.1.2 Impacts Specific to Each Alternative 

Proposed Action. Under the Proposed Action, there would be a two percent increase in privately-held lands 
in Pinal County and a 0.3 percent increase in Gila County. There would be a 0.1 percent decrease in 
publicly-held lands in Pinal County and Gila County. The exchange would consolidate Asarco's land holdings 
and would reduce the number of small isolated tracts currently being managed by the BLM's Tucson Field 
Office (Table 4-8). 

Table 4-8. Comparison of Surface Estate Land Ownership Within the Management Study Area 
Between the Existing Condition and Land Ownership Changes Resulting from the Proposed Action 

Existing Land Ownership Proposed Action Alternative 

Approximate Percent of Approximate Percent of 
Land Ownership acreage study area acreage study area 

BlM-administered 77339 48% 69143 43% 

Asarco private 31225 19% 39421 24% 

State of Arizona 35247 22% 35247 22% 

Non-Asarco private 6017 4% 6017 4% 

USDA Forest Service f ~~ 11392 7% 11392 7% . 
TOTAL 161220 100 161220 100 

Ray Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye, Chilito/Hayden. In these areas, Asarco would acquire 
approximately 8,196 acres of full-estate lands and 2,143 acres of split-estate lands. Three percent of the 
management study area would be transferred from public administration by BLM to Asarco private 
ownership. More specifically, the percent of BLM administered surface estate land would change from 48 
to 43 percent, and the percent Asarco private land would change from 19 to 24 percent (Table 4-8). 

Cas a Grande. In the Casa Grande area, the land exchange would result in transfer of 637 acres of mineral 
estate from BLM to SCJV, a two percent increase in privately-held lands. The land exchange would not 
result in any transfer of surface estate lands in the Casa Grande area. It would eliminate three of the five 
parcels BLM manages the mineral estate on in the Casa Grande area. 
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Under the Proposed Action, the Tucson and Kingman BLM Field Offices would gain approximately 7,300 
acres of land (Table 4-9). Specifically, the Tucson Field Office would gain 320 acres located within the Gila 
River Riparian Management Area (GRRMA) and Middle Gila Cultural Resource Management Area 
(MGCRMA), and the Kingman Field Office would gain 120 acres adjacent to the Warm Springs Wilderness 
and Black Mountain Herd Management Area, 160 acres within the Mount Tipton Wilderness, 314 acres with in 
the Big Sandy Herd Management Area and 6,384 acres within the McCracken Desert Tortoise Habitat Area 
of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC). Acquiring these in holdings is a high priority for the respective 
BLM Field Offices as it alleviates potential or current conflicts between competing land uses, such as 
potential residential developments or incompatible land uses within designated wilderness. 

Table 4-9. Total Acres Each BLM Field Office Would Acquire under Each Alternative 

Proposed Action 

Buckeye Alternative 

Copper Butte Alternative 

No Action 

Tucson Field Office 

320 

320 

320 

none 

Kingman Field Office 

6980 

6339 

5281 

none 

Total (acres): 

7300 

6659 

5601 

none 

Buckeye Alternative. Under this alternative, impacts to land ownership would be expected to be similar 
to those described under the Proposed Action, except 800 acres of Parcel CB-1 would remain under BLM 
ownership. 

Under this alternative, the Tucson Field Office would acquire 320 acres within the GRRMA and MGCRMA, 
and the Kingman Field Office would acquire all lands as in the Proposed Action with the exception of Section 
9 (640 acres) of the McCracken Mountains Parcels. 

Copper Butte Alternative. Under this alternative, impacts to land ownership would be expected to be 
similar to those described under the Proposed Action; however, Parcels CB-1, CB-2, CB-5 and portions of 
CB-3 would remain under BLM administration. 

I n exchange, the BLM would acquire most of the offered lands, with the exception of Sections 9, 3 and 19 
of the McCracken Mountains Parcels. By implementing this alternative, BLM would not acquire 1,698 acres 
within the McCracken Desert Tortoise Habitat ACEC. 

No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, the selected lands would remain public lands, there 
would be no change in land ownership patterns within the BLM Tucson Field Office. 

Under the No Action, there would be no increase in public land consolidation within the Gila River Riparian 
lVIanagement Area (GRRMA) and Middle Gila Cultural Resource Management Area (MGCRMA), the Warm 
Springs Wilderness within the Black Mountains Herd Management Area, the Mount Tipton Wilderness, the 
Big Sandy Herd Management Area, and the McCracken Desert Tortoise Habitat ACEe. 

4.4.2 Management of Public Lands 

4.4.2.1 Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

Foreseeable uses of the selected lands would likely be implemented under current mining laws, as per the 
requirements of 43 CFR § 3809 and 3715, or through a land exchange. Therefore, mining activities will likely 
occur on the selected lands under any alternative, thus impacting future public land management. 
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4.4.2.2 Impacts Specific to Each Alternative 

Proposed Action. BLM's responsibilities relative to mineral management would be substantially reduced 
under the Proposed Action. With Asarco's private ownership of the selected lands, BLM would not be 
responsible for overseeing mining on the selected lands. Specifically, BLM would not be responsible for 
approving nor administering MPOs or Notices, and would be relieved from possible future patent application 
administration responsibilities for mining claims on the selected lands. However, this does not relieve Asarco 
of regulatory oversight by other agencies. 

Ray Complex. BLM's management responsibilities in maintaining public access to adjacent public lands 
would not change under the Proposed Action, however, some public access roads would be closed and these 
are discussed in more detail in Section 4.4.3. Management responsibilities for rights-of-way and grazing 
would decrease since title to ROWs would be transferred to Asarco and grazing would be decreased by 83 
percent in the Sleeping Beauty Mountain allotment, by 24 percent in the Rafter Six allotment, and by nine 
percent in the Troy allotment 

In the Ray Complex area, the land exchange would result in benefits to BLM through land consolidation and 
reduced mineral management responsibilities. Although the maximum BLM parcel size would be reduced 
by the land exchange, in general, BLM lands would be consolidated into fewer and larger parcels. Land 
consolidation will be particularly beneficial in the Ray Complex area, where there are numerous small BLM 
parcels within or immediately adjacent to Asarco private land. 

Copper Butte/Buckeye. BLM's management responsibilities regarding access to the White Canyon 
Wilderness and trail management would change. Under the Proposed Action, Asarco would use Battle Axe 
Road for hauling to Copper Butte. A new route would be built, either: 1} along the boundary of the White 
Canyon Wilderness (Route #1 on Figure 4-1); or 2) would parallel the existing Battle Axe Road (Route #2, 
Figure 4-1). BLM's management responsibilities related to Route #1 would increase because of the proximity 
to the Wilderness and private communities in the area. Management responsibilities in regards to Route #2 
[~g~£J~, would increase as well due to the close proximity to Battle Axe Road, specifically 
safety. Both Asarco and BLM are currently discussing safety concerns for this route due to its close 
proximity to a future haul road. Both routes are discussed in more detail in Section 4.4.3. BLM's 
management responsibilities regarding trail management would increase in this area once detailed planning 
of each trail is defined. In the mean time, BLM's current management responsibilities for trails includes, but 
not limited to, planning for trail detours around mining activities in the Copper Butte/Buckeye area, 
maintaining access through the area, and designating entry/exit areas for trail segments. 

Management responsibilities for rights-of-way and grazing.would decrease since ROWs would be transferred 
to Asarco and grazing would be decreased in the Battle Axe and LEN allotments by 11 percent Also, the 
exchange of the Copper Butte/Buckeye parcels would result in benefits to the BLM through land 
consolidation and reduced mineral management responsibilities; however, because of mining claims, the 
exchange of Parcel CB-3 will not occur along clear section lines (Figure 3-12). 

Chilito/Hayden. BLM's mafi~gement responsibilities for ROWs and grazing in this area would decrease 
since these ROWs would transfer into Asarco ownership and grazing responsibilities would decrease in the 
Smith Wash and Hidalgo allotments by 10 percent. Also, the exchange of Parcels CH-4 and CH-5 would 
result in benefits to the BLM through land consolidation; however, because of mining claims. the exchange 
of Parcels CH-1, CH-2 and CH-3 will not occur along clear section lines (Figure 3-13). 

,,' Casa Grande. In the Casa Grande area, BLM's mineral estate administration responsibilities would be 
reduced by 50 percent, through the transfer of 637 acres of BLM-administered mineral estate, out of the total 
of 1,280 acres. to SCJV. The BLM has no existing mineral management authority under the 43 CFR § 3809 
regulations, however, one of BLM's objectives, stated in the Phoenix RMP, is to alleviate the significant 
management problems associated with scattered land ownership patterns and to consolidate surface and 
subsurface ownership through the acquisition by exchange of nonfederal mineral estate underlying federal 
surface holdings (BLM 1988). 
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Under the Proposed Action, BlM would acquire approximately 7,300 acres in or adjacent to the Mount 
Tipton Wilderness, Warm Springs Wilderness and various other special management areas. Acquisition of 
private inholdings within these special management areas would achieve BlM land tenure adjustment 
objectives by acquiring key inholdings. Acquisition of the Knisely parcel group into public ownership would 
eliminate the possibility of future access needs to, and possible development of, those properties by private 
landowners, which would protect natural conditions in the Mount Tipton Wilderness. The acquisition of the 
Sacramento Valley Parcel into public ownership would also protect natural conditions to a small extent along 
the interface with Warm Springs Wilderness by eliminating the possibility of development near the 
wilderness boundary. 

Buckeye Alternative. The management of public lands would be similar to that described under the 
Proposed Action, however, a portion of Parcel CB-1 (800 acres) would be eliminated from the exchange and 
remain under management of the Tucson BlM Field Office. Should Asarco desire to conduct mining 
operations on the BlM portion of Parcel CB-1 they could do so through BlM's 3809 regulation, and thus 
BlM's mining management responsibilities would increase substantially compared to the Proposed Action. 
BlM's management responsibilities for grazing within the lEN Allotment would not change since no acres 
within this allotment would be exchanged. 

The offered lands acquired by the BlM would be similar to the Proposed Action, except that BlM would not 
acquire Section 9 of the McCracken Mountains Parcels. 

Copper Butte Alternative. The management of public lands would be similar to those described under the 
Proposed Action, however, Parcels CB-1, CB-2, and portions of Parcel CB-3 would remain under 
management of the BlM Tucson Field Office. Should Asarco implement mining operations on these parcels 
under the 3809 regulation, BlM's mining management responsibilities would increase substantially compared 
to the Proposed Action. 

The offered lands acquired by the BlM would be similar to the Proposed Action except the BlM would not 
acquire Sections 9, 3 and 19 of the McCracken Mountains Parcels. 

No Action Alternative. Asarco would likely pursue implementation of the foreseeable mining uses through 
existing regulatory mechanisms. Under this scenario, BlM management responsibilities would include, but 
would not be limited to, processing and analyzing environmental impacts of potentially multiple MPOs and 
Notices in association with multiple NEPA documents; administration and management of regulatory 
compliance aspects of mine operations on BlM lands; extensive, long-term coordination with Asarco and 
numerous state and federal agencies regarding regulatory compliance; and oversight of post-closure surface 
reclamation. These responsibilities would require long-term and significant commitments of BLM's personnel 
and administrative resources. 

Without a land exchange, Asarco would not have direct control over BLM lands and would have the 
additional coordination reqUirements with BlM beyond those already required by state and other federal 
agencies. If Asarco elects to patent their existing claims to the selected lands, BlM would be responsible 
for processing the patent aRplications and its management responsibilities would end when the lands were 
patented. ,~ 

Asarco would retain the offered lands and the ability of the BlM to effectively manage public lands within 
five special management areas would continue to be impacted by the existence of private inholdings. The 
potential disposition of the Knisely Parcel group, if not transferred into public ownerShip, may be sold by 
Asarco for development purposes. If this were to occur, there is a strong likelihood that future private 
landowner(s) would look to BlM for access to those lands, which could involve activities contrary to BlM's 
objective of protecting natural conditions within the wilderness. Possible activities could include road 
construction and use of motor vehicles. In addition, private landowners may choose to develop their 
properties in some manner, which would impact the natural appearance of the landscape as viewed from 
adjacent wilderness lands. Likewise, the potential disposition of the Sacramento Valley Parcel, if not 
acquired by BlM, is it's sale for development purposes. Development of these lands adjacent to the Warm 
Springs Wilderness. would likely impact the natural appearance of the landscape as viewed from adjacent 
wilderness lands. 
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4.4.3 Access and Recreation 

4.4.3.1 Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

Ray Complex. Implementation of foreseeable mining use on Parcel RM-18 would impact public access to 
this parcel and to adjacent public lands. Access to Kane Springs Canyon would likely be closed and not 
available for recreational use. Implementation of foreseeable mining uses would not impact public access 
to Parcels RM-1 through RM-17 or adjacent public lands because currently there is no direct public access 
to these parcels (Figure 3-14). 

Copper Butte/Buckeye. Implementation offoreseeable mining uses on Parcels CB-1, CB-2, and CB-3 may 
further limit public access to these public lands, again depending on the configuration of mining operations. 
Currently, Battle Axe Road crosses lands controlled by Asarco, and Asarco would likely terminate public 
access through this area. Asarco has proposed to construct a new access route, which would ensure 
continued public access to the White Canyon Wilderness, artesian well, and Coke Ovens. Two. alternative 
routes to the White Canyon Wilderness are being considered in this EIS and are discussed in more detail 
below. 

The first route, labeled Route #1 on Figure 4-1, would require Asarco to construct a 2.S-mile road on BLM 
and State land from Highway 177 through the west edge of Parcel CB-1. Approximately 1.3 miles would be 
located in Walnut Canyon wash along the eastern boundary of the White Canyon Wilderness. If this route 
is selected, Asarco would obtain the applicable state and federal permits and issue them to the BLM. This 
road would provide BLM administrative and public access for recreational purposes and would connect to 
existing roads across Section 24, T3S, R12E (State land), and along the wilderness boundary in Section 18, 
T3S, R13E. BLM would reserve a right-of-way and an easement through the southeast corner of Section 
7, T3S, R13E (State land); and a new four-wheel-drive road would be built to connect the existing road in 
Section 26 to the existing road in Section 27, T3S, R12E. The new access road would be constructed on 
the west side ofthe Silver Creek community, adjacentto State Highway 177. The new road could potentially 
affect the community through the influx of public land users and create additional impacts to the White 
Canyon Wilderness. 

The second route lU,M'i'4fillBJIiI'BP labeled Route #2 on Figure 4-1, would require Asarco to construct 
an approximate two-mile parallel road to the existing Battle Axe Road. This road would start near the 
existing entrance to Battle Axe Road off of Highway 177 and would connect to existing roads in Section 24 
and lead to the Wilderness boundary. The new road could potentially create safety concerns due to the 
proximity to Battle Axe Road, which will be used by Asarco for hauling, however, this can be avoided by 
providing a large buffer zone or berm between roads. Details concerning safety will be finalized by BLM 
once a route is selected. 

Chilito/Hayden. Implementation of foreseeable mining use of Parcels CH-1, CH-2, and CH-3 (the Chilito 
Long-Range Prospect). may further limit public access to these public lands, depending on the configuration 
of mining operations, which would be dependent on the outcome of existing regulatory mechanisms. 
Implementation of foreseeable mining uses would not impact public access to Parcel CH-4 or CH-S or access 
to adjacent public lands because there is currently no direct public access to these parcels. 

Casa Grande. Implementation of foreseeable mining uses on Parcels CG-1, CG-2, and CG-3 is not 
expected to result in additional impacts to recreation and access to these parcels under any of the 
alternatives under consideration since the surface estate is already controlled by SCJV, a private party 
(Figure 3-4). 

4.4.3.2 Impacts Specific to Each Alternative 

Proposed Action. Under the Proposed Action. the selected lands would become Asarco private lands and 
access and recreation may no longer be available on Parcels CB-1, CB-2, CB-3, CB-4, and CB-S. This is 
expected with the development and use of the Copper Butte pit, and use of Battle Axe Road would be 
expected to be restricted once mine development occurs. Asarco would construct one of the two alternative 
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routes and issue BLM a right-of-way on its private lands in order to maintain public access to the Wilderness. 
Potential impacts to access and recreation for Chilito/Hayden, Ray Complex, and Casa Grande areas are 
expected to be similar to those described under Impacts Common to All Alternatives. 

Under the Proposed Action, BLM would secure public access to/through the offered lands. Specifically, 
public access to Warm Springs Wilderness and Mount Tipton Wilderness, public access throughout the 
McCracken Mountains, public access to the southern portion of the Hualapai Mountains, and public access 
to the Gila River and White Canyon Resource Conservation Area. 

Buckeye Alternative. Under this alternative, impacts to access and recreation would be similar to those 
described under the Proposed Action, however, approximately 800 acres of Parcel CB-1 would be removed 
from the land exchange. Under this alternative, should Asarco wish to conduct mining operations on Parcel 
CB-1, they would have to do so under BLM's 3809 regulations. Through this process, the BLM would have 
the opportunity to review the entire layout of mining operations proposed on BLM lands, and make necessary 
and appropriate changes to reduce potential impacts to recreation and access. Asarco would also construct 
one of the two alternative access routes and issue BLM a right-of-way on its private lands in order to 
maintain public access to the Wilderness. 

Implementing this alternative would result in acquiring and securing public access to/through the offered 
lands, including wilderness areas. However, BLM would not acquire Section 9 of the McCracken Mountains 
Parcels, which would remain in private ownership and subject to development. 

Copper Butte Alternative. Under this alternative, Parcels CB-1, CB-2, and portions of CB-3 would remain 
under BLM administration and access and recreation would remain as it is today. However, should Asarco 
seek to conduct mining activities on these parcels BLM's 3809 regulation, impacts to access and recreation 
would likely be similar to those discussed under Impacts Common to All Alternatives. The use of Battle Axe 
Road would remain as it is today, however. if mining operations are implemented at Copper Butte, Asarco 
would likely apply for the right-of-way for use of Battle Axe Road for hauling. BLM would likely require 
mitigation to allow for continued public access to the White Canyon Wilderness, therefore the proposed 
routes shown in Figure 4-1 would likely be considered. 

Implementing this alternative would result in acquiring and securing public access to/through the offered 
lands, including wilderness areas. However, BLM would not acquire Sections 9, 3 and 19 of the McCracken 
Mountains Parcels, which would remain in private ownership and subject to development. 

No Action Alternative. Under No Action. the selected lands would remain under BLM administration and 
access and recreation would remain the same as it is today. However, if Asarco seeks to conduct mining 
activities on the selected lands, impacts to access and recreation would be expected to be similar to those 
described under Impacts Common to All Alternatives. BLM would have an opportunity to review and make 
necessary and appropriate changes through the NEPA process as the selected lands would remain under 
BLM administration. 

Without the exchange. acc~s through all ot the offered lands would remain officially restricted to persons 
authorized by Asarco and would be subject to closure. Closure of access through the offered lands may 
impact existing recreational uses within adjacent wilderness and other special management areas. 

4.4.4 Rights-of-Way 

4.4.4.1 Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

Ray Complex. Foreseeable mining uses would potentially affect rights-ot-way that occur in POS, TRANS, 
and LRP areas. Impacts to rights-of-way would include the possible relocation of rights-of-way on BLM 
administered lands further extending the potential area of surface disturbance. However, site specific NEPA 
documentation would be completed at the time it becomes necessary to relocate any rights-ot-way. Table 
4-10 summarizes the distribution of rights-ot-way within each foreseeable mining use category. 
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Table 4-10. Distribution of Rights-of-Way Within Foreseeable Use Categories 

Selected Foreseeable Use 
Land Parcel Type of Right-of-Way (ROW #) Holder Categories 

CH-1, CH-2, CH-3 Aerial Communication Line; US West Communications, Inc. LRP 
(AZA 24678) 

CH-4 Tramroad, (AZA 1000) ASARCO, Inc. LRP 

CB-2 Highways; Arizona Highway Department INTER, TRANS 
(AZAR 04524, AZAR 04525) 

CB-2 Natural Gas Pipeline; (AZAR 02148) Southwest Gas Corporation INTER, TRANS 

CB-2 Electric Power Transmission Line; Arizona Public Service Company INTER, TRANS 
(AZA8778) 

CB-2 Communication Une; (AZA 6541) US West Communications Inc. INTER, TRANS 

CB-2, CB-3 County Road; (AZA 21389) Pinal County Board of POS, INTER, TRANS 
Supervisors 

CB-2 12 KV Electric Transmission Line; Arizona Public Service Company INTER, TRANS 
(AZAR 033336) 

C8-2 Electric Power Transmission Une; Salt River Project Public Lands INTER, TRANS 
(AZPHX 086749) Division 

RM-17 Electric Power Transmission Line; Salt River Project Public Lands POS 
(AZA 2146) Division 

RM-17 Highway; (AZAR 024241) Arizona Highway Department POS 

Source: SWCA 1997k 

The rights-of-way crossing Parcel RM-17 in the Ray Mine area are in pas areas (Figure 3-17). These rights
of-way would potentially be impacted by foreseeable mining uses. Should Asarco choose to expand mining 
operations west of State Highway 177, planning efforts would have to include negotiation with the holders 
of the rights-of-way that cross this parcel. Depending on the configuration of the mining operation, the 
transmission line right-of-way (AZA 2146) and State Highway 177 right-of-way (AZAR 024241) would 
potentially have to be rerouted around planned facilities when they are constructed. Any future relocation 
of Highway 177 to accommodate continued mine development would likely be done under a cooperative 
agreement between Asarco and the Arizona Department of Transportation. 

Copper Butte/Buckeye. The rights-of-way crossing the Copper Butte/Buckeye area selected lands are in 
pas. TRANS. and INTER areas. Rights-of-way in pas and TRANS areas would potentially be impacted 
by foreseeable mining uses. Should Asarco choose to develop copper or silica flux deposits in the Copper 
Butte Parcels (CB-2 and CB-3). planning efforts would have to include negotiation with holders of rights-of
way that cross these parcels (Figure 3-18). Depending on the configuration of the mining operation, the 
rights-of-way would potentially have to be relocated. 

Chilito/Hayden. The rights-of-way crossing the Chilito/Hayden area selected lands are in LRP and INTER 
areas and would potentially be impacted by foreseeable mining uses (Table 4-10). Asarco would potentially 
use its tramroad right-of-way (AZA 1000) to support copper milling/smelting operations in Parcel CH-4 
(Figure 3-19). Should Asarco choose to develop copper or silica flux deposits on the Chilito Parcels (CH-1. 
CH-2 and CH-3), planning efforts would have to include negotiation with US West Communications, Inc. 
regarding communications line right-of-way AZA 24678. Depending on the configuration of the mining 
operation, the communication line would potentially have to be relocated. 
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Casa Grande. No rights-at-way cross any of the selected lands in the Casa Grande area, and therefore no 
impacts to rights-of-way are expected under any at the alternatives. 

4.4.4.2 Impacts Specific to Each Alternative 

Proposed Action. As proposed in the ATI, Asarco would reroute Pinal County's right-of-way AZA21389 
(Battle Axe Road), located within P~S areas, onto adjacent BlM administered lands. Pinal County would 
be required to amend their road right-of-way to reflect the new location (Figure 3-17). As all existing 
easements would be transferred intact, no additional impacts to rights-of-way other than those described 
under Impacts Common to All Alternatives would be expected. Asarco WOUld, however, no longer need its 
easement for the right-at-way (AZA 1000) crossing Parcel CH-4, as Asarco would own this parcel. 

Under the Proposed Action, no impacts to existing rights-of-way on the offered lands are expected. BlM 
would be acquiring title to these lands subject to existing rights-of-way. Any changes in these rights-of-way 
would have to be negotiated. 

Buckeye Alternative. Potential impacts to rights-ot-way would be expected to be similar to those described 
under the Proposed Action, as there are no rights-of way that cross Parcel CB-1 (Figure 3-17). 

Under this alternative, no impacts to eXisting rights-of-way on the offered lands are expected since BlM 
would be acquiring title to these lands. Rights-of-way remaining on private lands would remain as they are 
today and any changes in rights-of-way would have to be negotiated with the right-at-way holder. The BlM 
not acquiring Section 9 at the McCracken Mountains Parcels would not be expected to alter this conclusion. 

Copper Butte Alternative. Under this alternative, rights-of-way crossing Parcels CB-1, CB-2, and the 
northern portion of Parcel CB-3 would remain on BlM administered lands (Figure 3-17). Specifically, right-ot
way AZA 21389 (Battle Axe Road) would remain on BlM administered lands and would continue to be 
administered by its holder. Impacts to all other rights-ot-way are expected to be similar to the Proposed 
Action. 

Under this alternative, no impacts to existing rights-of-way on the offered lands are expected since BlM 
would be acquiring title to these lands. Rights-of-way remaining on private lands would remain as they are 
today and any changes in rights-ot-way would have to be negotiated with the right-at-way holder. The BlM 
not acquiring Sections 9, 3 and 19 of the McCracken Mountains Parcels would not be expected to alter this 
conclusion. 

No Action Alternative. Impacts of the foreseeable mining uses under the No Action alternative would be 
similar to those described under Impacts Common to All Alternatives. Without the land exchange, all 
existing rights-of-way on selected lands within the Ray Complex would remain valid and subject to the 
current terms and conditions. 

Under the No Action alternf'~ive, all existing rights-of-way located on the offered lands would remain under 
Asarco ownership and all e~sting terms and conditions of the existing agreements would remain valid. 

4.4.5 Grazing 

4.4.5.1 Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

Mining activities by Asarco could occur under all the alternatives, and therefore the foreseeable mining uses 
could impact approximately 4,814 acres in seven grazing allotments, reducing the stocking capacity ofthese 
allotments by a combined total of 379 AUMs42. The surface estate of Parcels CB-4, CB-5, RM-11, RM-14 

42 The number of acres and AUMs potentially impacted is computed by multiplying the percent of disturbance of the foreseeable 
use category by the acreage. 
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and RM-15 are not owned by the BLM and therefore, existing stocking capacity of these parcels are not 
included in the analysis of impacts to grazing rights (D. Tersey, BLM Range Specialist, pers. comm). 

Ray Complex. Implementation of the foreseeable uses in the Ray Complex area would potentially impact 
a total of 3,283 acres of BLM administered grazing land within the Sleeping Beauty Mountain, Troy and 
Rafter Six allotments, with a potential loss of 225 AUMs (Table 4-11). 

Table 4-11. AE!proximate Acreage of Grazable Selected Lands Within Each Foreseeable Use Cate90~ 

POS TRANS INTER LRP 
(25-100% (5-25% «5% (5-100% 

Grazing Surface surface surface surface surface Total Total 
Allotment Ownership (Parcel) disturbance) disturbance) disturbance) disturbance) Acres AUMs 

LEN BLM (CB-1) 0 0 22 363 385 44 

Battle Axe BLM (CB-1 to CB-3) 279 57 56 0 392 44 

Hidalgo BLM (CH-1 to CH-3) 0 0 0 274 274 21 

Smith Wash BLM (CH-5) 480 0 0 0 480 45 

Sleeping BLM (RM-1 to RM-6, 351 7 16 0 374 41 
Beauty RM-12,RM-13)43 
Mountain 

Rafter Six BLM {RM-10, RM- 1856 63 53 734 2706 143 
16. RM-17. RM-18)44 

Troy BLM (RM-18) 187 7 9 0 203 41 

TOTAL 3153 134 156 1371 4814 379 

Source: SWCA 1997j 

Copper Butte/Buckeye. Implementation of the foreseeable mining uses in the Copper Butte/Buckeye area 
would potentially impact a total of 777 acres of BLM administered grazing land within the Battle Axe and LEN 
grazing allotments, with a potential loss of 88 AUMs (Table 4-11). 

Chilito/Hayden. Implementation of the foreseeable mining uses in the Chilito/Hayden area would potentially 
impact a total of 754 acres of BLM administered grazing land within the Hidalgo and Smith Wash allotments, 
with a potential loss of 66 AUMs (Table 4-11, Figure 3-21). 

Casa Grande. No grazing occurs on any of the selected lands in the Casa Grande area, and therefore, no 
impacts to grazing are expected from implementation of any of the alternatives. 

43 Does not include 8 acres of selected lands classified as existing use. 

44 Does not include 21 acres of selected lands classified as existing use. 
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4.4.5.2 Impacts Specific to Each Alternative 

Proposed Action. Under this alternative, the selected lands would become Asarco private lands and BLM 
would relinquish management of and grazing income from approximately 8,196 acres and 918 AUMs acres 
within the LEN, Smith Wash, Battle Axe, Sleeping Beauty Mountain, Hidalgo, Rafter Six and Troy grazing 
allotments combined. At the current federal grazing fee rate (FY98 = $1.35/AUM), BLM grazing receipts 
would decrease by $1,239.30 per year (Table 4-12). 

Table 4-12. Summary of Impacts to BlM Grazing Allotments and Grazing Income as a Result of the 
Proposed Action. 

BlM acres in allotment Annual BlM grazing income lost 
Allotment lost through exchange Corresponding AUM through exchange ($1.35/AUM) 

LEN 800 93 $125.55 

Smith Wash 480 45 $60.75 

Battle Axe 1627 170 $229.50 

Sleeping Beauty Mountain 742 100 $135.00 

Hidalgo 274 21 $28.35 

Rafter Six 3902 404 $545.40 

Troy 400 81 $109.35 

TOTAL 8196 918 $1,239.30 

Whereas the exchange results in reduced BlM administrative responsibilities for these seven allotments and 
subsequent reduced income from grazing, it is the foreseeable mining uses that result in actual impacts to 
stocking rates within the affected allotments. Surface disturbance in pas and TRANS areas would likely 
preclude grazing in these areas. Specific reductions in stocking rates from foreseeable mining uses that 
would affect the seven allotment operators are summarized in Tables 4-12 and 4-13. 

Under the Proposed Action, BlM would acquire all of the offered lands, and grazing would continue within 
the Black Mountain, Mount Tipton, Chicken Springs, Cochran, and Greenwood Peak Community allotments. 
Specifically, there would be an increase to the BLM of 288 ALiMs within the Chicken Springs allotment, 15 
AUMs within the Mount Tipton allotment, 113 AUMs within the Greenwood Peak Community allotment, 24 
AUMs within the Cochran allotment, and 3 AUMs within the Black Mountain allotment. At the current federal 
grazing fee rate (FY98 = $1.35/AUM), BlM grazing receipts would increase by $587.25 per year. It is 
possible the BLM may seek'w adjust stocking levels based on resource conditions provided on the offered 
lands. ~. 

Buckeye Alternative. Under this alternative, impacts to the LEN and Battle Axe allotment would differ from 
the Proposed Action due to the elimination of approximately 800 acres of Parcel CB-1, which would remain 
under BlM administration. This alternative would exchange approximately 7,396 acres and 825 AUMs within 
the Battle Axe, Sleeping Beauty Mountain, Hidalgo, Rafter Six and Troy Allotments. At the current federal 
grazing fee rate (FY98 = $1.35/AUM), BLM grazing receipts would decrease by $1,113.75 per year. liD 
~.'.'~Jf:i1f.'i!\'l'a\'ie~~~~~SGIl.lBl~~.,~.'ra. '1~1iI ~S'~,M!~k"*~~0" . . "'&.'->'-~""-"''>''''''' ., 

Offered lands grazing income and responsibilities would be acquired by the BlM, except for those within the 
Chicken Springs allotment for Section 9 of the McCracken Mountains Parcels. At the current federal grazing 
fee rate (FY98 = $1.35/AUM), BlM grazing receipts would increase by $326.34 per year. 
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Table 4-13. Summary of Impacts to Stocking Rates in Seven Allotments from Foreseeable Uses of the 
Selected lands 

Current number of AUMs Subsequent Percent overall reduction 
for BlM-administered land reduction in AUMs in eXisting BlM allotment 

Allotment in allotment for selected lands stocking rate (AUMs) 

LEN 2956 44 1% 

Smith Wash 552 45 8% 

Battle Axe 2256 44 2% 

Sleeping Beauty Mountain 120 41 34% 

Hidalgo 979 21 2% 

Rafter Six 1664 143 9% 

Troy 883 41 5% 

TOTAL 9410 379 4% 

Source: SWCA 1997j 

Copper Butte Alternative. Under this alternative, impacts to the Battle Axe and lEN allotment would differ 
from the Proposed Action due to the elimination of approximately 1,975 acres of Parcels CB-1, CB-2 and 
portions of Parcel CB-3, which would remain under BlM administration. This alternative would exchange 
approximately 6,221 acres and 698 AUMs within the Battle Axe, Sleeping Beauty Mountain, Hidalgo, Rafter 
Six and Troy Allotments. At the current federal grazing fee rate (FY98 = $1.35/AUM), BlM grazing receipts 
would decrease by $834.30 per year. fiM1Wf~I.~~ 
~~~g~~~~ 

Offered lands grazing income and responsibilities would be acquired by the BlM, except for those within the 
Chicken Springs allotment for Sections 9, 3 and 19 of the McCracken Mountains Parcels. At the current 
federal grazing fee rate (FY98 = $1.35/AUM), BlM grazing receipts would increase by $274.53 per year. 

No Action Alternative. Impacts of foreseeable uses on the lEN, Battle Axe, Sleeping Beauty Mountain, 
Hidalgo, Smith Wash, Troy and Rafter Six Allotments would be expected to be similar to those described 
under Impacts Common to All Alternatives. 

Under the No Action, grazing on the offered lands would be expected to continue as it does currently within 
the Black Mountain, Cochran, Crowder-Weisser, Mount Tipton, Chicken Springs and Greenwood Peak 
Community allotments. 

4.4.6 Visual Quality 

4.4.6.1 Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

Ray Complex. The Ray Complex area has been extensively modified by mining activity in and adjacent 
to the Ray Mine. The foreseeable mining uses of the selected lands associated with this area would add to 
the eXisting modifications, which would result in additional impact to visual quality in these areas. 
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Copper Butte/Buckeye. Foreseeable mining uses within the Copper Butte/Buckeye selected lands area 
would result in changes to visual quality within the study area, including the White Canyon Wilderness. 
Figure 4-2 shows the approximately 8,048 acres (35%) within the study area from which the proposed 
Copper Butte Pit would be visible. Mining activity at the proposed Copper Butte Pit and Buckeye Long
Range Prospect would be visible from surrounding lands in those areas shown in grey, Moreover, 
approximately 42 percent of mining activities within the Copper BuUe/Buckeye area would be visible from 
within the Wilderness. Although within the White Canyon Wilderness, the steep topography and cliffs often 
shield visitors from being able to see mining activity on adjacent lands, particularly when the primary trail 
is located in the canyon bottom. However, new mining disturbances will likely decrease visual quality in the 
area, and would be visible from the higher portions of the White Canyon Wilderness, 

Chilito/Hayden. Like the Ray Complex area, the Chilito/Hayden area has been extensively modified by 
human activity including mining activity and undeveloped roads. The foreseeable mining uses of the 
selected lands associated with each of these areas would add to the existing modifications, which would 
result in additional impact to visual quality in these areas. 

Casa Grande. The Casa Grande area has been extensively modified by human activity including past 
agricultural use, near-by mining activity, and undeveloped roads. The foreseeable mining uses of the 
selected lands associated with this area would add to the existing modifications, which would result in 
additional impact to visual quality in these areas. 

4.4.6.2 Impacts Specific to Each Alternative 

Proposed Action. The land exchange/plan amendment itself would have no direct impact on visual quality 
of the selected lands, however the visual impacts would occur on private lands rather than public lands. 
Impacts to visual quality would be expected to be similar to those described under Impacts Common to All 
Alternatives, 

With the exchange, the visual resources of the offered lands would be managed consistent with visual 
resource management objectives of adjacent public lands. Federal acquisition of the in holdings would 
preclude private development of them, thus preserving viewsheds of the offered lands from the surrounding 
and adjacent special management areas, including federally designated wilderness. 

Buckeye Alternative. Under this alternative, impacts to visual quality would be expected to be similar to 
those described under the Proposed Action, with the exception of 800 acres of Parcel CB-1 which would 
remain under BLM administration. However, mining on this parcel could occur through BLM's section 3809 
regulations and thus, visual impacts that could be mitigated through re-design of the mine plan, and 
potentially adverse visual impacts to/from the White Canyon Wilderness and ACEC could be reduced. 

Cas a Grande. The Casa Grande area has been extensively modified by human activity including past 
Under this alternative, BLM would acquire all of the offered lands with the exception of Section 9 of the 
McCracken Mountains Parcels, which would remain in private ownership and subject to development. 

~ 

Copper Butte Alternative; .. 'Under this alternative, impacts to visual quality would be expected to be similar 
to those described under the Proposed Action; however, Parcels CB-1, CB-2 and portions of CB-3 would 
remain under BLM administration. However, mining on these parcels could occur through BLM's 3809 
regulations and thus, visual impacts could be mitigated through re-design of the mine plan, and potentially 
adverse visual impacts to/from the White Canyon Wilderness and ACEC could be reduced . 

. ' Under this alternative, BLM would acquire all of the offered lands with the exception of Sections 9,3 and 19 
of the McCracken Mountains Parcels, which would remain in private ownership and subject to development. 

4-34 Bureau of Land Management 



ii 

I 

" " 

ACCESS ROUTES 

IMPROVED 

UNIMPROVED 

TRAL 

KEY 

_. _ NATIONAl FOREST 
BOUNDARV 

- - _. WILDERNESS 
BOUNDARY 

Bureau of Land Management 

" -NA1'IONAL' 
" 

SELECTED PARCELS 

Chapter 4. Environmental Consequences 

Scale 
o 1/2 1 

LOCATIONS WHERE BTHER THE BUCKEYE 
l ~ MILE 

OR COPPER BUTTE LONG RANGE ------------------i 
PROSPECT CAN BE SEEN 

FORESEEABLE MINING USE 

LONG RANGE PROSPECT 

CONTOUR INTERVAl 100 FEET 

RAY LAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDIIENT ElS 
Pinal CoIa'Ity. Arizona 

COMBINED RESULTS OF PROPOSED COPPER 
BUTIE PIT AND BUCKEYE LONG RANGE 

PROSPECT SEEN-UNSEEN ANALYSIS 
AGURE4-2 

4-35 



Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

No Action Alternative. Impacts to visual quality of the selected lands from foreseeable mining uses under 
this alternative would be expected to be similar to those described under Impacts Common to All 
Alternatives, although they would occur on public lands. However, through the 3809 process, visual impacts 
could be somewhat mitigated through re-design of the mine plan, and potentially adverse visual impacts 
to/from the White Canyon Wilderness and ACEC could be reduced. 

Under the No Action, the offered lands would not be acquired, thus an opportunity to acquire these parcels 
and preclude future private development of them would be lost 

4.4.7 Wilderness/Special Management Areas 

4.4.7.1 Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

Ray Complex. Implementation of foreseeable mining uses on the selected lands in the Ray Complex are 
not expected to substantially impact the White Canyon Wilderness because users of the White Canyon 
Wilderness today are already subject to noise and visual impacts from continued operation of the Ray Mine. 

Copper Butte/Buckeye. Implementation of foreseeable mining uses on the selected lands in the Copper 
Butte/Buckeye area could potentially impact the Wilderness and its visitors because the uses will be adjacent 
to the White Canyon Wilderness and Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) boundary. 
Specifically, factors that could potentially affect the Wilderness/visitor experience due to the proposed 
Copper Butte/Buckeye projects include potentially adverse impacts to air quality, visual quality and noise, 
which would likely further impact the naturalness and solitude wilderness values for users of the White 
Canyon Wilderness. However, these additional impacts (as well as current impacts) can be reduced by users 
frequenting the lower elevation portions of the Wilderness, as they do now. Special features within White 
Canyon Wilderness are not expected to be adversely affected by foreseeable mining uses. 

As mentioned in Section 4.4.3, this EIS is analyzing two alternative access routes to the Wilderness since 
Battle Axe Road will be eventually closed to the public. Potential impacts to the Wilderness are described 
for each route: 

~ Route #1. If this route is chosen, this 2.5-mile route would deliver mainline recreation traffic (traffiC 
that would have used Battle Axe Road) along the eastern boundary of the Wilderness as well as to 
the Silver Creek community on the western boundary (Figure 4-1). Access along the Wilderness 
boundary currently exists for approximately 1.5 miles, this route would add another 1,25 miles along 
the boundary. Potential impacts to air quality. noise, and visual quality within the. Wilderness should 
not substantially increase since a portion of the Wilderness boundary is already used for travel. 

Route #2 (§~~~~[R!!f!iI"I"e,~£{qy~!}. If this route is chosen, this route would parallel the existing 
Battle Axe Road and continue to the Wilderness (Figure 4-1). It is expected that approximately the 
same number of people who use the existing Battle Axe Road would utilize this route, therefore, 
impacts to air quallty, noise, and visual quality within the Wilderness is expected to be similar to 
those stated above! 'even though, the new route would avoid the1.25 miles of wilderness boundary 
that Route #1 uses: 

4.4.7.2 Impacts Specific to Each Alternative 

Proposed Action. The land exchange would create private lands adjacent to the White Canyon Wilderness 
and ACEC, whereby private activities could occur up to the boundaries. 

With the exchange, the BLM would acquire key inholdings within and adjacent to the Mount Tipton 
Wilderness and Warm Springs Wilderness, respectively, as well as lands in three special management areas 
within the Gila River Riparian Management Area, Middle Gila Cultural Resource Management Area and the 
McCracken ACEC. Management of these areas would be implemented according to the objectives in the 
Phoenix and Kingman Resource Area RMPs. 
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Buckeye Alternative. Under this alternative, impacts to the White Canyon Wilderness would be expected 
to be similar to those described under the Proposed Action, except that 800 acres of Parcel CB-1 would 
remain in public ownership. Should Asarco seek to conduct mining activities on this parcel, the BlM would 
have mining oversight as stated in BlM's 3809 regulations. Through this process, the BlM would have the 
opportunity to minimize and mitigate potentially adverse impacts to the White Canyon Wilderness and ACEC 
from proposed mining activities on Parcel CB-1. 

With this alternative, the BlM would acquire key inholdings within and adjacent to the Mount Tipton 
Wilderness and Warm Springs Wilderness, respectively, as well as lands in three special management areas 
with the exception of Section of the McCracken Mountains Parcels within the McCracken ACEC. 
Management ofthese areas would be implemented per the objectives in the Phoenix and Kingman Resource 
Area RMPs. 

Copper Butte Alternative. Under this alternative, Parcels CB-1, CB-2, and portions of CB-3 would remain 
under BlM administration. Implementation of foreseeable mining uses on these parcels would occur under 
BlM's 3809 regulations, and would be expected to be similar to impacts described under the Proposed 
Action. 

With the exchange, the BlM would acquire key in holdings within and adjacent to the Mount Tipton 
Wilderness and Warm Springs Wilderness, respectively, as well as lands in three special management areas 
with the exception of Sections 9, 3 and 19 of the McCracken Mountains Parcels within the McCracken ACEC. 
Management of these areas would be implemented per the objectives in the Phoenix and Kingman Resource 
Area RMPs. 

No Action Alternative. Impacts resulting from the foreseeable mining uses would likely be similar to those 
described under Impacts Common to All Alternatives. 

Under the No Action, the BlM would lose an opportunity to acquire private inholdings within a variety of 
special management areas around the State of Arizona. The offered lands would remain under private 
ownership and subject to development, causing additional management problems for the BlM to adjacent 
Wilderness areas. 

4.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

4.5.1 Archaeological Resources 

4.5.1.1 Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

Many of the archaeological sites on the selected lands would be directly and indirectly affected by 
foreseeable mining uses. Many sites would probably experience direct impacts (up to 100% surface 
disturbance), resulting in destruction or severe disturbance. 

In accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), adverse impact to sites 
determined eligible for the NRHP under criterion (d) (informational potential), would be mitigated through 
implementation of a research design and treatment plan, prepared by the BlM in consultation with the SHPO 
and Native American tribes. Data recovery, based on site-specific plans, would be the primary means of 
treatment. Techniques could include detailed mapping, artifact collections, excavation, documentary 
research, or oral history interviews. Data recovery would culminate in analyses, report preparation, and the 
curation of collection and records in accordance with federal standards. No further work would be done at 
sites determined as not eligible for the NRHP. 

Ray Complex. Implementation of foreseeable uses in this area could affect 44 ~,~ archaeological sites. 
Impacts to sites that are eligible for the NRHP would be mitigated through the implementation of a treatment 
plan. 
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Copper Butte/Buckeye. I mplementation of foreseeable uses in this area could affect as ~!iarchaeological 
sites. Impacts to sites that are eligible for the NRHP would be mitigated through the implementation of a 
treatment plan. 

As discussed in Section 4.4.3, two public access routes are being considered in this EIS to ensure public 
access to the White Canyon Wilderness. Under any alternative, one of the two proposed public access 
routes would be constructed and therefore, archaeological surveys were conducted for each route. A total 
of four archaeological sites were found along these routes and are summarized below: 

• Route #1: One archaeological site was found along this route and is considered potentially eligible 
for the t\IRHP. 

Route #2 [~g~js:;m![~trei!;tM!!!): three archaeological sites were found along this route; two are 
considered eligible for NHRP and one is considered potentially eligible under NRHP. 

Chilito/Hayden. No sites were found on any of the selected lands in this area, therefore no impacts to 
cultural resources are expected due to foreseeable uses. 

Casa Grande. No sites were found on any of the selected lands in this area, therefore no impacts to cultural 
resources are expected due to foreseeable uses. 

4.5.1.2 Impacts Specific to Each Alternative 

All archaeological sites on the offered lands would be acquired by the BLM and would be afforded protection 
under ARPA, NHPA, and other applicable federal laws and policies. 

Buckeye Alternative. Impacts to archaeological resources on the selected lands are expected to be similar 
to those described under the Proposed Action, with the exception of the 800 acres of Parcel CB-1 that would 
remain under BLM admini~tration. 5il~4.;§~~tmag1Log]9al£sJl~~gmgiPfiD!l~f~rr~~a 
9~!l~t§firp,~:nd~lLt~1!t~tl'l~ No archaeological treatment would be required for the four sites on Parcel 
C8-1. However, should Asarco seek to conduct mining activities under the BLM's 3809 regulations, the BLM 
would be required to conduct Section 106 compliance in order to identify and consider impacts to 
archaeological sites. 

All archaeological sites on the offered lands that would be acquired by the BLM under this alternative would 
be afforded protection under ARPA, NHPA, and other applicable federal laws and policies. 

Copper Butte Alternative. Impacts to archaeological resources on the selected lands are expected to be 
similar to those described under the Buckeye Alternative, except by excluding Parcels CB-1, CB-2, and 
portions of CB-3, these parcels containing 16 archaeological sites, would remain under BLM administration. 
AI9@1,9t~p,:,arctJci~~ogjSir:§~§, w,01l19.i~fj&t~!IgJrQ9Ipllede..rIDi9~[!filPJ1M~'J~js ~~ 
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All archaeological sites on the offered lands that would be acquired by the BlM under this alternative would 
be afforded protection under ARPA, NHPA, and other applicable federal laws and policies. 

No Action Alternative. Potential impacts to archaeological sites would be expected to be similar to those 
described under Impacts Common to All Alternatives. 

For the offered lands, all archaeological resources would remain in private ownership and subject to 
applicable state and federal laws. An opportunity to acquire them would be lost, as would the opportunity 
to afford them protection under ARPA and NHPA 

4.5.2 Places of Traditional Importance to Native Americans 

4.5.2.1 Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

Implementation of the foreseeable mining uses requires compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA Part of 
the 106 process is the identification of places of traditional importance to Native Americans. A literature 
review w,.!~jgRmRL~ql~'~;!9Ltti~~"~ is currently underw'sy and. Tribes are currently being consulted to 
help identify potential places of traditional importance. The BlM is also consulting with Native American 
tribes to evaluate impacts and appropriate treatment for any places of traditional importance identified 
through ethnohistoric studies or other means of consultation. To date, however, none have been brought to 
BlM's attention. FurtRer information 01"1 this subject will be available in tlie Finel CIS. 

4.6 SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES 

4.6.1 Population and Demographics 

4.6.1.1 Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

Population, demographics and minority and low income populations on or near the selected or offered lands 
would not be expected to be affected by any of the alternatives. 

4.6.2 Local and Regional Economy 

4.6.2.1 Employment 

Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

Ray Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye. Implementation of foreseeable mining uses at Copper 
Butte/Buckeye would allow Asarco to directly retain 48 employees during the period of the mine's nine years 
of production. Asarco's minority employees would not be disproportionately affected under any alternative. 

Chilito/Hayden. Implementation of foreseeable mining uses at Chilito/Hayden would include mine 
development and associated support facilities at some point in the future, but no conceptual mine planning 
has begun. Therefore, no estimate can be made on direct or indirect changes to employment in the Chilito
Hayden area as a result of foreseeable mining uses. 

Casa Grande. The foreseeable mining uses of the selected lands were formerly for a pilot research 
program45

. If the program becomes permanent, the SCJV expects to employ a total of 100 persons at its 
Casa Grande site when the property is at full production and continuing for 20 years. Under all of the 
alternatives, employment of minorities at the SCJV would not be disproportionately affected. 

45 The Santa Cruz research project was haulted in 1998 due to lack offunding. The Santa Cruz Joint Venture, however, continues 
towards a viable opperation. 
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4.6.2.2 Income 

Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

Ray Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye. Total direct wages and salaries paid to retained employees during 
full scale production would average $1,882,000 each year (in 1996 dollars). In addition to the gain in 
personal income, there would also be a gain in business income. It is expected that local business firms 
operating in Pinal County will receive an additional $5.3 million (in 1996 dollars) in sales each year as an 
indirect result of the Copper Butte Mine's direct payments of personal, business, and government income 
in the county. 

Direct economic losses to Pinal County from displaced recreation activities on selected lands and immediate 
adjacent areas are estimated at $77,000 (in 1996 dollars) per year in business income, $22,000 (in 1996 
dollars) per year in personal income, and $7,000 (in 1996 dollars) per year in state and local government 
revenues. Additionally, displaced ranching activities due to Asarco's foreseeable uses of selected lands is 
expected to create a loss for Pinal County of $11,000 (in 1996 dollars) in business income, $4,000 (in 1996 
dollars) in personal income, and $1,300 (in 1996 dollars) in state and local government revenues (including 
PIL Ts). Total direct economic losses to Pinal County from displacement of ranching and recreation activities 
on selected lands is estimated at $122,000 (in 1996 dollars) per year. After mining activities cease, it is 
expected that ranching and recreational activities would resume. (Ranching revenues are discussed in more 
detail in Sections 4.4.5). 

Chilito/Hayden. Foreseeable mining uses at Chilito/Hayden would include mine development and 
associated support facilities, but no conceptual mine planning has begun. Therefore, no estimate can be 
made on direct or indirect changes to personal income or business income in the Chilito/Hayden area as a 
result of future operations. 

Casa Grande. Total wages and salaries paid to the employees of SCJV during full scale production are 
expected to average $3,877,000 each year (in 1996 dollars). Given the foreseeable mining uses of selected 
lands in this area, there would also be a gain in business income. It is expected that the SCJV will incur 
costs for products and services. It is estimated that during each year of full production, $11,638,000 (in 1996 
dollars) will go to suppliers located in Pinal County. 

4.6.2.3 Taxes 

Impacts Common to All Alternatives 

Ray Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye. Despite the alternative chosen, Asarco would pay taxes on its 
foreseeable uses. It is expected that Asarco would pay an average of $1 ,080,600 {in 1996 dollars} each year 
in state and local taxes for the operation of Copper Butte Mine46

. This payment would not be in addition to 
the taxes Asarco already pays for the Ray Mine activities. Tax payments on the Copper Butte expansion 
would replace the decreasi09 taxes on the Ray Mine's decreasing activities, keeping tax payments at a even 
level. A breakdown of taxe~Asarco would pay for the operation of Copper Butte Mine is shown in Table 4-
14. '. 

Chilito/Hayden. Selected lands in this area could potentially be used for mine development and associated 
support facilities at some point in the future, but no conceptual mine planning has begun. Therefore, no 
estimate can be made on taxes that Asarco would have to pay for operations. Taxes that can be estimated 
are for the land exchange only. 

46 This estimate is based on the expected rate of production at the proposed Copper Butte Mine, an average copper price during 
the period of full production equal to that realized by Asarco on its other production in 1996. and existing Arizona tax rates. 
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Table 4·14. Direct Benefits to be Provided by the Copper Butte Mine Expansion to 
State and Local Governments (in 1996 dollars and 1996 tax rates) 

Type of Payment Annual Average for Nine Years of Production 

Severance Tax $304,700 

Corporate Income Tax* $0 

Sales Taxes on Purchases $245,500 

State Payroll Taxes $10,100 

State Land Royalties $0 

Miscellaneous Taxes and Fees $46,900 

Property Taxes $473,400 

Total $1,080,600 

'The lack of any average annual corporate income tax assumes that the Ray Complex operations will be no more 
profitable during the life ofthe Copper Butte mining operation than the existing Arizona operations of Asarco were 
in 1996. Italso assumes that state corporate income tax rates and definitions oftaxable income will remain as 
they were in 1996. 
Source: WEAC, 1997b, based on data from the Arizona Department of Revenue, the Arizona Tax Research 
Foundation, Asarco, and other Arizona Copper Producers. 

Casa Grande. If the pilot research program is made permanent, SCJV would pay taxes on its foreseeable 
uses despite the alternative chosen. The SCJV would pay an average of $1 ,342,000 (in 1996 dollars) each 
year in state and local taxes above what it would pay without the operation47

• A breakdown of taxes paid by 
SCJV for its foreseeable uses is shown in Table 4-15. 

Impacts Specific to Each Alternative 

Proposed Action 

Ray Complex, Copper Butte/Buckeye. The Proposed Action would have two affects on the tax base in 
the Ray Complex and Copper Butte/Buckeye Areas: 

1) In addition to its current property taxes, Asarco would pay an average of $473,400 (in 1996 dollars) per 
year in property taxes for the selected parcels in the Ray Complex and Copper Butte/Buckeye areas48

• In 
total, Asarco would pay $1,080,600 in taxes (property taxes plus taxes on foreseeable uses described 
above). State and local governments gaining revenues directly from the Copper Butte Mine expansion are 
shown in Table 4-16. 

2) Under the Proposed Action, the PILT paid by the Federal Government to Pinal County would be reduced 
by $11,020 (in 1996 dollars) per year on selected lands in the Ray Mine, Copper Butte/Buckeye area. 

47 This estimate is based on the expected rate of production at Casa Grande, an average copper price during the period offull 
production equal to that realized by Asarco on its other production in 1996, and existing Arizona tax rate. 

48 Specifically, Asarco would pay a county property tax of $174,400, a school property tax ofS234,300, a community college 
property tax of $61.100 and other property taxes of 53,600 (in 1996 dollars) per year. 
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Table 4-15. Direct Contributions to be Made by the SCJV to State and Local 
Governments (in 1996 dollars and 1996 tax rates) 

Type of Payment 

Severance Tax 

Corporate Income Tax49 

Sales Taxes on Purchases 

State Payroll Taxes 

State Land Royalties 

Miscellaneous Taxes and Fees 

Property Taxes 

Total 

Annual Average for Nine Years of Operation 

$723,600 

$0 

$84,700 

$32,800 

$0 

$118,200 

$382,700 

$1,342,000 

Source: WEAC, 1997a, based on data from the Arizona Department of Revenue, the Arizona Tax Research 
Foundation, Asarco, and other Arizona Copper Producers. 

Table 4-16. Predicted Annual Revenues Gained As A Result of the Copper Butte Mine Expansion 

Government Unit 

State of Arizona 

Pinal County 

Other County Governments 

Central Arizona College District 

Ray Unified School District 

Other Pinal County School Districts 

Other Arizona School Districts 

Town of Kearny 

Other Pinal County Municipalities 

Other Arizona Municipaliti~~ 

Special Districts in Pinal County 

Total 

Annual Average for Nine Years of Operation 

$152,500 

$190,100 

$108,400 

$61,100 

$185,400 

$58,900 

$247,400 

$100 

$1,600 

$71,500 

$3,600 

$1,080,600 

Source: WEAC 1997b, based on data from the Arizona Department of Revenue, the Arizona Tax Research Foundation, Asarco, and 
other Arizona Copper Producers. 

49 see footnote 2 

4-42 Bureau of Land Management 



Chapter 4. Environmental Consequences 

Chilito/Hayden. The Proposed Action would have two affects on the tax base in the Chilito/Hayden area: 
1) Asarco would pay $10,500 (in 1996 dollars) per year in property taxes for the selected parcels in the 
Chilito/Hayden area; and 2) PIL T paid by the Federal Government to Pinal County would be reduced by less 
than $969 (in 1996 dollars) per year on selected lands in the Chilito/Hayden area. 

Casa Grande. Because SCJV already owns the surface estates of selected lands, no further impacts are 
expected from those described under the Impacts Common to All Alternatives. 

Offered Lands. The economic changes resulting directly from the change in ownership status of the offered 
lands would include the following: 1) an increase in the annual PILT (in 1996 dollars) made by the Federal 
Government to Mohave County50 ($620 in 1996 dollars) and Pinal County ($371) governments; and 2) an 
annual decrease in property tax revenue (in 1996 dollars) in Mohave County ($15,700) and Pinal County51. 

It is not likely that local governments in Mohave or Pinal counties would reduce their revenues as a result 
of the expected decrease in the property tax base. Rather, it is possible that these counties would shift the 
tax burden to all ~I~~g~ private property owners in the jurisdictions affected. The anticipated total 
increase in taxes for each class of taxable property is estimated at $15,700. 

If a shift in the tax were to occur, it would likely be the greatest (in dollar terms) in the Mohave Union High 
School District, where nearly $5,200 (in 1996 dollars) of annual revenues would have to be shifted to other 
district taxpayers. In percentage terms, the possible tax shift would be the greatest in the Yucca Elementary 
School District, where almost $2,100 (in 1996 dollars) per year (about 1.6 percent of locally generated 
revenues) would have to be shifted to other taxpayers. The difference in income will need to be made up 
by residents within the Yucca Elementary School District. Table 4-17 shows the loss of assessed property 
value in the school districts containing offered lands. 

Buckeye Alternative. Under this alternative, impacts to taxes would be similar to the Proposed Action 
except the Federal Government would continue to pay $928 (in 1996 dollars) per year in PILTon the 800 
acres of Parcel CB-1. 

I mpacts to the tax base of local and county governments of the offered lands would be similar to those under 
the Proposed Action except Asarco would continue to pay property taxes for Section 9 of the McCracken 
Mountains Parcels. 

Copper Butte Alternative. Under this alternative, impacts to taxes would be similar to the Proposed Action 
except the Federal Government would continue to pay $2,105 (in 1996 dollars) per year in PILTon Parcels 
CB-1, CB-2 and portions of CB-3 (approximately 1,815 acres). 

Under this alternative, impacts to the tax base of local and county governments would be similar to those 
under the Proposed Action except Asarco would continue to pay property taxes for Sections 9, 3 and 19 of 
the McCracken Mountains Parcels. Since retained offered lands would remain in private ownership, the 
Federal Government would not have to pay PIL T for those lands. 

50 Based on the additional number of acres that the BlM would acquire in Mohave County, the total PllTwould equal $9,516 (in 
1996 dollars). However, Mohave County's has a Pil T ceiling of $1 ,541 ,500 per year (in 1996 dollars). Because Mohave County already 
receives $1 ,540,880 per year (in 1996 dollars), the maximum amount it can receive from this exchange is limited to $620 per year (in 1996 
dollars). 

51 Property taxes that Asarco would pay to Pinal County for selected lands it acquires under the proposed action would offset 
losses in property taxes from the trade of offered lands from Asarco to the Federal Government (WEAC 1997b) ;:{:)rop,m;m[~TBaj~1l1;~8 
!>.YLei§~.a(gO,Jg!;R~meJHn.1!.tQf.i!l:'l~:'GgYfitit9tat@Lai?mq~lm~f~ft,~a;~.QQ;Q91 
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Table 4-17. Net Impacts on the Property Tax Base by the Proposed Action 

Property Tax Jurisdiction 

Mohave County 

Mohave Union High School District 

Colorado River Union High School 

Chloride Elementary School 

Mohave Valley Elementary School District 

Owens Whitney Elementary 

Yucca Elementary School 

Direct Decrease in ~~t~!1!1~~fP~aiU)D 
Property Tax Base ~~~IU~tiog 

$184,900 

$177,200 

$7,700 

$9,200 

$7,700 

$14,800 

$153,200 

9.;9,41 o/~ 

Q~g§Z~ 

g~.PQ~r.~ 

g6Q~5% 

P:;{)09% 

QJ~.8!:i~~ 

J:§~g§'!(~ 

No Action Alternative. The tax base of selected lands would be the same as those described under 
Impacts Common to All Alternatives. 

All of the offered lands would be retained by the BLM. Therefore, there would be no changes in the tax base 
of local and county governments. 

4.6.3 Environmental Justice 
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4.7 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

A cumulative impact. as defined by the Council on Environmental Quality (40 CFR §1508.7), is "the impact 
on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or 
person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively 
significant actions taking place over a period of time". These reasonably foreseeable future actions refer 
to projections or estimates of what is likely to take place when a given Proposed Action is implemented. 
They are not part of the Proposed Action, but are projections being made so that future impacts, cumulative 
and otherwise, can be estimated as required by NEPA. Cumulative impacts are interdisciplinary, multi
jurisdictional, and usually do not conform to political boundaries. This analysis considers CEQ guidance 
(ibid.) and the BLM's Guidelines for Assessing and Documenting Cumulative Impacts (BLM 1994c). 

4.7.1 Issues and Approach 

4.7.1.1 Issues and Approaches 

While there are cumulative impacts to all affected resources, CEQ guidelines limit cumulative effects 
analysis to "important issues of national, regional, or local significance" (CEQ 1997). Therefore, not all 
issues identified for direct and indirect impact assessment are analyzed for cumulative effects. In this case, 
the Proposed Action is the Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment, and the other past, present, and future 
actions are the mining projects, land exchanges, and planning documents listed in Table 4-18. As a result, 
Section 4.7 will not address cumulative impacts to all resources for all alternatives; only resources and 
alternatives with Significant issues will be discussed. The determination of issues that have been considered 
for cumulative impact analysis is based upon the scoping issues raised and the experience and expertise 
of the Interdisciplinary (ID) Team. After considering the nature of direct and indirect effects, the resource 
and/or components of the environment identified by the I D Team for cumulative impact assessment include: 

". Biological Resources 
". Physical Resources (water, air, soils) 
". Land Use (ownership, management, grazing) 
• Cultural Resources 
• Socioeconomics 

The scoping issues for each of these resources have been identified in Chapter 1, and these same issues, 
but on a broader geographic scale, are analyzed and evaluated under cumulative impacts. 

In addition to these scoping issues, there are two broad categories of actions contained within this EIS which 
also must be analyzed cumulatively: those dealing with land tenure (which includes planning decisions 
regarding land tenure adjustments and other planning issues as well as the exchange of lands); and those 
dealing with foreseeable uses of both the offered and selected lands. A complete listing of projects 
considered in cumulative effects can be found in Table 4-18. 
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Table 4-18 Summary of Projects* Considered for Cumulative Effects Analysis 

land Exchanges (major federal) 

Cerbat Land Exchange 

Cyprus State-Wide Land Exchange 

Hualapai Mountains Land Exchange 

Morenci Land Exchange 

Ray land Exchange 

Safford Land Exchange 

Saguaro National Park Exchange 

Silver Bell-Cienega Land Exchange 

Tusayan Exchange 

Mining Projects (50-mile radius) 

BHP Pinto Valley Operations 

Carlota Copper Project 

Cyprus Miami Mine Expansion 

Mineral Creek Consent Decree/Expansion 

Superior Underground Mine 

Planning Documents (BlM) 

Arizona Wilderness Inholding Acquisition Project 

Phoenix Resource Management Plan (RMP) 

Kingman Resource Area RMP 

Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment 

Safford District RMP 

White Canyon Plan Amendment 

Future Planning Projects 
(White Canyon RCA, BlM Tucson Field Office) 

Empire-Cienaga EIS/Plan Amendment 

White Canyon RCA Coordinated Management Plan/ 
White Canyon Wilderness Plan 

Winkelman Community Expansion 

*A description of each project can be found in Appendix G of the DEIS. 

4.7.2 Selected Lands: Identification and Analysis of Cumulative Impacts 

To identify and analyze cumulative impacts, the projects identified above and the combination of impacts 
considered in this EIS are examined in local and regional contexts. Local contexts include impact analysis 
in regards to land tenure (e.g., current and future planning projects for the Tucson BLM Field Office), and 
regional contexts include impact analysis in regards to foreseeable uses (e.g., mining operations within a 50-
mile radius). 

Cumulative impacts analysi'S for the selected lands regarding land tenure decisions involve the following 
factors: 1) The Ray Plan Amendment constitutes the major planning or land tenure adjustment that may 
occur. Future planning projects listed in Table 4-19 include those which implement the Phoenix RMP and 
plan amendments (coordinated planning) or are in response to proposed land uses (community expansion, 
trails); and 2) The land exchange process serves as a method for federal land management agencies to 
acquire high value resource lands and to dispose of lands more suitable for development, typically adjacent 
to communities or for support of the mining industry. 

Cumulative impacts analysis for the selected lands regarding foreseeable uses assumes the following: 1) 
Mine expansion in central and southern Arizona is expected to continue but is subject to market demands 
as well as environmental permitting; and 2} Cumulative impacts analysis relative to geographic context vary 
for each resource. For example, cumUlative impacts to biological, land use and cultural resources includes 
a 50-mile radius, while physical resources addresses the Middle Gila River Watershed, and socioeconomic 
resources includes Pinal and Gila Counties. 
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Table 4-19. Potential Net Change in Public Lands Tenure as a Result of Land Exchanges Currently 
under Consideration by the USFS and BLM in Arizona 

Exchange 

Cerbat 

Cyprus 

Hualapai Mountains 

Morenci 

Ray Land Exchange 

Safford 

Saguaro 

Silverbell-Cienega 

Tusayan 

TOTAL: 

Acreage of 
Selected Lands 

(Federal Lands proposed 
to be transferred to 
Private Ownership) 

5144 

9657 

~ §!!.Q§Q 

3758 

10976 

17000 

4322 

4774 

672 

44&629 ~mq!$ 

Acres in parenthesis are negative 

4.7.2.1 Biological Resources 

Acreage of 
Offered Lands 

(Private Lands proposed 
to be transferred to Public 

Ownership) 

5661 

incomplete 

~ ?J}1~ 

1040 

7304 

3697 

632 

549 

2184 

94468 ~U1'&§ 

Net Change (Acres) 
Increase (Decrease) 

in the quantity of 
federal lands in 

Arizona 

517 

e-[Qim.~ 

(2718) 

(3672) 

(13303) 

(3611) 

(4225) 

1512 

(29286) FJBm 

Land Tenure Adjustments. As a result of past land disposals and acquisitions, there has been a 
cumulative loss for some biological resources on public and state lands. Based on the number of acres 
exchanged or purchased, it is assumed that a cumulative loss of biological resources would include losses 
of upland and riparian vegetation and wildlife habitat. although no specific study has been conducted. 
However, through the land exchange process, federal agencies are acquiring higher valued biological 
resource lands elsewhere in Arizona such as wilderness, ACECs, riparian and upland habitats as well as 
special status habitats (e.g., lands adjacent to and within the Empire-Cienega RCA, Dos Cabezas Mountains 
Wilderness, and Gila Box RNCA). 

Foreseeable Uses. Of the five copper mine projects considered under foreseeable uses, it is likely that all 
five will eventually directly impact biological resources, particularly the Sonoran Desert vegetation 
communities within the 50 mile region. While this represents a very small percentage of the total vegetation 
community, it still results in localized impacts when vegetation is cleared for mining purposes. 

Cumulatively, mining projects within Arizona have impacted wildlife movement patterns, specifically, 
physical access to land as well as to water resources. Routes traveled by wildlife are fragmented by open-pit 
mines requiring wildlife to divert around these mines, and result in prevention of access to water resources. 
In addition to mining projects, human activities could impact wildlife movements, specifically with the 
construction of physical barriers such as fences, roads and other developments. Specific studies related to 
whether these activities contribute to wildlife fragmentation of individual wildlife species is unknown. For 
threatened and endangered species, no T &E species occur or are affected by the Proposed Action, 
therefore there is no contribution to cumulative impacts on T & E species. 
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4.7.2.2 Physical Resources 

Land Tenure Adjustments. Disposal of federal lands through exchange or sale and state lands through 
sale are not likely to contribute to cumulative impacts on soils, water or air since the resulting land uses are 
subject to specific project environmental permitting. The proposed exchange, along with past exchanges 
in the Middle Gila River area is resulting in a loss of federal water sources and water rights in the Middle Gila 
River Watershed. 

Foreseeable Uses. Cumulative impacts to physical resources (air, groundwater, surface water, soils) will 
result from implementation of these five mining projects, specifically for the Middle Gila River Watershed. 
Impacts to air and water are subject to permitting processes which copper mining companies must comply 
with for new and ongoing mining operations. The absence of detailed mine plans and environmental permits 
prevent a specific list of cumulative impacts to water resources; however, possible general cumulative 
impacts in the Middle Gila River watershed include changes in drainage patterns, erosion of the land surface, 
additional degradation of the middle Gila River, reduction in groundwater supply, and loss of water rights by 
the BLM. It is likely, however, that air quality in the region will deteriorate somewhat as a result of these 
proposed mine expansions, and that additional groundwater and surface water impacts, although localized, 
will occur. Soils will be disturbed locally as a result of mining operations, but impacts to soils as a result of 
these projects will not result in a regional impact Impacts to soils will be reduced through reclamation during 
and post-mining. 

4.7.2.3 Land Tenure and Land Use 

Land Tenure Adjustments, especially exchanges. In addition to land tenure decisions noted in Table 4-
20, the Arizona State LanstDepartment (ASLD) is currently considering the sale of a number of state land 
parcels applied for by As?fco. Other sales may also be considered within the foreseeable future. This 
analysis focuses on land exchanges, however, since these encompass the major changes in land tenure. 
The General Accounting Office (GAO) reports that of the roughly 72,688,000 acres of land in Arizona, 
approximately 29,867,616 (41 percent) are managed by one of three land management agencies: BLM, 
National Park Service (NPS) and the United States Forest Service (USFS) (GAO 1995). Over a 30 year 
period, the acreage of federal land managed in Arizona increased by 2,941,365 acres (6 percent) with the 
majority of land increase by the BLM. Table 4-19 summarizes the major BLM land exchanges currently 
pending in Arizona and Table 4-20 shows the break down of these exchanges by county. 

S2 ~ Q97 US~1Rigio~21: En\tiro~m cllltaminantS'hl Sediment and ti$hJirM,i:ie;:(@ICreek and ~ii,MJiia1~<3ila):l~~r, 
AritQtlai~Bboenix.'Nuly. 16:pp .'tables. 
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Ti3ble 4-20. Aeeroximate Net Change in Federal Acres Within Each Count~ 

ARIZONA COUNTY 

Project Cochise Gila Graham Greenlee Maricopa Mohave Pima Pinal Yavapai 

Cerbat 517 

Hualapai Mi9.&'W..5 

Morenci 680 100 (3578) 240 

Ray (352) 8554 (10304) 

Safford 1108 (15674) 880 323 

Saguaro (4322) 711 

Silver Bell- (3361) (864) 
Cienega 

TOTALS 1788 (352) (15574) (3578) (4322) 9&Hl§l~ (1530) (11168) 323 
(acres): 

Acres in parenthesis are negative 

As shown in Table 4-18, Graham, Greenlee and Pinal Counties are expected to lose close to 30,000 acres 
of public lands due to the proposed Morenci, Safford and Ray Land Exchanges. Counties like Mohave, 
Cochise, Pima and Yavapai will gain public lands because these counties contain high-value resource lands 
identified for acquisition by federal agencies for the public benefit. 

Foreseeable Uses Recreation: Cumulatively, impacts to recreation are assessed on a project by project 
basis, whether the action is a land exchange or an MPO and are not expected to be any greater than simply 
the sum of all of these projects combined. 

Portions of two proposed trails for the Arizona and Great Western Trail occur within 50 miles of the selected 
lands, specifically within the White Canyon RCA. The BLM Tucson Field Office will plan these trail segments 
to avoid long-term impacts to the trails from foreseeable mining uses on the proposed exchange parcels. 
Specific planning documents for these trail segments include the Empire-Cienega Resource Management 
Plan Amendment EIS and the White Canyon Management Plan (Appendix G). The alternative access routes 
being proposed for Battle Axe Road would continue public accesses, and would provide for viable 
alternatives for the Great Western Trail. Foreseeable mining uses on the proposed exchange parcels will 
still allow for viable alternatives for routing the Arizona Trail through the area. Therefore, no cumulative 
impacts on these trails are antiCipated. i!,§g§~~~~g~Qt~Im;:;;g~~~I~§~l~~~Ii:~ri~~~"EfciJl 

Foreseeable Uses Mining: Within a 50 mile radius of Kearny, there are four copper mines currently 
considering expansion (Cyprus-Miami, San Manuel, BHP Pinto Valley, and Ray). A fifth copper mine 
(Carlota near the existing Cyprus Miami mine) is currently in the permitting process. Collectively, these 
represent major expansions of existing copper mines. The foreseeable uses for all of these mines are 
similar--that is, to mine and process copper ore. Cumulatively, with the exception of Carlota as a new mine, 
these projects represent an increase in the temporal duration of these existing copper mines for one or two 
decades. 

From a land use perspective, the four proposed mine projects represent an expansion of mining activities 
as a land use in southern Arizona, and a conversion of lands from native (and non-native vegetation) to open 
pit mining. These mines are typically in undeveloped areas which have been subject to past mining 
activities, and therefore these lands, in general, are not pristine. Typically, these lands have been used for 
grazing and mining. Therefore the additional land use allocated to copper mining in Southern Arizona, while 
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representing an expansion, it is not considered to be a regional impact due to the fact that copper mining 
already is a major component of land use in Southern Arizona (Table 4-19). 

4.7.2.4 Cultural Resources 

Land Tenure/Land Use. The Tucson BLM Field Office will likely initiate planning for other wilderness areas 
including Coyotes, Needles Eye, Empire-Cienega, and possibly Baboquivari, in addition to the White Canyon 
Management Plan and Empire-Cienega Plan Amendment, which all involve cultural resource issues. 

Foreseeable Uses. Many of the projects (exchanges and mining expansion) considered under cumulative 
impacts have a substantiai.number of archaeological sites associated with them. Under Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act, archaeological sites must be considered in project planning and treatment 
plans must be developed and implemented. As a result of these and other federal regulations governing 
cultural resources, there will be a substantial amount of cultural resource work being conducted on several 
hundred archaeological sites. Numerically this represents a substantial treatment program for archaeological 
sites but will not result in the loss of representative site types or cultures represented in the archaeological 
record. In addition. these mitigation programs will result in an increase in local and regional scientific 
information. 

Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs) are being identified through consultation with potentially affected 
tribes. The number of potentially eligible TCP's is not yet known, but for each eligible site. mitigation plans 
will be developed and implemented. Cumulatively, while such information may remain somewhat protected, 
knowledge of such places will expand for the region. 

4.7.2.5 Socioeconomics 

Land Tenure/Land Use. As a result of land exchanges, there is a net benefit to the county tax base from 
increases in private lands. As shown in Table 4-20. many counties have a net loss of federal acres. which 
indicates and increase in private lands and county tax bases. For this exchange, there would be a net 
benefit to the Pinal and Gila County tax base because of the increased acreage of private lands near the Ray 
Mine from which private property taxes are generated. 

Foreseeable Uses. These five mining projects provide for the continuation of the economy of a number 
of communities in southern and central Arizona, including Kearny, Winkelman, Globe-Miami, and San 
Manuel (Table 4-20). These projects collectively represent an important component of the economies of 
these communities and counties. A lack of mine expansion would have detrimental economic impacts 
through reducing employment, changing tax structure and indirect expenditures in these communities, 
surrounding counties and 'tBe economy of Southern and Central Arizona as a whole. 

4.7.3 Offered Lands: Identification and Analysis of Cumulative Impacts 

The offered lands lie in a variety of BLM management designations, including wilderness and ACEC, as well 
as within the boundaries of approved BLM RMPs. Each of these designations has a planning component, 

"" and these plans are in various stages of preparation and completion. No potential cumulative effects have 
• been identified related to land tenure and planning. 

The foreseeable uses of the offered lands, especially for the Mohave County exchanges, are for 
development. That is, if the exchanges are not completed, the parcels would be marketed and developed. 
If however, the exchanges are completed. the opportunity for development will be precluded through federal 
acquisition of these parcels. 
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4.7.3.1 Biological Resources 

Land Tenure Adjustment. Most of the offered lands in the Ray Land Exchange, as well as in the other 
exchanges, contain important biological resources and habitat which would be acquired and protected under 
federal acquisition. If all exchanges were completed, many thousands of acres of wildlife habitat, including 
some containing occupied habitat for federally listed, T&E species, would be acquired by the federal 
government. thus providing greater protection than if left in private ownership and subject to potential 
development. In addition to federal protection, consolidation of public lands facilitates management of 
wildlife and wildlife habitat and provides additional opportunities for wildlife habitat management across the 
landscape. For special status species, specifically desert tortoise, the BlM has published the Desert Tortoise 
Habitat Management on the Public lands: A Rangewide Plan (Appendix F) to manage habitat to ensure that 
viable desert tortoise populations exist on public lands, to be accomplished through cooperative resource 
management aimed at protecting the species. 

Foreseeable Uses. Cumulatively. development of offered lands, specifically in Mohave County could result 
in major impacts to special status and T & E species. It is likely that the Category I and II desert tortoise 
habitat classifications would become Category III habitat as urbanization would eventually engulf and 
surround remaining tortoise habitat on the public lands. The tortoise would persist for many years. but 
recruitment of young tortoises would be reduced due to increased predation from domestic and feral pets 
(Appendix F). 

4.7.3.2 Physical Resources 

Land Tenure Adjustment. Like biological resources, physical resources on offered lands would come under 
federal ownership and would be managed per the RMPs or activity plans. The offered lands in the Ray land 
Exchange contain important water sources including portions of two perennial streams. Cumulatively. this 
exchange (combined with the Cerbat and Hualapai Mountain Exchanges) increases the number of water 
sources and water rights BlM will acquire in the unadjudicated watersheds of the Bill Williams River and 
mainstream of the Colorado River. 

Foreseeable Uses. Cumulatively, development of the offered lands. if exchanges are not completed. could 
result in the following impacts: 1} Increases in surface runoff and potential offsite sediment transport in areas 
of residential development; 2) decreases in the amount of groundwater in areas of residential development 
(e.g., depth to groundwater would increase if wells are drilled for domestic uses); and 3) the beneficial uses 
of the water rights may change as these parcels are developed for residential use. 

4.7.3.3 Land Use 

Land Tenure Adjustment. The offered lands for the Ray land Exchange primarily lie in Mohave County 
as do those for the Hualapai Exchange. While the Hualapai Exchange is very close in acres to be 
exchanged (meaning little gain or loss of federal lands in the County), the Ray Land Exchange has 
approximately 9,000 acres of private offered lands within Mohave County proposed to become federal lands. 
The impacts of this exchange, both in terms of land ownership and taxes, has been considered within this 
EIS. Of the other exchanges, each has some lands in scattered parcels throughout Arizona. Table 4-19 
under land Tenure - Exchange - Selected Lands, depicts the changes to individual counties from all of the 
BLM exchanges currently pending. 

Foreseeable Uses. Many of the offered parcels are currently surrounded by federal lands and have similar 
land uses (e.g. grazing). For exchanges completed. changes in land would not be expected to differ 
substantially than what is currently going on adjacent to them. However. this is probably not true for the 
future. In the Ray Land Exchange, recreational development would be expected on some of the parcels, 
and in the Hualapai Exchange, ranchettes and home sites would be expected on the checker boarded 
sections which are private, while the adjacent sections which are BlM administered, would be subject to 
indirect impacts from development. 
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Land Management. Acquiring the offered lands in this exchange and the Hualapai Exchange would permit 
approximately 150,000 acres of checker boarded land in Mohave County to become blocked. The 
exchanges would result in contiguous blocks of BLM land under federal management and contiguous blocks 
of private land for development. This would result in more efficient management for BLM to meet its 
objectives and for the County in providing services to these residents. 

Completing the Ray Land and other exchanges would greatly facilitate wilderness and ACEC management, 
as these inholdings present conflicts to wilderness and ACEC managers in terms of competing land uses. 

Recreation. If completed, exchanges involving key in holdings within and adjacent to wilderness areas would 
provide for better recreational opportunities and improved wilderness management through removing 
conflicts. Recreational activities would be more effiCiently planned and managed through blocking federal 
lands. 

4.7.3.4 Cultural Resources 

Land Tenure Adjustment. The offered lands in this eXChange as well as in the other exchanges provide 
a variety of cultural resources which would come under federal ownership and protection if exchanges are 
completed. 

Foreseeable Uses. Cumulatively. development of the offered lands would probably result in negative 
impacts to cultural resources. Even though on adjacent federal lands, the cultural properties would continue 
to be managed in accordance with federal laws and BLM policies, nearby development would likely lead to 
increased illegal artifact removal, vandalism or pothunting. which would damage artifacts and features. 

4.7.3.5 Socioeconomics 

Land Tenure Adjustment. Acquisition of the offered lands in this exchange and the others should not result 
in a substantial socioeconomic impact. On a local scale. the change in land ownership from private to 
federal may have negative impacts on local property taxes. These impacts have been considered in each 
individual exchange. For Mohave County, where this impact has been raised as an issue, the Hualapai 
Exchange, being essentially balanced in terms of the quantities of offered and selected lands. provides an 
opportunity for vast, contiguous development of private lands, thus enhancing the values and tax benefits 
of these selected lands. 

Foreseeable Uses. Cumulatively, under the No Action Alternative, there would be little change in federal 
PILT payments as well as annual property taxes paid to the county for private lands. 

4.8 IRRETRIEVABLE AND IRREVERSIBLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES 

This discussion identifies ~r.etrievable or irreversible commitments of resources that would occur if the 
proposed Ray Land Exch~i.lge/Plan Amendment were implemented. An irretrievable commitment of a 
resource is one in which tlie resource or its use is lost for a period of time; e.g .. timber production in a 
proposed road right-of-way within a National Forest. An irreversible commitment of a resource is one that 
cannot be reversed; e.g., the extinction of a species. In some instances, irretrievable actions could be 
reversed if the land use changes after the completion of the project. however, this does not apply to federal 
reserved water rights. 

Because an exchange involves the permanent transfer of ownership of land, and all the rights. privileges. 
and obligations thereof, the proposed Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment itself is an irretrievable 
commitment of public resources associated with the selected lands. In disposing of the selected lands 
through the proposed Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment, the BLM would permanently relinquish all 
regulatory, management. and administrative responsibility for the selected lands and their associated 
biological, physical, mineral. land use. cultural, and socioeconomic resources, and hazardous materials. as 
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described in Chapter 3 of this document. By implementing the exchange, the BLM would irretrievably 
commit these resources into private ownership and management. 

4.8.1 The Relationship Between Short-term Uses and Long-term Productivity 

In a strict sense, a land exchange does not involve any "short-term uses" of resources; public lands would 
be permanently and irretrievably placed into private ownership. As such, neither the proposed Ray Land 
Exchange/Plan Amendment itself nor the Buckeye and Copper Butte alternatives, would affect the long-term 
productivity of the selected lands. However, foreseeable uses of the selected lands, which involve long-term 
surface disturbing activities typically associated with surface mine operation, are likely to permanently impact 
the long-term productivity of some resources on the selected lands. The relationship between foreseeable 
uses of the selected and offered lands on the long-term productivity of those lands is discussed in further 
detail below. 

Selected Lands. The long-term productivity of upland and xeroriparian vegetation, wildlife habitats; surface 
waters; low-potential mineral resources; and cultural resources within areas designated for Production 
Operations and Support Uses and Transitional Uses would be permanently lost by surface disturbance or 
burial under stockpiles. These impacts would subsequently have long-term but limited adverse impacts on 
the productivity of wildlife and grazing capacity, and on long-term recreational opportunities and access 
within those portions of the selected lands. Mitigation for impacts to cultural resources is required as part 
of the exchange. The productivity of the Ray Mine would be increased by the exchange through 
consolidating Asarco's land ownership for more efficient operations management. This would result in 
beneficial long-term impacts on the socioeconomic stability of the local and regional communities of Kearny 
and Winkelman and on the nation's metal production. 

Offered Lands. The offered lands are located in three counties throughout Arizona. One parcel, located 
in Pinal County, contains a segment of the Gila River Riparian Management Area (GRRMA) and is within 
the Middle Gila Cultural Resource Management Area (MGCRMA), one parcel abuts the Warm Springs 
Wilderness in Mohave County, one parcel group lies within the MountTipton Wilderness in Mohave County, 
one parcel group lies adjacent to the Big Sandy River, located within the Big Sandy Herd Management Area 
and finally, one parcel group occurs within the McCracken Desert Tortoise Habitat Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern (ACEC). BLM's multiple resource management is based upon "the principles of 
multiple use and sustained yield; this is a combination of uses that takes into account the long-term needs 
of future generations for renewable and non-renewable natural resources" (BLM Mission Statement), such 
as recreation, range, timber, minerals, watershed, fish and wildlife, wilderness, and natural, scenic, and 
cultural values. Therefore, BLM acquisition and management of the offered lands, as proposed under either 
the Proposed Action, Buckeye or Copper Butte alternatives, is expected to ensure the long-term productivity 
of the lands through intensive multiple resources management. 

4.8.2 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

Unavoidable adverse impacts are impacts that remain following the implementation of mitigation measures, 
or impacts for which there are no applicable mitigation measures. For this document, unavoidable impacts 
discussed herein are those resulting from the Proposed Action, Buckeye or the Copper Butte Alternatives, 
which proposes a land exchange, and not foreseeable uses, which can occur regardless of the exchange. 
Compliance with applicable environmental regulations required to implement the foreseeable uses (see 
Chapter 2) would avoid, minimize or compensate for potential environmental consequences of the 
foreseeable uses. 

Unavoidable impacts for the land exchange involve the reduction of grazing AUMs within certain allotments; 
however, this is offset by increasing grazing AUMs on offered lands for other allotments. For water 
resources, five BLM federal reserved water rights will be irretrievably lost and, overall, there will be a net loss 
of water rights held by the BLI'v1. In addition, the physical cultural resource sites on the selected lands are 
lost; however, this is offset through intensive data collection and analysis of curation of objects for future 
study and interpretation. 
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4.9 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OR FACTORS NOT CONSIDERED 
MAJOR ISSUES 

Floodplains. Under Executive Order 11988 for floodplain management, the selected lands were identified 
using the FIRM flood insurance rate maps for Pinal and Gila Counties. It was determined that approximately 
180 acres of selected lands occur within the 1 DO-year floodplain. These acres include portions of Parcels 
CG-1, CB-1 , CB-3, RM-2 and RM-7 where the majority of these lands are inundated by shallow flooding with 
depth ranging between 1-3 feet. Parcel CG-1 experiences areas where base flood elevations and flood 
hazard factors have not been determined. 

Hazardous Materials. A Levell Environmental Site Assessment will be conducted prior to the ROD for the 
offered and selected lands following the American Society of Testing Materials (ASTM) Practice E 1527. 
The Level I assessment will evaluate the potential for hazardous substance contamination and petroleum 
products. The assessment will consist of: aerial inspection, ground reconnaissance, review of historical 
records, review of BLM databases related to past land uses, and interviews will knowledgeable individuals. 

None of the parcels are known to be located on or near a "Superfund" site under CERCLA. However, if such 
contaminants were located, the BLM and Asarco have agreed in the ATI to enter into a binding agreement 
pursuant to 43 CFR 2201.7-2 which would commit to the removal or other remedial actions, if any were 
needed for such substances. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers. No designated or potentially eligible segments of the National Wild and Scenic 
River System are present on the selected or offered lands. 
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Table 4-21. Pro~osed Mitigation53 Measures for Im~acts of Action Alternatives 

Proposed Action 
(Agency Preferred Buckeye Copper Butte 

Resource Issue/Impact Alternative) Alternative Alternative 

Biological Resources 

Wildlife/Special If transplant is Coordination between BLM, Same as Proposed Same as Proposed 
Status approved, potential AGFD and Asarco to pursue Action Action 
Species/T&E impacts to bighorn joint funding/cost share 
Species sheep opportunities for habitat 

habitatlPicketpost improvements. 
reintroduction area 

Loss of 6,646 acres of No mitigation proposed; Same as Proposed Same as Proposed 
potential Cactus consultation with USFWS Action Action 
Ferruginous Pygmy-owl 
Habitat 

Loss of five acres of No mitigation proposed; Same as Proposed Same as Proposed 
potential southwestern conSUltation with USFWS Action Action 
willow flycatcher habitat 

Loss of bat roosts Mine ad its/caves fenced; Same as Proposed Same as Proposed 
providing potential consultation with USFWS Action Action 
habitat for Lesser Long-
nosed bat 

Land Use Resources 

Access Loss of access to the Asarco to construct Same as Proposed Same as Proposed 
White Canyon Proposed Route #2 Action Action 
Wilderness, Artesian (preferred route) adjacent to 
well, Coke Ovens and existing Battle Axe Road to 
Gila River White Canyon Wilderness 

from Highway 177, Section 
26 access to be constructed. 

Arizona Trail If trail is designated: See General Response no.3, Same as Proposed Same as Proposed 
Loss of access through Arizona Trail and Figure 7-1 Action Action 
Copper Butte/Buckeye 
area to White Canyon 
Wilderness 

Grazing Loss of grazing Compensation for seven Same as Proposed Same as Proposed 
improvements improvements added to land Action Action 

appraisals 

Cultural Resources 

Archaeological Loss of archaeological Mitigation for sites would be Same as Proposed Same as Proposed 
Resources sites conducted through a data Action Action 

recovery program for sites 
determined eligible for the 
National Register 

Places of If any are identified: On-going coordination Same as Proposed Same as Proposed 
Traditional Loss of places of between BLM, Tribes and Action Action 
Importance to traditional importance to Asarco 
Native Americans Native Americans 

53 Mitigation includes a) avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action, b) minimizing impacts 
by limiting the degree or magnitude ofthe action and its implementation, c) re-certifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the 
affected environment, d) reducing or eliminating the impact overtime by preservation and maintenance operations during the life of the action, 
e) compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments. Since the offered lands compensate for 
impacts to selected land values and resources, this table only lists mitigation that would apply in addition to compensation. 
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CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

During the preparation of the DEIS for the proposed Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment, the BLM 
consulted with and received input from various federal, state, and local agencies, elected representatives, 
non-governmental organizations, tribal governments and private individuais. This chapter summarizes the 
BLM's efforts to notify and involve potentially interested or affected parties of the proposed exchange and 
discusses environmental justice. RJ~~~~{~,!1~Rl~ll'il§t,qgl:1~~l!l~!!~~mmn:~Y~J:(§if:1M'"~ 
Qlg~l§l 

5.2 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND SCOPING 

A Public Participation Plan (PPP) for the Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment was developed, 
implemented and modified beginning in 1995 and amended as necessary. The objective of the PPP was 
to ensure notification of potentially interested parties of the proposed exchange/plan amendment, invite 
them to participate in the analysis process, and develop a list of scoping issues to be addressed in the EIS. 
The primary public scoping elements of the PPP are described below. 

5.2.1 Publication of Notices 

Notice of Intent. The BLM submitted two Notices of Intent (NOI), to prepare an EIS, which were published 
in the Federal Register on December 19,1994 and June 20,1997. The NOls identified the proposed action, 
lead federal agency, project proponent, third party EIS contractor, announced the dates and locations of 
public scoping meetings, and the BLM person to contact for more information. 

Notice of Exchange Proposal (NOEP). A Notice of Exchange Proposal (NOEP) was published in the 
Federal Register on June 20,1997, and in local newspapers in Gila, La Paz, Pinal and Mohave Counties. 
The NOEP announced the proposal for exchange of approximately 10,977 acres of selected lands for 
approximately 8,994 acres of offered lands54

, provided legal descriptions for the selected and offered lands, 
and announced that the selected lands identified in the exchange have been segregated from appropriation 
for a period of five years under FLPMA An NOEP was not published in late 1994 since another land 
package was not available at that time. 

5.2.2 News Release and Informational Mailing to Potentially Interested and/or 
Affected Parties 

A mailing list of interested parties identified throughout the environmental review process was compiled from 
BLM files, county land ownership records, Asarco, attendance at public meetings and other sources. This 
has been updated regularly to include groups and individuals requesting information on the proposed land 
exchange. The mailing list includes private individuals, special interest groups, agencies, elected officials, 
and tribal governments. The list will be used to generate mailing labels and has fields that allow sorting for 
special uses (e.g., special mailing to agencies). 

54 The total offered lands package published in the Federal Registerwas prior to appraisals. Since the appraisals, the offered 
lands package has decreased to 7,300 acres for parcels within Pinal and Mohave Counties. 
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Approximately four weeks prior to scheduled public meetings, mailings were sent out consisting of a Fact 
Sheet, map of the selected and offered lands locations, and schedule. An additional mailing has been sent 
to notify all interested parties regarding the Plan Amendment Criteria for the project (January 1998). Upon 
completion of the DEIS, mailings will be sent to notify all persons, groups, and agencies on the mailing list 
of the DEIS availability and of the schedule and locations of public meetings for the DEIS (Spring 1998). 
The public will be notified of these meetings in the same manner used for the scoping meetings. Appropriate 
mass media will be used to supplement mailings where necessary. 

5.2.3 Coordination with State and Federal Agencies 

Letters requesting scoping comments on the proposed exchange/plan amendment were sent in November 
1994 and June 1997 to the state and federal agencies listed in Table 3-21. Eight out of the thirteen 
agencies listed in Table 5-1 responded. 

Table 5-1. State and Federal Agencies Contacted for the Proposed Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment 

State Agencies 

Arizona Department of Agriculture & Horticulture 

Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 

Arizona Dept. of Mines and Mineral Resources 

Arizona Department of Transportation 

Arizona Game and Fish Department 

Arizona State Historic Preservation Office 

Arizona State Land Department 

Arizona State Parks Department 

Federal Agencies 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

U.S. Geological Survey 

U.S.D.A. Forest Service, Tonto National Forest 

U.S.D.t. Bureau of Indian Affairs 

U.S.D.!. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Throughout the NEPA process, BLM will continue to coordinate with the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) regarding the identification and treatment of cultural resources and with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service regarding potential impacts to threatened and endangered species. 

5.2.4 Coordination with Tribal Governments 

In 1995, twelve tribes were sent an initial conSUltation letter to request any concerns about the Ray Land 
Exchange, including tradiij.gnal cultural properties and project issues. On June 20, 1997, tribal governments 
were sent a certified cQfilsultation letter regarding the Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment. The 
conSUltation letter requested comments on the proposed land exchange/plan amendment and listed the 
locations and times of scoping open houses. A copy of the NOEP was also sent with the conSUltation letter. 
Table 5-2 lists the tribal governments contacted for the Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS. 

Tribal governments and specific tribal individuals were also contacted in April 1998 as part of the EIS 
process to identify and evaluate traditional cultural properties. Twenty-five letters and copies of related 
reports were mailed with a 60-day request for comments. Two tribes, the San Carlos and Yavapai-Apache 
responded with a comment letter. The Tucson Field Office is in the process of re-contacting tribes for further 
discussions. 
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Table 5-2. Tribal Governments Contacted for the Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment 

Ak-Chin Indian Community Council 

Colorado River Indian Tribes 

Fort Mohave Tribe 

Gila River Indian Community 

Pueblo of Zuni 

Hualapai Tribe 

Hopi Tribe 

Ft. McDowell Mohave-Apache Tribal Council 

Salt River Pima-Maricopa Community 

5.2.5 Public Scoping/Open House 

San Carlos Apache Tribe 

Tohono O'Odham Tribe 

Tonto Apache Tribe 

White Mountain Apache Tribe 

Yavapai-Apache Tribe 

Yavapai-Prescott Tribe 

Over one thousand scoping information pamphlets that described the proposed action were mailed by SWCA 
on behalf of the BLM to agencies, organizations, and ir,~erested individuals (Appendices A & B). The scoping 
period for the Ray Land Exchange was from December 19, 1994 to February 14,1995 and the Ray Land 
Exchange/Plan Amendment scoping period was from June 20 to August 4,1997. In addition to mailings, 
legal notices were published in the Federal Register as well as in other newspapers throughout Arizona. 

During the Ray Land Exchange scoping period, two public open house meetings were held in Kearny and 
Mesa on January 30 and 31,1995, respectively. During the Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment scoping 
period, three open house meetings were held in Kearny, Mesa and Kingman on July 21,22 and 23,1997. 
Open house meetings were advertised through publication of the NOI in the Federal Register, legal notices 
in local papers, and the informational mailer sent to interested parties. Fliers written in Spanish and English 
with scoping open house information were posted throughout the towns of Kearny, Winkelman, and Hayden. 
Open house participants were provided with a fact sheet and comment form. A total of 190 individuals 
attended the five open house meetings, each of which lasted four hours. 

5.2.6 Public Outreach Activities 

Public outreach activities included presentations by the project team to the Arizona Trails Stewards, Boyce 
Thompson Arboretum, Congressional Staffs and to the Mohave County Public Land Use Committee. The 
informational fact sheets and comment sheets used for the public scoping meetings were made available 
at these meetings. All comments and questions raised during and after the presentations are included in this 
compilation of scoping issues. 

5.3 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

BLM has complied with Executive Order 12898 concerning Environmental Justice and will continue to 
accomplish notification of impact analysis through these activities: notifications at public meetings identified 
above involving distribution of meeting fliers in Spanish, notification to adjacent landowners; consultation 
with Native Americans, and news releases in local newspapers. Attempts to notify and involve low income 
and minority communities near the project areas will continue during the EIS process. 

I n reviewing the socioeconomics, water, air and the proposed access route, it was determined that potentially 
adverse impacts from the land exchange do not disproportionately affect Native Americans or the minority 
or low income groups. 
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CHAPTER 6 

LIST OF PREPARERS 

Responsibility Name Qualifications 

U.S.D.1. Bureau of Land Management 
Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS Interdisciplinary Team 

Project Manager Shela McFarlin BA Anthropology, University of Kentucky 
M.A.lAdvanced Studies, Anthropology, Michigan State 
University 
17 years BLM experience 

Management Jesse J. Juen B.S. Wildlife and Fisheries Science, Texas A&M University 
Oversight M.S. Wildlife Management, Texas Tech University 

16 years BLM experience 

Bill Childress B.S. Physical Geography, Arizona State University 
14 years BLM experience 

Arizona Exchange Bill Ruddick Business Administration Studies, Crowder College, Arizona 
Team Leader State University 

18 years BLM experience 

Wildlife Biology Karen Simms B.S. Zoology, University of California Davis 
M.S. Wildlife Biology, University of California Davis 
10 years BLM experience 

Bob Hall Wildlife and Range Management, Humbolt State University 
20 years BLM experience 

Botany John Anderson M.S. Botany, Arizona State University 
BA Botany, University of California at Santa Barbara 
B.S. Rangeland Resources, Oregon State University 

Cultural Resources Connie Stone Ph.D Anthropology, Arizona State University 
10 years BLM experience 

Don Simonis M.A. Anthropology, Arizona State University 
19 years BLM experience 
22 years total experience 

Range Management Darrell Tersey B.S. Wildlife Ecology, University of Arizona 
6 years BLM experience 
10 years US Forest Service experience 
5 years Arizona State Lands Department experience 

Recreation Jack Ragsdale B.S. Agriculture, University of Arizona 
22 years BLM experience 

Bruce Asbjorn B.S. Range/Forest Management, Colorado State University 
20 years BLM experience 

Wilderness Bill Gibson BA Business, Arizona State University 
Management 18 years BLM experience, 

5 years Wilderness/Environmental Specialist experience 
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Responsibility Name Qualifications 

U.S.D.1. Bureau of land Management, continued 
Ray land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS Interdisciplinary Team 

Geology/Mines Ron Smith B.S. Mechanical Engineering, Indiana Institute of 
Technology 
B.S. Geology, California State University Northridge 
18 years BlM experience 

Soil Science Paul Hobbs B.S. Soil Science, California Polytechnic State 
University at San luis Obispo. 
10 years BlM experience, 15 years Soil Science 
experience 

lands laurie Ford 17 years BlM experience 

Socioeconomic Gina Ramos M.B.A., University of Phoenix 
B.S. Range Science, New Mexico State University 
17 years BlM experience 

Appraisal Review Shawn Redfield B.S. History, South Dakota State University 
19 years BlM experience 

land law Alicia leone B.S. Management of Human Resources and 
Examiner Accounting, Park College, Missouri 

6 years BlM experience 

Joe Malys A.A. Civil Engineering Technology, Phoenix College 
12 years Civil Engineering Experience 
3 years BlM experience 

Hazmat Specialist Robert Smith B.S. Soil Science, University of Nevada, Reno 
20 years BlM experience, 3 years SCS and 12 years 
HazMat experience 

Water Rights Lin Fehlman B.S. Secondary Education, Biology, University of 
Maryland 
19 years BlM water rights experience 

Hydrology Steve Markman M.S. Watershed Management 
10 years BlM experience 

f"':. 

Project Liaison: R~n Morfin B.S. Biology, New Mexico State University 
Yuma Field Office 8.5 years BlM experience 

Project Liaison: Eddie Guerrero B.S. Wildlife Biology, New Mexico State University 

Kingman Field 17 years BlM experience 

Office 

Air Quality Jim Renthal M.S. Watershed Management, University of Arizona 
22 years BlM experience 
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Responsibility Name Qualifications 

Third Party NEPA Contractor 
SWCA Inc., Environmental Consultants 

Principle-in-Charge Ron Borkan M.S. Renewable Natural Resources, University of Arizona 
11 years experience 

Project Manager Noelle Sanders B.S. Geosciences, University of Arizona 
3 years experience 

Technical Editor Dorothy House B.A. Social Science, State University of New York, 
Binghamton 
MA Librarianship, University of Denver 
28 years experience 

CAD/GIS Graphics Kris Dalton B.S. Cartography, University of Idaho, Moscow 
15 years experience 

Biological Resources G. Scott Mills B.S. Biology, Ohio State University 
M.S. Zoology, Ohio State University 
Ph.D. Ecology, University of Arizona 
20 years experience 

Kenneth J. Kingsley B.A. Biology, Prescott College 
M.S. Biology, University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
Ph.D. Entomology, University of Arizona 
27 years experience 

Kenneth J. Kertell B.S. Wildlife Biology, Humbolt State University 
M.S. Wildlife Biology, Humbolt State University 
26 years experience 

Water Resources H. David Gold BA Biology and Economics, Tufts University 
M.S. Watershed Management, University of Arizona 
5 years experience 

Cultural Resources R. Thomas Euler BA Anthropology, University of Colorado 
Graduate course work in Anthropology, Colorado State 
University 
23 years experience 

Richard V.N. Ahlstrom BA Anthropology, Yale University 
MA Anthropology, University of Arizona 
Ph.D. Anthropology, University of Arizona 
22 years experience 

Tribal Consultation Virginia Newton BA Anthropology, University of Washington 
MA Anthropology, Northern Arizona University 
6 years experience 

Louise Senior BA, Anthropology Harvard University/Radcliffe College 
MA, Ph.D., Anthropology University of Arizona 

16 years experience 

Biology/Land Use Carol Schauffert B.S. Wildlife Biology, S.U.N.Y College of Environmental 
Science and Forestry 
6 years experience 
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Responsibility Name Qualifications 

Third Party NEPA Contractor. continued 
SWCA Inc .• Environmental Consultants 

Socioeconomics Lydia Breunig B.S. Interdisciplinary Studies. Arizona State University 
M.S. Economics. Duke University 
5 years experience 

Technical Contractors/Consultants 

Mineral Potential William L. B.S. Geology, Tufts University 
Oppenheimer M.S. Geology, Colorado School of Mines 

The Winters 15 years experience 
Company 

Harry J. Winters, Jr. B.S. Physics, Arizona State University 
M.S. Geological Engineering, University of Arizona 
Ph.D. Geological Engineering. University of Arizona 
33 years experience 

Richard Zimmerman B.S. Geology. Carleton College 
M.S. Geology. University of Michigan 
20 years experience 

Socioeconomics George Leaming B.S. Mining Engineering, Lafayette College 
M.B.A, University of Arizona 

Western Economic Ph.D Economics, University of Arizona 

Analysis Center 45 years experience 

(WEAC) 

Air Resources Peter Lahm Master of Environmental Management 
SA Chemistry 

Tonto National 11 years experience 
Forest 
Supervisor's Office 

,,' 
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CHAPTER 7 

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

This chapter was added to the Draft EIS (DEIS) to provide 1) a summary of the public review process for 
the DEIS; 2) reproductions of comment letters received on the DEIS; and 3) BlM's responses to these 
comments. Please see Chapter 5 for pre-DEIS consultation and coordination. 

7.1 THE PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS FOR THE DEIS 

7.1.1 Publication and Mailing 

The DEIS for the Ray land Exchange/Plan Amendment was published on October 28, 1998. Over 350 
copies weremailedtocitizens.agenciesandorganizationslistedinAppendixC.This mailing list is a 
compilation of landowners adjacent to the selected and offered lands, elected officials, tribal governments 
and representatives, state and federal agencies, non-governmental organizations, special interest groups, 
persons who attended the initial scoping meetings, and persons who requested a copy of the DEIS. Copies 
of the DEIS were also available at local libraries, at the BlM State and Field Offices, and at the three public 
hearings. 

7.1.2 Notice of Availability 

BlM's Notice of Availability (NOA) of the DEIS was published in the Federal Register on October 26, 1998. 
This notice indicated that the DEIS was available for public review and comment for a 90-day period through 
January 28, 1999. 

7.1.3 Public Hearings 

Public hearings to answer questions or receive comments on the DEIS were held in Kearny, Mesa and 
Kingman on December 9, 10, and 11, 1998, respectively. A total of 87 people attended the hearings. Each 
ofthese hearings lasted two hours. At each hearing, staff from the BlM and the third-party NEPA contractor 
(SWCA) were present to respond to comments and questions on the DEIS. An Asarco representative was 
present to answer technical questions regarding foreseeable uses of the selected lands. All comments 
submitted during these meetings became part of the formal record of comments received on the DEIS. 

Forty-day advance notification for the three public hearings was provided in the BlM's NOA. Notices for the 
meetings were published in newspapers in the towns of Kearny, Superior, Mesa, lake Havasu and Kingman. 

7.2 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION WITH AGENCIES, TRIBES AND 
OTHERS 

USFWS. In April 1999, BlM began Section 7 consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
regarding threatened and endangered species for the following species: southwestern willow flycatcher, 
cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl, lesser long-nosed bat, peregrine falcon, and bald eagle and the Arizona 
hedgehog cactus. BlM has included detailed information regarding each species in a Biological Assessment 
which was submitted to USFWS in June 1999. BlM has requested concurrence from USFWS on its 
determinations of may affect, not likely to adversely affect for southwestern willow flycatcher, lesser long
nosed bat, peregrine falcon and bald eagle and has requested a Biological Opinion on the cactus ferruginous 
pygmy-owl based on the determination of may affect, likely to adversely affect. The BlM has also requested 
concurrence on its determination of may affect, not likely to adversely affect for proposed critical habitat for 
the cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl. 
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AGFD. In April and May 1999, BLM held several project coordination meetings with Arizona Game and Fish 
(AGFD) to discuss issues such as bighorn sheep, access, and land exchange alternatives. Please see 
responses to Letters #43 and #52 in Chapter 7. 

Tribes. A copy of the DEIS with hearing information was mailed to tribal governments on November 3, 1998 
with a 90-day comment period. No letters from tribes have been received with comments on the DEIS. On 
January 25,1999, an additional letter proposing field visits to the project area was sent to 5 tribes who 
previously expressed interest during scoping or through separate correspondence on traditional cultural 
property overviews. At this point the Tohono O'odham, Ak-Chin and Hopi Tribes have participated in field 
visits and may revisit certain sites; and Apache representatives not yet scheduled field visits. 

Silver Creek Community. The Silver Creek Community was informed of the Proposed Action and meetings 
with the community were held on January 28 and March 31, 1999, to give the residents more detailed 
information of the Proposed Action and alternatives and to discuss possible impacts. Residents identified 
their concerns during this meeting, which included water impacts, access routes, visual impacts and air 
quality impacts (see Letters #35, #44, #45, and #55 in Chapter 7). 

Arizona Trail Association. BLM and the Arizona Trail Association have been involved in many 
coordination meetings regarding the proposed land exchange. The most recent meeting was held on 
February 23, 1999, to give the association more detailed information of the Proposed Action and alternatives 
and to discuss possible impacts and mitigation (see Letter #48 and general response nO.3 in Chapter 7). 

Sierra Club. A meeting was held with the Sierra Club on January 14, 1999, to give the members more 
detailed information of the Proposed Action and alternatives and to discuss possible impacts. Issues 
discussed included wilderness impacts, access, biological resources, and mining (see Letters #32 and #58 
in Chapter 7). 

County Line Riders. A meeting was held with the County Line Riders on November 19, 1998, to give the 
members more detailed information of the Proposed Action and alternatives and to discuss possible impacts 
to recreation and access. Members identified concerns of access, trail routes, and mining impacts (see 
general responses no.1 and nO.3 in Chapter 7). 

Mohave County Public Land Use Committee. The BLM met with the Mohave County Public Land Use 
Committee on December 15, 1999, to give the committee more detailed information of the Proposed Action 
and alternatives and to discuss possible impacts. Committee members identified concerns of future land 
exchanges and taxes for the County (see Letter #27 in Chapter 7). 

7.3 TREATMENT OF COMMENTS AND DEVELOPMENT OF RESPONSES 

7.3.1 Compilation of Comments 

A total of 61 comment letters or notification of no comment were received during the comment period. All 
responses were assigned an identification number. Specific comments within each letter were identified, 
numbered, and categorized into one of five response types: 1) comments on inaccuracies or discrepancies; 
2) comments on the adequacy of the analysis; 3) comments which identify new impacts, alternatives, or 
mitigation measures; 4) comments which disagree with significance determinations; and 5) comments which 
express personal preferences. Comments were then grouped according to resource or other topic to 
facilitate preparation of a response. 
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7.3.2 Response Preparation 

Six comments or comment themes were frequently raised. These general comment themes are listed below 
and a general response has been prepared for each. In responding to comments, these general responses 
to comments are referred to whenever practical and were used to respond to or supplement individual 
responses. 

1) Access to White Canyon Wilderness 
2) Copper Butte Alternative 
3) Arizona Trail 
4) Public Interest and Determination 
5) Mine Plan of Operation (MPO) and Land Exchange 
6) Mineral Creek/Consent Decree Work Plan Project 

BLM Interdisciplinary Team (10 Team) members were assigned to prepare responses to comments within 
their resource specialty. Comments on inaccuracies or discrepancies were reviewed and researched and 
corrections made as appropriate. Comments which simply expressed a personal preference for the outcome 
of the EIS were noted. Comments on the adequacy of the analysis were reviewed and discussed by the 10 
Team to determine whether additional analysis was necessary, or if the concern could be addressed through 
additional clarification. Comments which identified new impacts, alternatives, or mitigation measures were 
reviewed by the 10 Team to determine whether these suggestions required additional analysis or were within 
the scope of the EIS. Comments which were disagreed with significance determinations were reviewed and 
discussed by the 10 Team. 

7.4 GENERAL RESPONSES 

7.4.1 General Response No.1: Access 

The following general response addresses issues concerning public access from Highway 177 west to the 
White Canyon Wilderness, the artesian well and further west past the Coke Ovens and to the Gila River. 
Current physical access routes are presented on Figure 3-15. In the EIS, public access is discussed in 
Sections 3.2.4.3 and 4.4.3. Two alternative public access routes were identified (Route #1 and Route #2, 
Figure 4-1), both of which would replace public access on the existing Battle Axe Rd. (also called Mitchell 
Mine Rd.) alignment, as Asarco would use this road for mining at Copper Butte and public access would no 
longer be safe. 

In March 1999, the BLM Interdisciplinary Team (10 Team) discussed Proposed access Routes #1 and #2 
(Figure 4-1). BLM decided to select Route #2 (Battle Axe Road) alignment as the preferred access route 
from Highway 177 to the White Canyon Wilderness. Impacts associated with this route are much less than 
Route #1, which is too close to the White Canyon Wilderness and Silver Creek community. Impacts 
associated with each route are discussed in more detail in Section 4.4.3. 

Asarco would redesign and construct a replacement public access road when the current Battle Axe Road 
is developed to support mining. As currently understood from the foreseeable use plan, unprocessed ore 
from Copper Butte would be hauled day and night across Highway 177 to the Ray Mine for processing. 
Highway 177 may have to be realigned, have an over pass constructed, or redesign of the egresslingress 
pOint to the existing < 8attle Axe Road to safely accommodate haul trucks. Any such redesign and 
construction at Highway 177 to accommodate mine development would require the participation of and 
approval by the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT). Similarly the realignment of Battle Axe Rd. 
(an existing county ROW # AZA21389), would require Pinal County approval. 

Beyond the Battle Axe road, current access to the White Canyon Wilderness has no legal access beyond 
BlM lands. Section 24, where the artesian well is located, is considered legal access because the State 
requires special use permits. Under the Proposed Action (agency preferred alternative), Asarco has agreed 
to purchase this Section from the State and donate approximately 480 acres to the BLM. When this occurs, 
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physical and legal access to the White Canyon Wilderness and artesian well would be resolved. Asarco will 
reserve any access needs at the time of donation. Currently Asarco has only conceptual plans to utilize a 
southern route between Buckeye and Copper Butte or a conveyance system to support future mining. Also 
included in the Proposed Action is access from the artesian well to the Coke Ovens and Gila River across 
Parcel CB-1. Under the exchange, BLM would be granted an easement across Section 26 (Parcel CB-1) 
to allow continued access to the Gila River and Coke Ovens. 

7.4.2 General Response No.2: Alternatives 

This general response responds to the public support of the Proposed Action and/or the Copper Butte 
Alternative. In March 1999, the BLM ID team considered all comment letters and revisited each of the four 
alternatives. The ID Team is represented by BLM staff from several offices representing management areas 
for both the selected and the offered lands. Chapter 5 identifies the team members who prepared or had 
oversight responsibilities for the EIS. Team members represent a wide variety of resource values and uses 
and considered these in reviewing the alternatives. Listed below is a summary of public comments in 
support of the Proposed Action or Copper Butte Alternative: 

Comments on the Proposed Action (Agency Preferred Alternative55
): About two dozen comments stated 

"support, fully support, strong support, preference or support with caveats" for the Proposed Action. Among 
the reasons given: 

~ the exchange is a win-win situation; it balances the public interests of preservation and development; 
~ almost an acres for acres exchange between selected and offered lands; 
~ BLM acquires lands on its highest priority list, allowing BLM to meet management objectives for 

riparian, special habitat, endangered species and cultural resources; 
~ Asarco gets lands for continuing mining, environmental buffering and for orderly planning for future 

mineral development; 
• exchange allows the rural economy of Pinal County to be sustained and generates state revenue; 
~ the exchange, through enhancing the continuation of mining, permits the mining-dependent 

communities to sustain their economies and residents to continue their livelihoods; 
~ The future land use is mining regardless of the exchange; 
~ Asarco has the right to mine with/or without the exchange so why not obtain offered lands for 

BLM/public use; or, the BLM is coming out ahead with an exchange because Asarco will mine 
anyway; 

~ Private (offered) lands acquired by BLM would be open for public use and benefit; 
~ BLM can improve its management efficiency; 
• The exchange will result in the greatest long term environmental benefit although short-term impacts 

occur to the White Canyon wilderness during mining. 

Comments on the Copper Butte Alternative: Seven comments expressed support for the Copper Butte 
Alternative. A few letters used the language "If BLM proceeds with the land exchange, the Copper Butte 
alternative is the least harmful or onerous alternative". Some of the reasons cited by commentors for this 
alternative included: "; 

Preferred in efforts to retain Walnut Canyon and the Battie Axe road in public ownership; 
this alternative lessens the future mining impacts on White Canyon Wilderness Area; 
the Copper Butte alternative exchanges the least amount of land; 
the alternative minimizes the exchange impacts on potentially high value desert bighorn sheep 
habitat and preserves access to the Gila River; 
This alternative minimizes conflicts with scenic and natural values in the White Canyon area. 

The BLM chose the Proposed Action as the Agency's preferred alternative with the agreement from Asarco 
that if Section 24 is acquired by Asarco from the State, Asarco would donate approximately 480 acres to 

55 To meetthe req uirements of 40 CFR 1502.14(e), the BLM authorizing officer chooses the preferred alternative for the agency 
based on FLPMA Section 106. All comments were made available to the affected managers along with responses. 
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BLM for special management in accordance with the White Canyon Plan AmendmentlEA Decision Record 
(April 16, 1998, Appendix I in the DEIS). Please see the discussion in Section 2.1.1.1 regarding the Agency's 
preferred alternative. 

7.4.3 General Response No.3: Arizona Trail 

This general response responds to the Trail groups interested in designating the Arizona Trail near the 
project area. During the preparation of this EIS, a number of comment letters have been received at all 
stages which provided specific concerns or identified proposed trail segments. Several field visits and 
meetings have occurred between BLM and Arizona Trail stewards and organizations, and Asarco to look at 
specific segments or consider possible mitigation for proposed exchange alternatives. 

Detailed planning for the Arizona Trail (and the Great Western Trail) through this area will be done by the 
BLM Tucson Field Office in separate future efforts. The trail planning may occur as part of a coordinated 
management plan for the Middle Gila, which will likely include the White Canyon Wilderne$s or White 
Canyon ACEC plans, or a separate trail designation plan. The effort will involve additional public scoping 
and involvement to identify issues and potential trail segments. Proposed trail corridors are subject to NEPA 
and other federal regulations. The trail planning will also conform to the Phoenix RMP and other activity 
plans in the affected area. Currently, BLM has agreed to discuss future potential routes through the area 
and discuss the difficulties involved in planning a trail through the White Canyon area, which include some 
of the following: 

~ mixed land ownership pattern of BLM, state and private; 
~ foreseeable land use of mining development and its associated roads, waste areas and other 

features; 
~ limited crossing sites for the Gila River; 
~ topographic features such as 'The Spine" which prohibit economical trail-bUilding or severely limit 

the construction of safe routes for people, horses and other non-motorized vehicles; 
~ specially designated areas including White Canyon ACEC and White Canyon Wilderness which 

require specific use and management; 
.. the presence of high value resource areas such as Walnut Creek riparian zone; 
~ the Arizona Trail's need for separate travel from motorized traffic. 

In addition, planning for the wilderness, the ACEC and the trail have been delayed due to changing 
administrative boundaries, competing priorities for staff time and an unknown outcome (configuration) ofthis 
land exchange and the ultimate ownership of Section 24. 

While it is outside the scope of this EIS to plan or designate the trail, the analysis of potential impacts and 
mitigation for the Arizona Trail are addressed even if possible trail routes are only suggestions at this point. 
Figure 7-1 illustrates five routes labeled A, C, D, E, and ADC, which are the trail segments analyzed in this 
EIS. Neither identify where the Gila River might be crossed although discussions point to the Kelvin Bridge. 
All assume that the White Canyon Wilderness might be crossed by the Arizona Trail although no decision 
has been made regarding this crossing. Note that potential routes to the west of the wilderness are not listed 
herein but are being discussed as well. 

~ Proposed Trail Segment A: This proposed segment begins from within the White Canyon Wilderness 
and travels south across Section 23 around Battle Axe Mountain, through Section 26 (Parcel CB-1) 
and traverses west to Section 27 and heads south to Section 34 and 35. The trail segment then 
connects with Walnut Creek and heads south following the Gila River east in Sections 2 and 1 and 
heads north in Sections 36 and 30 around the Spine. The trail eventually connects to Segment AOC 
and heads south in Section 29 to the Gila River. 

.. Proposed Trail Segment C: This proposed segment begins from Segment ADC within the White 
Canyon Wilderness west across Sections 23 and 24 near the artesian well and heads north across 
Section 18 and 17 up to Highway 177 crossing Battle Axe Road. The segment crosses Parcel CB-2 
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and heads south across Sections 17 and 20 and connects to segment ADC and approaches the Gila 
River. 

Proposed Trail Segment D: This proposed segment begins from segment ADC within the White 
Canyon Wilderness west across Sections 23 and 24 and follows the proposed Route #2 segment 
for Battle Axe Road. Segment D would cross the proposed Battle Axe haul road in Parcel CB-2 and 
connect to segment with segment C in Section 20. 

Proposed Trail Segment E: This proposed segment would stem off of segment A and cross the Gila 
River and head south. The exact crossing of the Gila River has not been identified at this time. 

Proposed Trail Segment ADC: This segment combines segments A,C and D in the White Canyon 
Wilderness and heads north toward the Tonto National Forest. The southern portion of this segment 
starts in Section 29 and heads south toward the Gila River. 

Proposed Mitigation. Should BlM (through its planning process) designate the Arizona Trail in an 
alignment similar to the segments identified above, the following mitigation would apply: 

~ Segment A: This proposed segment would require Asarco to allow for a temporary Arizona Trail loop 
to cross an existing track in the southern half of Section 30 of Parcel CB-4 to connect BlM sections. 
Since the foreseeable use for Parcel CB-1 is mining, Asarco would need to coordinate with BlM and 
the Arizona Trail Steward to determine if and how a segment could be constructed off Asarco's 
private land or at least the area subject to mining uses. Asarco would engineer and construct this 
permanent loop in or around Section 30 once the temporary loop was no longer safely passable due 
to mining activities. 

Segments C or D: Either of these two segments would require Asarco to allow for a temporary 
crossing of the existing Battle Axe Road until it becomes used for mining activities and replaced by 
a new public access road. For a permanent segment, Asarco will work with BlM and the Arizona 
Trail Steward to identify, engineer and fund a suitable segment connecting the trail to the newly 
constructed public access. This could involve the following: crossing BlM or Asarco land to safely 
connect the trail to Highway 177 for a short distance before looping onto the newly constructed 
public access road; or, construction of an underpass as part of an overhead bridge that Asarco 
develops for their haul road; or, building a trail alignment paralleling Highway 177 to the west if that 
highway is relocated. All of these possible actions require Asarco to work with ADOT for design and 
approval. Additionally, for segments C and D, Asarco would construct the new public access road 
with an additional 24-inch trail tread to separate the Arizona Trail from motorized traffic for the 
length of the new road. 

7.4.4 General Response No.4: Public Interest Determination 

This response addresses the issues concerning how BlM can determine whether disposing of the selected 
lands and the resource values therein is in the public interest. BlM's objectives and criteria for disposing 
or acquiring public land are identified in Table 1-4 based on the Phoenix RMP. The objectives identified fully 
meet the "public interest" determination identified in 43CFR2200: achieving better management of federal 
lands; meeting state and local needs and economies; and, securing important resource objectives. 

As discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.6.3.1, the BLM is authorized to complete land exchanges under Section 
206 of FlPMA, passed by Congress in 1976. In considering a land exchange, BlM must determine, per the 
requirements of Federal lands Exchange Facilitation Act (FlEFA) and FlPMA, whether the public interest 
is being served by the proposed exchange. 

Section 206 (a) of FLPMA states that " ... when considering public interest the Secretary concerned 
shall give full consideration to better Federal land management and the needs of State and local 
people, including needs for lands for the economy, community expansion, recreation areas, food, 
fiber, minerals, and fish and wildlife and the Secretary concerned finds that the values and the 
objectives which Federal lands or interests to be conveyed may serve if retained in Federal 
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ownership are not more than the values of the non-Federal lands or interests and the public 
objectives they could serve if acquired". 

On a statewide basis in Arizona, BLM identifies specific lands or criteria for disposing public lands through 
resource management plans such as the Phoenix, Safford District or Kingman RMPs. These plans also 
identify state or private lands for acquisition. On a state-wide basis, the criteria for acquisition are: inholdings 
in wilderness; inholdings in ACECs; inholdings in other designated areas such as National Conservation 
Areas or Resource Conservation Areas; other lands with high resource values such as wildlife habitats for 
threatened and endangered species or for special species such as desert tortoise; highly valued riparian 
zones or watershed protection areas; lands which exhibit other values such as recreation or cultural 
resources; and last but also important, private lands which are in holdings within other public lands or parcels 
which acquired would improve management through consolidation. 

This EIS becomes the analysis of values and uses for the public interest determination as referred to in 43 
CFR 2200 by comparing the resources, habitats and values, the local and regional economies and needs, 
and opportunities for improving management of public lands. In Chapter 3 of the EIS, the existing values 
and uses on both the selected and offered lands are described. Chapter 4 provides a resource and use 
comparison as the land exchange consequences are identified. The EIS for the proposed Ray Land 
Exchange does not make a decision or public interest determination statement however it does provide the 
analytical basis for BLM's decision. 

The Purpose and Need for Action in Chapter 1 identifies the federal management objectives that will be met 
to serve the public interest. In the BLM's Record of Decision (ROD), the specific interests that will be served 
and objectives that will be accomplished by completing or not completing the exchange will be presented 
as the rationale for the BLM's decision. The authorizing officer will issue the BLM's ROD after review and 
consideration of the potential impacts of the Proposed Action and action alternatives as disclosed in this 
FEIS. 

7.4.5 General Response No.5: Mine Plan of Operations (MPO) and Land Exchange 

This general response addresses concerns about the Foreseeable Uses, specifically, the lack of a Mine Plan 
of Operations (MPO) for the exchange lands, a No Mining Alternative, and regulations pertinent to mining 
before and after any exchange of the selected lands (See Sections 1.6.4.1 and 2.1). 

The removal of BLM from administering mining and other public land laws from the selected lands in no way 
exempts Asarco from regulations and permits as summarized in Tables 1-5 and E-1. Many of these, such 
as the Aquifer Protection Program permit, Title V air quality permit, Clean Water Act permits and Arizona 
state reclamation rules, require public notification and review prior to issuance of the permits. Major roles 
are assumed by EPA, ADEQ and the COE under their authorities to require, approve and administer these 
permits and regulations on federal and private lands. The State of Arizona administers the reclamation 
programs on private lands under Arizona Revised Statues Title 49 and Arizona Administrative Code Title 
18. The Arizona State Mine Inspector has the option, however, of continuing reclamation approved by BLM 
under 43 CFR 3809. ,,~ 

There are no requirements that Asarco provide an MPO for BLM to consider or approve when evaluating 
a land exchange. Any new or existing MPOs filed with BLM for the selected lands are no longer binding once 
the land becomes private. The regulations pertinent to land exchanges, especially FLPMA and FLEF A, do 
require, however, the disclosure and evaluation of reasonable foreseeable uses. The foreseeable uses 
presented for the Ray land exchange in Chapter 2, Figures 2-7, 2-8, and 2-9, are based on planning 
information provided by Asarco during the preparation of the DEIS and updated in 1999 for the FEIS. 

The land exchange is not required to approve mining since under the Mining Law of 1872, as amended, 
individuals are permitted to enter open public lands to explore and develop claims. In applying the Mining 
Law of 1872, BLiVI finds that Asarco holds 747 active mining claims on the selected lands as shown in 
Figures 3-12 and 3-13. These claims, subject to the provisions of 43 CFR 3809 regulations, provide Asarco 
with the right to utilize the public lands, exchange or no exchange. Under the 43 CFR 3809 and 43 CFR 
3715 proVisions, BLM would analyze any MPOs utilizing a NEPA process. Unless unnecessary or undue 
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degradation of the public lands as defined by 43 CFR 3809.0-5(k) and 43 CFR 3715.0-5 were found to result 
from the analysis, BLM must approve the MPO(s). Land exchanges are, however, discretionary decisions 
made under the public interest determinations under FLPMA Section 206. 

7.4.6 General Response No.6: Mineral Creek Consent DecreelWork Plan Project 

This general responds addresses comments related to the Mineral Creek Consent Decreef Work Plan Project 
involving the isolation of Mineral Creek from Ray Mine's Operations to ensure that water quality standards 
are met in Mineral Creek under the scheme established by the Clean Water Act (CWA) and pursuant to 
provisions stated in the Consent Decree entered into between Asarco Incorporated, the United States and 
the State of Arizona. Asarco intends to satisfy the requirements of the CWA and comply with the Consent 
Decree in stages throughout the next six years. On February 17, 1999, the Corps of Engineers released a 
public notice to issue a 404 permit for the Mineral Creek project. The environmental analysis currently being 
conducted for this project is an Environmental Assessment, which analyzes the impact of approximately 386 
acres of private land and less than 12 acres of BLM land (Parcels RM-2 and RM-3). Under the Proposed 
Action, apprOXimately 67.56 acres of waters of the U.S. and 27.6 acres of wetlands would be impacted. 

The Mineral Creek Consent DecreelWork Plan Project and the Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 
are considered separate projects, involving different agencies. The Mineral Creek Project needs a Section 
404 permit under the Clean Water Act administered by the Corps of Engineers. The Ray Land Exchange 
is a discretionary land exchange being evaluated by BLM. Approximately 12 acres of BLM land are involved 
in both projects. Should the land exchange be completed prior to the issuing of the Section 404 permit, then 
Asarco will own the 12 acres. If the land exchange is not completed prior to the Section 404 permit, then 
BLM would need to approve an MPO to use the land. 

7.5 INDIVIDUAL RESPONSES 

The following pages provide reproductions of comment letters received during the DE IS comment period 
and corresponding responses by the BLM. Individual comments in each letter have been identified by line 
numbers along the left margin of the comment. Table 7-1 is a list of commentors whose letters were not 
included in the chapter, but were in support of the Proposed Action. 

Table 7-1. Commentors in support of the Proposed Action (unpublished letters) 

Letter Number Commentor 

3 Robert Thompson 

4 Raul Estrada 

5 Steven McGhee 

6 Lynn Sheppard 

8 Name Withheld 

12 Andy Clark 

16 Thomas Heyn 

23 Senon Jaurigue 

24 Name Withheld 
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Ray Land Exchan{/elPlan Amendment E/S 

LETTER #1 
. """'."'. Il" "'., •• .,.." ... " 

Sbela Mcfarlin 
BLM - Arizona State OtIice 
222 N. Central Avenue 
Phoenix. Arizona 85004 

Dear Ms. Mcfarlin, 

N~V 301998 

,' ..... 
• \ 1·,· 

MalkBeUes 
9318 Willard Street 
Rowlett, IX 75088-4403 

25 November, 199& 

Tb;mk you for the prompt delivery of the Draft Environmental ImpACt Statement (DEIS) and the Ray Land 
Exchange Plan Amendment. Congratlilations on a exceUent document. I fOWld it very easy to read with . 
ample infonnation to fonn an opinion, 

In summary, the proposed action is a solid plan which seems to balance the public interests of plcservation 
and development. The compensation to the public for the seletted lands also appear to be fair. I support 
the proposed alternative. 

Please retain my name on your mailing list for this process. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment, 

"J I) // llt ~ 1/f!/)r.f.J4 
Mark Belles 
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LETTER #2 

RAY LAND EXCHANGE AND PLAN AMENDMENT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

PUBLIC COMMENT SHEET 
PLEASE SUBMIT COMMENTS BY JANUARY 28, 1999 

Please share your ideas. comments and concerns in the space provided below (or you may send your 
comments on a separate form to the address below). Fold this form. staple it shut. attach postage. and 
return to BlM by Januil/y 28, 1999. For additional Information, please contact 

Sheli! McFarlin, SlM Arizona State Office 
222 North Central Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

(S02) 417·9568 

(J &1'1 AMI'; r}.A.'C6u,/ IS lth1c-r ASAA(;(' AL~i>'1 
1")""": 0. s. M O>L. L Lr2rtEL:1/1. 01 -rH-tS'( tJ~ (,J Ttfh 
~~'i'] /r'A-.." ~,f.-"'t.l_. ___ _ 

7 

61) f AM Ytc:.:·e;;:;;;-Ify ftJua 7:4l{" tJ,Jtf" 11< ~'i 'S;; N k= 
J:>u,t ...... ,t> C'l'. chI -rJ ,r.> £?ACT/.S. 

_. _ ...... __ ._-----------------

... _ ..... __ .... __ ... _._------_._-------------

Pleas.e help us keep our mailing list accurate and up to date. 

laslName O~R.~ FlfstName :::rt:>H-J../ Initial 
Tille tQption1ill 
Organi~a~on (if a~plicable) 
Mailil1Q Address 5Et".it. .:rAIJCUiJ,4 L", . 

City <~"'t State A"t:: liD COde flS237-""'ifQoo 
Phone Fax 

. ~ Please send me a copy of the Final EISlPlan Amendment when it becomes available. 
B' Please send me the project update, but nol the Final EIS. 
o Please take my name off Ihe mailing Usl. 

Bureau of Land Management 

.. Your comments have been noted . 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

LETTER #7 
RAYLAND EXCHANGE AND PLAN AMENDMENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

PUBLIC COMMENT SHEET 
PLEASE SUBMIT COMMENTS BY JANUARY 28,1999 

Please share your ideas. comments and concerns in the space provided below (or you may send your 
comments on a separate romn to the address below). Fold Ihis form. staple it shul, attach postage, and 
return to BlM by January 28, 1999. For additional'i~lion, please contact 

Shela McFarlin, BlM Arizona State Office 
222 North Central Avenue, Phoenix. Arizona 85004 

(602) 417·9568 

f- BEZ,6-"""'V6'" :iJ If' ..s ~d if f- ~ ~..,. ~"J -zJ, 1 .S' 
c·u. (!Af7...~ t/::;£ . .f.en 1J'.£,.s: - ~d' W(l.t/L.1 ~ (i-

~ ~~e-- ~~7-~ - ~0 r- 1!:A~ ~ ==2:=~- ~L.~-;;::r ~ ~;t.t:)..t1=-

Plea!!,e help us keep our mailing list accurate and up to date. 

Last Name ~<; /?Jr> i/ /r,oJ -r First Name /"('# JJA-t-IJ Initial /... 
Iritle (Ootional) .i-M~ .. ~,..;.u'l M,I. 
Oroanization !if aoolicable) A S'J-PJV; 
lMailino Address Ail . r.;>;;;"v / p Il.r" 
V;itV i<.(f' A-LN .; Slate It-Z- Zip Code p..r" 3 7 
Phone ( <).(7 1 j/,J·73s17 Fax 

Ix! Please send me a copy of the Final EISlPlan Amendment when it becomes available, 
P Please send me the project update, but not the Final EIS. 
P Please take my name off the mailing list 
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I> Thank you for your comment 
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LETTER#9 
RAY LAND EXCHANGE AND PLAN AMENDMENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

PUBLIC COMMENT SHEET 
PLEASE SUBMIT COMMENTS BY JANUARY 28, 1999 

Please share your ideas, comments and concerns in the space provided below (or you may send your 
comments on a separate form to the address below). Fold this form, staple it shut. attach postage. and 
return to 8lM by January 28, 1999. For additional information. please contact 

Shela McFarlin. BlM Arizona State Office 
222 North Central Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

(602) 417 -95G8 

..]': ~il.ALlaLt- ~I..J- n,,~;lldr"'.J 1...'\., ... L~~_dl, tLu~ ... lJ-<!',(J!.P...t;,.,..e-
---" --- --~ -,- --- i' • 

"YQ,··b., (,!" u.: .... Z td", .. fjQIII roC 8LJIt, dSAMo a. ,.4 H".,..dll«!?tc. 
I p fI"U'f.F~ d. I'k Jros ~ hlJ.. JI..-A a.~G",..,wyO.t'1..il!".·, fk /!,,, t .. ,,",uf.'· ._ J" I' AJAA:t:!"~ 

;;--- J7
m

-- .mv-_ml,. . .I •• 11 
Refer ts &) ...;.,(ifg.j tk ""ts/II'td "'((11(- i",;.rr.( flL.."1 ",dslc' A.:f"',,'r C::.f"y 4(d,C(/ .. "" 

I r '. fI." " t" tk 0 .... 4/;( a. II .cfqu ". .t: 'Y'I'H'&/C' 't:i 1'" ''D?c k'"" ')- c9 J..c Ilk (/fC(': 
• J .' " r .. 

l1.drrI;.j ,11<~:(J.....t+,"CrP d.,..t:t"',, ,aa:r<~·c:") 

/Jej/",f;! &,_~ 
-7 

Please help us keep our mailing list accurate and up to date. 

Last Name (~ 0r /)<! C First Name " j,-., I Initial/p 
Title (Optional) t:b •. fEMI. 
Organization (if applicable) ~ ASAI..i'.12 

State 1+ 2- Zie Code 
fax f .I.e' .- !J:f"t - ;zrol 

cr' Please send me a copy of the Final EISlPlan Amendment when it becomes available_ 
D Please send me the project Update, but not the Final EIS. 
D Please take my name off the mailing list 

Bureau of Land Management 

Thank you for your comment. 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

LETTER #10 
RAY LAND EXCHANGE AND PLAN AMENDMENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

PUBLIC COMMENT SHEET 
PLEASE SUBMIT COMMENTS BY JANUARY 28, 1999 

Please share your ideas, comments and concerns in the space provided below (or you may send your 
comments on a separate form to the address below). Fold this form.J!;taple it shut, attach postage, and 
retum to BlM by January 28. 1999. For adpit!~~al information, please contact 

Shela McFarlin. BlM Arizona State Office 
222 North Central Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

(602) 417·9568 

Please help us keep our mailing list accurate and up to date. , 

)if Please send me a copy of the Final EIS/Plan Amendment when it becomes available. 
Cl Please send.me the project update. but not the Final EIS. 
Cl Please take my name off the mailing liS!. 
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~ Thank you for your comment. 
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LETIER#11 
RAY LAND EXCHANGE AND PLAN AMENDMENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

PUBLIC COMMENT SHEET 
PLEASE SUBMIT COMMENTS BY JANUARY 28,1999 

Please share your ideas, comments and concems in the space provided below (or you may send your 
comments on a separate form to the address below). Fold this form, staple it shut, attach postage, and 
return to BLM by January 28, 1999. For additional information, please contact 

Shela McFarlin, BlM Arizona State Office 
222 North Central Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

(602)417-9568 

/'I""a /(i!9UJJ _ 
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uv·<£ /1"<Z7,-"""-__ '7i>". / 

7/,IA_t':" c,;n.. 7:-~ ~ZJGJ.tt.&"'L"A ...6:> 
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Please help us keep our mailing list accurate and up to date. 

41'%t:.?4!<rJcrL ::z ~ 
Last Name First Name Initial 
Titte (OpliorlCii) .#~/,v?l!:"1"-'4""C4 ..s:-vr">f'4V"i,S·"" ... ::zz: 
Organization (ifapplica~l A5;4/U 0 ..::z.uc:. 
MailingAddress ~o"", '!j> 

I 
City bAt/;J(r"", c?Z- Slate Zip Code ~5Z.::S"S-
Phone (5f... ):SSt. 7fi/,1 X niL Fax S:,,:;.. $'.54 -z-ZZ 3-

l!r"'Please send me a copy of the Final EIS/Plan Amendment when it becomes available. 
(] Please send me the project update, but riot !he Final EIS. 
c] Please tak.e my name off the maUing list. 

Bureau of Land Management 

'" Thank you for your comments. 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

lETTER #13 

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
T . - . E c L s T A 

JANe Dee Huu 
GO'VfANO. 

E A R 

JACKIE Vtt;;H 
~Cl'OR 

",n • .'~e;;!IJIORANDUM 

TO AZ. STATE BLM OFFICE 

N G H o u s E 

JnHJ SAAr> 
"""""' .. 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE RAY LAND 
EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT 15.999 
AZ.981 030800037 

FROM Arizona State Clearinghouse 

DATE November 27, , 998 

This sign-off letter is in response to the above project submitted to the Arizona State 
Clearinghouse for review, and may be filed with the original completed proposaL 
Please reference the State Application Identifier (SAl) Number in any further 
correspondence related to this project. 

The appropriate review time has elapsed pursuant to the Executive Order 12372 and 
certain Arizona State officials and/or Regional Councils of Government have reviewed 
and supported this project as written. All written comments submitted by the reviewers 
will be enclosed with this letter, should comments of concem be written, you will be 
immediately informed and permitted to reply. Federal agencies have been notified of 
this signoff- letter; however, their review may remain in progress. 

"If you ere a 5tate agency and are granted federal moneys send a copy of the federal 
award letter with the State Application(SAI) Number assigned to that application. If you 
are to administer the5e funds (subgrants) through an application process, you are 
obligated to submit a notice or sample of the application to the Clearinghouse prior to 
the application period, and advise your applicants of Clearinghouse requirements. 
Thank you. 

Jon! Saad, 
Manager Arizona State Clearinghouse 

3800 NORTH ceNT~Al AVENue • SUITE 1400 • PHOENIX. AZ 85012 • «>02'280' 1315 • TOO «>02·280·' 301 
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• Thank you for your comments. 
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LETTER #14 
RAY LAND EXCHANGE AND PLAN AMENDMENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

PUBLIC COMMENT SHEET 
PLEASE SUBMIT COMMENTS BY JANUARY 28,1999 

Please share your ideas. comments and concerns in the space provided below (or you may send your 
comments on a separate form to the address below). Fold this form, staple it shut, attach postage. and 
return to BLM by January 28,1999. For additional information, please contact 

Shela McFarlin, BLM Arizona State Office 
222 North Central Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

(602) 417-9568 

I 

t. (~JLLL IT/! u(. C'-;!J 
J ~~ fCC' 
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I T}z;::r lJ1.CU~· fcv--· &,.<2/-16115 ,6±2/..-? /':11.((6<1 < 

Pleas! help us keep our mailing list accurate and up to date, 

Last Name {J.J i IvG Is: Initial M 

I 
Title (Optionalj , 
()rg~ni:z.atlon (if apoUcable) 
Mailing Address f'. D· (JC'f. 7 s: .... ;..<--__ _ 
City WtNi(6<'I'\1A~) State 1\<:" ZipCode S'~-??,.E'-

Phone (SO.;;t ) ..3 Sc,. - fo'70{ Fax 

" Please send me a copy of the Final EIS/Plan Amendment when it becomes available. 
o Please send me the project update, but not the Final EIS. 
o Please take my name off the mailing list. 

Bureau of Land Management 

.. Thank you for your comment. 
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Ray Land Exchangel.Plan Amendment EIS 

LETTER #15 
-

RAYLAND EXCHANGE AND PLAN AMENDMENT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

PUBLIC COMMENT SHEET 
PLEASE SUBMIT COMMENTS BY JANUARY 28,1999 

Please share your ideas, comments and concems in the space provided below (or you may send your 
comments on a separate form to the addres~ below). Fold this form, staple it-shut. attach postage, and 
return to BlM by January 28, 1999. For additional information, please contact 

Shela McFa!li~. BLM Arizona State Office 
222 North Central Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

(602) 417-9568 

I WOULD LIKE TO EXPRESS MY SUPPORT FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE. 

I HAVE WORKED IN THE COPPER INDlISTRY FOR 27 YEARS AND AM EXTRE:;lELY 
CONCERNED ABOUT THE CONTINUED VIABILITY OF QUR OPERATIONS AND FUTURE 
PROJECTS. 

.--~--.-".-

Pleas~ help us keep our mailing list accurate and up to date. 

Last Name VERDUGO First Name SYLVIA Initial 
ntle (Optional) 
Organization (if applicable) ASARCO RAY Cm·1PLEX 
Mailing Address P a BOX 12Q5 
City KEARNY State AZ Zip Code ·95237 
Phone ( ) Fax . ':, '::'~ 

... ' --' 
0 Please send me a copy of the Final EISlPlan Amendment when it becomes available 
0 Please send me the project update, but not the Final EIS. So; \W 152 m 0 Please take my name off the mailing list. 
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.. Thank you for your comment. 
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LETTER # 17 
RA Y LAND EXCHANGE AND PLAN AMENDMENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

PUBLIC COMMENT SHEET 
PLEASE SUBMIT COMMENTS BY JANUARY 28,1999 

Please share your ideas, comments and concerns in the space provided below (or you may send your 
comments on a separate form to the address below). Fold this form, staple it shut. attach postage, and 
return to BLM by January 28, 1999. For additional information, please contact 

Shela McFarlin, BlM Arizona State Office 
222 North Central Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

(602~ 417-9568 
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Please help us keep our mailing list accurate and up to date. 

Last Name W IA J//V\. First Name tf-r, I .f'.dA Initial A. 
Title (optional' /1,// ':<;l,1"'_~ er-_ 1-f~Jf'I"'-'1 o .&fr--wh.-V! 
Organization (if applicable) .,/ .;<J. S &:<,_ . ." / A'" ~ t1' A··V 

Mailing Address ,,6'_0 (Jc>X' g I-I~. ""d.(-""l 4r{ -z.J1IVr, 

Ci~ t..+~"(':::::1 
.I St~te /'9T-2iE! Code ~ ~"2.. 1 J 

Phone !.s-,;>. 1 ") S7.. ) '1 0 1 Fax ,5?-c; JS"t. J'iD7 

o Please send me a copy of the Final EIS/Plan Amendment when it becomes available. 
o Please send me the project update, but not the Final EIS. 
o Please take my name off the mailing list. 

Bureau of Land Management 

.. Thank you for your comment. 

..-
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LETTER #18 
RAY LAND EXCHANGE AND PLAN AMENDMENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

PUBLIC COMMENT SHEET 
PLEASE SUBMIT COMMENTS BY JANUARY 2B, 1999 

Please share your ideas. comments and concerns in the space provided below (or you may send your 
comments on a separate form to the address below). Fold this fQrm. staple it shut. attach postage. and 
return to BLM by January 28, 1999. For additional'inmrtnatlQn. please contact 

Shela McFarlin, BlM Arizona State Office 
222 North Central Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

(602) 411·9568 

.t:. .,y'k"'y{,..iJ Lil<t ~L,l Rb"'-___ L1 r£~.! jV'! "J 

.I .. t'r' '1;4 r r~ ~ tf ?.-? p ~",-vl{"':t ~ 4"" ,} 

ii __ !5_£. __ ~_t'¥(~ I!. r..il.EJ!tl-!f'l1..., fl. r!f" J _f /V ;t:;t:::..... / ... 

..a....<-<.>!.-"=-_~ ....... ____ ....... ~ .k e.> C. c. t 11... .I.E;\) C E 

1"'" k.;.t: f' 1+ JA1U,'C' /Iv .,.. IV I1f ___ .L""'",~ ",; (-
a"J/""~-1<t:!Efr tYelJ A &1..f;~~_~"'1.. gYtr-':,!) 

I~N 'I _ ....... rJJ' rtll1f f A·/v"'t;' '1''' u .... E /",,/'l!.o"I"" e' 

P .< 1/'1' .e i- /v" !} ;:'u;: .iLL-I""! '-' J. cr. ""'" AI.i!J ,-
rI C';'t!cp PL."'I'V, o:.oc-i) ?."',k:. 

rA.:. t :.:., 

.:.::.v;... 'J,!~,-
.7 7 7 

/t.../I't'/-i'{/ 

Pleasa help us keep our mailing list accurate and up-to' date.---

Last Name /1 .<It t'" 'I First Name :r 11- ,"":;;-.> Inilial ......... 
Title (Opti9nal) 
Organization (if applicable) tl oS A I~ " (! 

Mailing Address p G' I~ C X J' I: ¥ 
City k. <i -"-<IV '/ State 11:- lip Code '" I I..) 7 . 
Phone ( '-;:'~') ; c,J >".' 1(' Fax ., 

o Please send me a copy of the Final EIS/Plan Amendment when it becomes available. 
,g Please send me the project update, but not the Final EIS. 
a Please take my name off IhemailinglistSS.ll~ :~Z m 
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LETTER #19 
RAY LAND EXCHANGE AND PLAN AMENDMENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

PUBLIC COMMENT SHEET 
PLEASE SUBMIT COMMENTS BY JANUARY 28, 1999 

Please share your ideas, comments and concerns in the space provided below (or you may send your 
comments on a separate fonm to the address beloW). Fold this form, staple it shut. attach postage, and 
return to BlM by January 28, 1999, For additional information, please contact 

Shela Mcfarlin, BlM Arizona State Office 
222 North Central Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

(602) 417-9568 

li-l1111V"h .I. /vI-(! !;/de.. t.I'7"1ifl""'$;()f~"'" 6 ............ ilV c/;'$.M$"dl ~ /1f",15 
_ tl1 ~ c:r",uV""_!1~ QI"?&1., ..:z; It{Jvlri P~k- ~~ '-CrJAIJ&r 8vlk 
A~7TO~ /)~~L ql-k""~~;! ",.1:1+1)"""'.1-1' 5 
/)JI"5~{et/ I", Bt-M. I 71,.; ;',1r(lljo.".,.~"fk tmA> "/7) ,",0 

'./fJrlLOhi --;:),//p snll tftrlli"inllw..k,II.,L c..:~v!U! {f.l!)..-;ok &,,;/ft,"re 
A.tJ .. J i/\ ()(/tlk. OWI'IV'i},h\7, a/ld 1»t;;'j-;i.ul'J.!l ""11.~"" t<.-rl'A 
S"(;.QI/c. q",,; 'ha~1 Vdltl'5 T,'n_"1')fk -un,'yc.mZonq,...". clH;h~ 
T. ,Pt!.fcr ~ ~IV SV/k, .rIlltvl'lo/til& 1lf5 ~"--;;;';~V:;dW$ 
12v/6_. 

Please help us keep our mailing list accurate and up to date. 

Last Name Wrl"h+- ·-First Name..."Iim. Inilial 
TItle (O!l..lignal) 
Organization (if applicable) 
Mailil1!l.Address. .."2!o:J. __ e_. _ 0.,,1::.. fi...f ~# "!) 
CIt)' . Sc.(}f!:"'tf/~ State A~ 
PhOne (~J fIfI "'iI 7- PI'.)') Fax 

Zip Code '13' 5''':>' ? i . .::r I¥ f' 

]I!. Please send me a copy of lhe Final EISIPlan Amendment when it becomes available. 
o Please send me the project update, but not the Final EIS. 
o Please take my name off the maning lisl 

Bureau of Land Management 

I> Please see general response no.2, Alternatives and general response 
no.1, Access, 
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Ray Land Exchan~elPlan Amendment EIS 

LETTER #20 
G LEN D ALE H I KIN G C L U B 

MS. Shela McFarlin 
Project Manager 

6043 West willow Avenue 
Glendale, Arizona 85304 

(6021 412-8718 

December 26, 1998 

Bureau of land Management ,''' .• ,i;, 
Ari~ona State Office 
222 N. Central Ave. 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

Dear Ms. McFarlin 

I have received the Draft EIS for the Ray Land Exchan~e. After 
reviewing the very complete information on behalf of the Glendale 
Hikin~ Club (paid membership upwards of 125 people) and 
presenting it at our December meeting, I would like to make the 
,r.."I11owing comments. 

Due to our interest in hiking, we are especially concerned about(1 
mining operations in the proximity of the boundary of White 
Canyon Wilderne~s Area. Another concern is the hydrological 
integrity of the 'very rare artesian well located near the entry' 
way to, White Canyon. White Canyon is very special and the ELM 
should make an attempt to preserve its scenic, cultural and 
natural attributes. 

t9 somewhat lessen the future mining impacts on White Canyon 
Wilderness Area, we therefore strongly urge the BLM to choose the 
"Copper Butte Alternative" in its Final EIS for the Ray Land 
Exchange. Similarly, we will urge the State Lands Department not 
to trade its holding in Section 23 and 24 (adjacent to the 
wilderness) to ASARCO. 

The remaknkng 9,161 acres of the Copper Butte Alternative (83% of 
lands selected by ASARCO) should be quite sufficient for its 
mining purposes. 

Thank you for taking our comments. 

~:c 
l.~priel Zinsli 
snvironmental Officer 
Glendale Hiking Club 

7-22 
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Lines 21-22. The Arizona Desert Wilderness Act, establishes the White 
Canyon Wilderness and denies the creation of buffer zones around any 
such wilderness area. According the Act, the fact that nonwilderness 
activities or uses can be seen or heard from areas within a wilderness 
shall not, of itself, preclude such activities or uses up to the boundary 
of the wilderness area. BlM agrees that foreseeable mining activities will 
impact areas adjacent to White Canyon Wilderness. Mining activities 
potentially will be seen from 42% of the Wilderness (Figure 4-2). There 
will be potential impacts from the residual noise, night lights, and air 
quality degradation onto the designated Wilderness. 

Lines 22-23. An analysis of potential impacts to the artesian well in 
Section 24 is not possible at this time for several reasons: 1) It is not 
currently known how close mining operations will be to the well; 2) The 
exact type of mining operations in the area are not known; and 3) Detailed 
hydrologic studies of the area showing the occurrence and flow of 
groundwater do not exist. 

Lines 27-28. Please see general response no. 2, Alternatives. 

Lines 29-30. Section 23 is not State land. If Asarco were to acquire 
Section 24 from the State, Asarco has agreed to donate 480 acres of 
Section 24 to BlM and keep the remaining 160 acres to develop Parcel 
CB-5 (Please see Section 2.1.1.1., agency preferred alternative). 

Bureau of Land Management 
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LETTER #21 
RAY LAND EXCHANGE AND PLAN AMENDMENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

PUBLIC COMMENT SHEET 
PLEASE SUBMIT COMMENTS BY JANUARY 28, 1999 

Please share your ideas. comments and concems in the space provided below (or you may send your 
comments on a separate form to the address below). Fold this form. staple it shut, attach postage, and 
return to BLM by January 28, 1999. For additional information, please contact 

Shela McFarlin, BlM Arizona State Office 
222 North Central Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

1602} 417·9568 
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7f,.,.~ e.,.; e.h "".,~... ",,i.- I"..""J c .. Ii~V' <! •• ~.J,/<!. 
e., vi N) Jll{g.f6.l ~g, .. j"1'l!.! ;AL~~SIt 1<C i> ~ L~d ~r<L....k 
t'.... I-.s M ,."\"" <=l {j ~hc ....... ,~" . 
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h.J..1 J i ...... ~ ;" " Ie-" ".. P<..H-::i..... .... <.:: .s;. A:CI bM~ 
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Please help us keep our mailing list accurate and up to date. 

Last Name tfr (. C ... /lor 1,- First Name t. k:..lf."v Initial E:. 
Title (Optional) p""'rc' .... 1. 1;"",.(,,.. pe.' 
Organization (if applicable) f3 ,d.L....> .... '".... t;i..~ ... ; .. ,,-J.e--'! ~ 
Mailina Address / YI.,) e t:{,,)e .. i2.J 1~k:"7:3;;0- VN07[)!J 
City ... .,.:l!s.:-1 State it r Zip Code 2" 7/ e 
Phone (..5'".f>Q) $;l'1-a.~7" Fax (,b-ac.l 5~"I~;;17v1 

o Please send me a copy of the Final EIS/Plan Amendment when it becomes availa"'e. lIlt L 
~ Please send me the project update, but not the Final EIS. OD! III t U/ ez 
o Please take. my name off the mailing list 

\J"":: 

Bureau of Land Management 

.. Thank you for your comment. 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment E/S 

LETTER #22 
RAYLAND EXCHANGE AND PLAN AMENDMENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

PUBLIC COMMENT SHEET 
PLEASE SUBMIT COMMENTS BY JANUARY 28,1999 

Please share your ideas, comments and concerns in the space provided below (or you may send your 
comments on a separate form to the address below). Fold this form, staple it shut. attach postage. and 
retum to BlM by January 28, 1999. For additional inforn:atlon. please contact 

," "". -~ _,.f,' 
Shela McFarlin, BLM Arizona State Office 

222 North Central Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 85004 
(6021417 ·95613 

'1'1It:s t.C$~ ,~ pv :irR,../1l !:"'_~.,. tJ/ 1'# !~ J-tlNe E.!."'N.awlf~ r,vG bi.xc."",,,_6§ o"e 
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R,.,,~;/w,.,r!: ~ /j~ #.z .~" "~,,.I' .0:>".r~· ",_,n-, ..,.. ""/';"A" .,.t.(",'/ a:a.fl.,.,t;~ ..tl ... ,::::,;,.../ G.15 
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Please help us keep our mailing list accurate and up to date. 

Last Name /L/#?If.~y' First Name 8e~..,.,. Initial II! 
Tille (Oetiona'l ci.: .. 1",!!, ~ t 
Organization (if apolicable) A :;AUO ,];J..IC-

Mailing Address po e.:.", IS 
Ci!}: ;J ... vtJfSA./ Slate Az.. ZieCode e!:'.;a~,..-
Phone Is.o I 35"" '~?II Fax o$""Ql<:1 .3 S" ~ 61 I!! <:> I 

a Please send me ill copy of the Final EIS/Plan Amendment when it becomes available. 
a Please send me the project update. but not the Final EIS. 
a Please take my name off the mailing list. 

--- --
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,. Thank you for your comment. 
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LETTER #25 
RAY LAND EXCHANGE AND PLAN AMENDMENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

PUBLIC COMMENT SHEET 
PLEASE SUBMIT COMMENTS BY JANUARY 28, 1999 

. Please share your ideas, comments and concems in the space provided below (or you may send your 
comments on a separate form to the address below). Fold this form, staple it shut, attach postage, and 
return to BlM by January 28,1999. For additional information, please contact 

Shela McFarlin, BLM Arizona State Office 
222 North Central Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

(602) 417·9568 

.." 
::c = ?: 
::.. Ceo 

~"n:~ ==~ 
.,..~o to ~CI 
;::!-r::; W mo 
b'- .,.. ..... .." 

~~ =-== m 

... 
::;~ .. ..; 

-

Please help us keep our mailing list accurate and up to date. 

Initial 

o Please send me a copy of the Final EISJPlan Amendment when it becomes available. 
Please send me the project update, but not the Final EIS. 

o Please take my name off the mailing list. 

Bureau of Land Management 

II> Thank you for your comment. 
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Ray Land ExchangelPlan Amendment E/S 

LETTER #26 
. RAY LAND EXCHANGE AND PLAN AMENDMENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

PUBLIC COMMENT SHEET 
PLEASE SUBMIT COMMENTS BY JANUARY 28, 1999 

Please share your ideas, comments and concerns in the space provided below (or you may send your 
comments on a separate form to the address below). Fold this form, staple it shut. attach postage, and 
retum to BLM by January 28. 1999. For additional information, please contact 

Shele McF~"'l~; BLM Arizona State Office 
222 North Central Avenue, Phoenix. Arizona 85004 

(602)417-9568 

\JJ ~ .. cA..p ~_,.12AA2~, Q..,o u.Yl<.L~ 
=viD~-ze i..~-(jA;;;;o.#d-¥ ~~- z,Yktf J(1~ / '7 
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Please help us keep our mailing list accurate and up to date. 

o Please send me a copy of the Final EIS/Plan Amendment when it becomes available 
o Please send me the project update, but not the Final EIS. 
a Please take my name off the mailing list. 

7-26 

Initial D 

~ Thank you for your comment. 
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LETTER #27 

MOHAVE COUNTY PUBLIC LAND USE COMMITTEE 
""'h t1_~ .,nnn .... v:: __ 
•• .." ~ ...... " -v '''''!I''Mn. Artzona S6'102·7ooo 

3615 a. HighWay sa .. (520)757.0903 .. FAX 157·3577 .. TOO (520)75~726 
Mictlael Kottdeli$. ChalrJTt3n James Butcher. Vice Chairman 

January 13, 1999 

Ms. Shelll McFarlin. Project Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
222 North Central Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

RE: BLMlAZlPL-98/00!3, Ray Land ExchangeIPlan Amendment DEIS 

Dear Shela: 

Members of the Mohave County Public Land Use Committee have reviewed the Ray Land Exchange 
DEIS and do not ha\'e any detailed questions or comments pertaining to tbe draft. In general, it appears 
that the parcels in the exchange will bene lit both parties involved. 

One concern we do bave is that private land and lax revenue in Mobave COUnlY is lost to an exchange in 
another county. There must be some balance 10 this equation and in fulure exchanges Mohave County 
should realize an offsetting gain. 

Again, thank you for the opponunity to comment. I appreciate Ihe time you have taken to attend the 
PLUC meetings and keep the committee informed. 

Sincerely. 

( ..... 
':..::.:..~\,("..~,' 

Michael J. Kondelis P.E 
Chairman 

,:n:JIICOMMI'ITF.f. CHA'Rt1.RSONSJ 

DonV.n'h:'U •• Anita Waite Mike I\.onddb Dry.., eo"biu Trumall PuchblUU Phil Strldmalltr [lno Ralndy Don ~Drll., 
Graun, ,\Iini., JlUf'f('tlri_ Tim" .. , TraJfJPO"",itHf 1Y1J1~r Ifild,mns, 

Inliltur,y 

Bureau of Land Management 

Wilt4liJe&.. 
ErtJt",t:,.,td 
Sptcln 

.. Lines 20~21. Thank you for your comment. 

... Lines 23-24. Please see text changes in Section 4.6.2.3, Taxes. 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

LETTER #28 
To: l\tIs. Shela McFarlin, Project Manager 
Ray Land E.'{change 
AZ State Office - Bureau of Land Management USDI 
222 N. Central Ave. 
Phoenix. AZ &5004 

Dear Ms. McFarlin: .\< •. ~\ ,~. 

Jan. 11. 1999 

I would like to voice my support for the Proposed Ray Land E.~hange. This 
method of exchanging mineral important IMtds for environmentally sensitive private lands 
offers the citizen's oftIUs country a great opportunity. We can have our cake and eat it too! 
We can produce the copper minerals so vital to our economy and way of life; while 
protecting the valuable natural resources we alllrea.mre .. Through this exchange process the 
federal government will attain ownership and protection of valuable riparian and sensitive 
wildlife habitat that may otherwise be lost ASARCO will get the already mining impacted 
IMtds it needs for the expansion and future development of the Ray Mine Complex. This is 
the best of both worlds. 

It is not often in these days oflMtd-use debates that a "Win - win" program can be 
implemented. Most often it is an "all or nothing" battle. Usually those with the greatest 
political clout are the winners. In this case evetyone wins; the ta'(payers of Al, Gila & 
Pinal Counties; the environmental community; the mining company; and society as whole. 
From this Ray Land Exchange valuable copper will be produced to advance and sustain 
our society, taxes will be paid to local governments to provide "ita! services, and payrolls 
will be provided to sustain hundreds of local families. All this is made possible because a 
few acres of valuable minerallMtds that have already been impacted by mining will be 
exchanged for IMtds that contain very sensitive riparian and wildlife habitat values. I can't 
think of a better allocation of our natural resources. 

Thank you for this opportunity to express my thoughts on the Ray Land E."tchange. 
If you have,any questions, or if I can assist in this endeavor in any way, please contact me. 

Stu Bengson 
8900 N. Camino de Anza 

~~~ 
7_?R 

.. Thank you for your comments . 

Bureau of Land Management 
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U.S. Representative J.D. Hayworth 
1017 S Gilbert Road 
Mesa AZ. 85204 

Dear Representative Hayworth, 

LETTER #29 
Marlene A. O'Hara 
58636 Javelina Lane 
Keamy AZ 85237-4000 
19 December 1998 

I: !s with a sad heart that I am writing this letter. I recently attended a meeting at which I leamed 
lnal BlM intends to swap nearly 11,000 acres of awesome public land with some acreage offered 
by ASARCO. The "offered lands", supporting desert tonoise populations, were purchased by 
ASARCO on the recommendations of BLM, according to tneir statement, specifically to be used 
for swapping. I find these sorts of shenanigans appalling~ This proposed action has me deeply 
:oncemed, as the environmental disaster that has alreaoy occurred with open pit mining in the 
Kearny area is heartbreaking. With the vast amount of land that ASARCO presently owns in the 
':::;;nity of the Ray Mine, I fail to understand why they reculre an additional 11,000 acres of p~blic 
iand to use as a "buffer" around the mine area. ' 

Looking out the window. as I am writing this. is some of ::19 most incredibly beautiful scenery you 
:;culd Imagine. Saguaro. Palo verde. creosote bushes ar.: all the varied fauna range from the 
valley areas to the tops of the mountains. This part of the Sonoran Desert is so breathtaking that 
it onngs tears to ones eyes. It IS prime area for typical Arizona outdoor activities, which will be 
lost forever if this land exchange is allowed. BLM is accepting comments from the pubHc until 28 
January 1998 but I would wager that there are few citizens aware this proposal is even on the 
laole. Whether or not you are able to help save this exculsite area for posterity, I implore you to 
please try to do something! 

I have enclosed copies of the Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment DEIS Fact Sheet in the 
event you have not seen it. 

Thank you, RepresentatIve Hayworth, for any help you are able to offer. 

Bureau of Land Management 

Sincerely 

1 '1 .' -z. l' , ... .' r.-1t...:.. / . . ,!" .. ,_,~ a{'~,~. 

• 

• 

Lines 15-22. As discussed in Chapter 1 (Purpose and 
Need), Asarco intends to consolidate its land holdings 
within and adjacent to areas of ongoing mining-related 
operation. The uses of these lands are described in 
Table 2-6, which include uses such as expansion of rock 
deposition areas, haul/access roads, buffer zones, and 
copper/silica flux development. 

Lines 28-30. Section 5.2 details the public partiCipation 
process for all phases of the land exchange process. 
The information presented in this section should address 
the concerns noted here. 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

LETTER #30 
RAYLAND EXCHANGE AND PLAN AMENDMENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

PUBLIC COMMENT SHEET 
PLEASE SUBMIT COMMENTS BY JANUARY 28,1999 

Please share your ideas. comments and concems in the space provided below (or you may send your 
comments on a separate form to the address below). Fold this form. staple it shut. attach postage, and 
retum to BLM by January 28, 1999. For additional information. please contact 

.H ... ,;;-
Shela McFarlin, BLM Arizona State Office 

222 North Central Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 85004 
(602) 417 ·9568 

- 5ultu:r /liE i2,1'1 LAN/) !!XIIII/N';-, It fECm> 70 If1E '7'~ dE # ..i::. E:ULt~ 
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Ldl!:;( Dil.t;t-rtY AI¥F(:C. ,SbO f .d."{!}. "!:It!' ll.'l11. .Jltl &'~1~ 4!J!.A l ff', Lif Nt) 
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-: '., i?: ~~-;c - 4 

Cc.J 
~ 

Please help us keep our mailing list accurate and up to date. 

last Name !.:l~a.l!t ~ First Name , ~.". Initial 8 
TItle (02tional} 
Organization !if 3Eelicablel 
Mailina Address p~ ~~'{ lal 
CitY -iliiiihl';' Slate :141 Zip Code 'IS l 3 ? 
Phone 11'0 1 .lU· J"1iJ, Fax 

0 Please send me a copy of the Final fiS/Plan Amendment when it becomes available. 
g/ Please send me the project update, but not the Final EIS. 
0 Please take my name off the mailing list 
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Ii> Thank you for your comment. 
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To Whom It May Concern: 

LETTER #31 
Marlene A. O'Hara 
58636 Javelina Lane 
Kearny AZ 85237-4000 
(520)363~9824 
22 January 1999 

I am still trying to understand how BlM can even consider exchanging nearly 11.000 acres of the 
most awesome Sonoran Desert to ASARCa to use as a "buffer zone" for their Ray Mine 
operation. They already control such a vast amount of land in this area that the necessity of 
additional acreage evades me. For BlM to have advised ASARCO tp purchase desert tortoise 
land near Kingman in order for the land exchange to occur is absolutely galling! I cannot believe 
the citizens of our state would condone such shenanigans if they were aware of them. The ~ay 
open-pit mine is an environmental disaster and how BlM can even consider allowing ASARCO to 
encroach even further onto OUR land is alarming! 

. Please reconsider this horrible plan and leave this incredibly beautiful land to be enjoyed by the 
people of Ariz.ona. 

.~~~j a tJaAaJ, 

Bureau of Land Management 

~ 

~ 

lines 16-17. Please see response to letter #29. 

Lines 19-20. BlM advised Asarco to purchase 
desert tortoise land near Kingman because these 
parcels are on BLM's statewide acquisition list 
and acquiring these parcels would comply with 
BLM's desert tortoise habitat management 
rangewide plan (Appendix F of the DEIS). 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

LETTER #32 

SIERRA CLUB 

January 21, 1999 

Sheila McFartin 
Project Manager 
BlM - ArIzona State Office 
222 N. Central Avenue 
Phoenix, Al85004 

Rincon Group 

, ,~ .1a 0;> 

738 North 5th. Avenue #214 
Tucson, Arizona 85705 (520) 620-6401 

Re: DEIS Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment 

· Dear Ms. McFarlin, 

· The Rincon Group of the Sierra Club is strongly opposed to this land exchange and change in land tenure 
classification from retention to disposal. The 10,339 acres of affected land have high resource values and 
have been designated as a Resource Conservation Area, indicating that they are important natural areas. 
The plan amendment goes against the intent of the Resource Management Plans (Phoenix and Safford). 
and is unwarranted and frivolous. Justifying it as necessary in order to consider the land exchange is 
likewise frivolous and absolutely indefensible. This action does not need to occur prior to evaluating the 
merits of the proposed land exchange. It could occur later, it the exchange was approved. This action 
serves no one but Asarco who' would gain free reign over these lands, and the BLM staff who wouldn'! have 
to manage a mine (e.g. less work for them). 

· The selected lands are valuable areas. The WMe Canyon ACEC is listed as having outstanding scenic, 
wildlife and cultural values (Phoenix RMPIFEIS, Dec. 1988, Table 2-3). The entire RCA was considered to 
have high resourCE! values, and identified for retention and protection in the 1988 RMPIFEIS. Why have 
these values suddenly become non-important and thasa lands suitable for disposal? 

Asarco's arguments regarding the mineral and economic values (Phoenix RMP & FEIS, Dec. 1988) are 
irrelevant. The copper that might be recovered from Copper Buttes and Buckeye is inconsequential to the 
long term economy Of standard of living in Pinal County. Of Arizona. The value of White Canyon and Copper 
Buttes, however, as wild, natural open space is priceless and will last into perpetuity. It has become widely 
accepted and recognized that the majority of people, including those'in Arizona, place a high value on natural 
open space, especially, when close to urban areas as these lands are. Furthermore. tourism provides !T\<lre 
for the economy and is more sustainable than mining. Tourists from all over the wortd Visit Arizona for the 
spectacular scenery - red rock canyons. sky island mountains, Sonoran Desert vegetation - not to see 
copper mines. 

Most of the offered lands are indeed deSirable lands, however. are they in danger of being develOped or 
degraded under their present status? What is the rush to acquire these lands? If acquired. all of the offered 
lands should be withdrawn from mineral entry to prevent any degradation. Why aren't the Sacramento Valley 
and McCraCken Mountains parcels proposed for withdrawal from mineral entry? Both have high category 1 
desert tortoise habitat and should be protected if acquired. 

The DEIS slates that mining could occur through patenting under the Mining Law of 1872. (Has BLM verified 
· the validity of all of Asarco's mining claims?) This is a misleading slatement Patenting has been 
suspended for the last several years through a congressional moratorium that is expected to continue for the 
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Lines 18-23. The Ray Land Exchange EIS process combines the 
plan amendment process under BLM regulations 43 CFR 1600 with 
the NEPA analysis required to analyze the proposed exchange. 
Under 43 CFR 1610.5-5, a resource management plan may be 
changed through amendment as initiated by a number of changes 
in circumstances or a proposed action that may result in a change 
in the scope of resource uses or a change in the terms, conditions 
and decisions of the approved plan. Since the land exchange would 
represent a change in decisions made regarding land tenure in the 
Phoenix and Safford District Resource Management Plans (RMPs), 
a plan amendment must be considered. As a results of protests on 
the White Canyon Plan Amendment (Decision Record provided in 
the Ray Land Exchange DEIS), BLM agreed to combine both 
processes into one EIS-Ievel analysis. 

Lines 24-26. If BLM decides to change the land tenure from 
retention to disposal by exchange, this will be done through the 
Proposed Plan Amendment combined within the Ray Land 
Exchange EIS. The Phoenix RMP (1988) identifies the criteria for 
when a land exchange will be considered for the White Canyon 
RCA and other public lands covered by the plan. Since this RMP 
was completed, the following changes have occurred or continue to 
be define the management situation: BLM can no longer enter into 
exchanges with the State of Arizona to exchange large blocks of 
land within the White Canyon RCA (as discussed in Section 1.3); 
the Arizona Desert Wilderness Act passed in 1990 designated the 
White Canyon Wilderness with strict management guidelines; the 
White Canyon ACEC was reconsidered and re-designated in 1998 
through a separate plan amendment; and, Asarco proposed the Ray 
Land exchange for consideration. No changes are proposed to the 
White Canyon ACEC. 

Lines 28-32. The economic consequences of copper mining to 
Pinal County are addressed in Section 3.2.6.2. Taxes paid by 
Asarco as a result of operations at Copper Butte are expected to 
maintain an even balance to make up for the Ray Mine's decrease 
in mining activities as discussed in Section 4.6.2.3. 

Bureau of Land Management 
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LETTER #32 (continued) 
the patenting process will be eliminated or dramatically altered. Stating in the DEIS that Asarco would be 
able to mine by patenting is intentionally misleading to the public. giving the impression that the probability of 
mining is greater than it actually is. 

. The DEIS also notes that Asarco does not need the land exchange to mine the selected lands. It would 
seem then, that Asan::o is pursuing this land exchange for a specific reason: to avoid federal and public 
oversight of its mining operation. Mining on private land has advantages over mining on public land. 
including weaker reclamation standards (in Arizona), and no public review or required periodic updates. 
Asarco has a bleak enVironmental record. In fact, it has one of the worst histories of environmental pollution 
and violations of environmental regulation in Arizona. It is no wonder it wants to take the easiest route. 

One of the primary reasons for disposing of lands through a land exchange is to make land management 
easier and more economic. Most of the selected lands in this land exchange are adjacent to or surrounded 
by public lands and will be used for mining related activities. Wouldn't it be the least difficult and most 
economic to manage these lands as public lands, given the foreseeable use? Once the BLM and the public 
have no oversight of the mining activity, the environmental protection of the surrounding areas is drastically 
reduced. This is especially critical given that mining has a proven record of causing degradation to land and 
water resources both on-site and off-Site. 

Because of Asarco's dismal environmental history, we would like to see some stipulations place on this land 
exchange. if granted. For example. since the majority of the selected parcels are adjacent to or nearby 
wildemess areas or resource conservation areas, we suggest that Asarco be required to comply with higher 
standards of environmental protection (with respect to air and water quality) than !he minimum requirements 
usually achieved by the mining industry. 

Asarco has usually tried to divert attention from its dismal record by claiming to be a good neighbor to the 
community (by building playgrounds or libraries, for example). We would like to see Asarco show some real 
commitment to nearby communities by complying with higher environmental protection standards such as 
better leak detection systems. more frequent and longer-term water quality monitoring, and stronger 
reclamation and site restoration goals. This is especially important since most (about 75%) of the selected 
land would be used for peripheral non-mining uses: dumps ('overburden deposition areas" or 'solution
extraction rock deposition areas"), tailings depOSition areas, refuse dumps, or for toxic operations 
(copper/silica flux development). These areas are more prone to toxic releases. ' 

Land exchanges of public land should also be for the benefit of the public. not just the management 
convenience of the BI.M. Asarco should be required 10 provide detailed information on how it intends to use 
the selected public lands. Otherwise how can meaningful comments and decisions be made regarding the 
value of the offered lands in comparison to the lands we are losing? 

In conclusion, we are opposed to the plan amendment and land exchange. However, of the altematives 
offered. we prefer the C,opper Buttes altemative. It exchanges the least amount of land. Only 320 of offered 
lands are south of Phoenix (Gila River Parcel at Cochran). making this exchange a net loss of approximation 
4000 acres of public land in Southern Arizona. In addition, we object to parcel RM-18 being included in the 
selected lands. This area contains important desert springs and is Class II desert tortOise habitat, and 
should remain in public ownership for optimal protection, 

Sincerely, 

duaf1~eIt-
Lainie I.evick 
Mining Issues Chairperson 

Bureau of Land Management 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

Lines 34-37 (previous page). Table 2-4 describes the potential 
disposition for each offered land parcel should the land exchange 
not be approved. Asarco intends to sell certain parcels for 
development or hold the Gila River parcel for mitigation. The 
Tomlin Parcel #4 will be withdrawn from mineral entry. The 
Sacramento Valley parcel has low potential for metallic mineral 
deposits. There is a moderate potential for salable mineral in the 
Sacramento parcel, such sales are discretionary decisions by 
BlM. The McCracken Mountains parcels are covered in ACEC 
guidance within the Kingman RMP. Tortoise mitigation and 
possibly compensation would also be required for any disturbance 
to tortoise habitat. 

Lines 38-40 (previous page). See response to Lines 3-4 on next 
page. 

Lines 3-4. As discussed in Section 1.6.3.4, BlM has verified that 
all of Asarco's mining claims are currently active claims. Validity 
examinations occur during the patent process. BlM is currently 
processing a first half final certificate application (to which the 
moratorium does not apply) for approximately 387 acres in the 
Copper Butte/Buckeye area. 

Lines 6-9. Asarco does not need the land exchange to mine the 
selected lands as prescribed under the General Mining law. 
However, by conducting the land exchange, the BlM gains public 
lands which would otherwise be lost without the exchange. Table 
1-5 summarizes the required permits and approvals that Asarco 
must obtain before they can begin mining on the selected lands. 
In addition, Table E-1, compares Federal and State mine land 
reclamation standards that will need to be met if Asarco mines 
the selected lands. 

Lines 11-15. As discussed in Section 3.2.4.2 and 4.4.2, BlM's 
management responsibilities would be expected to increase if 
mining were regulated under 43 CFR 3809. 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EfS 

LETTER #33 
RA Y LAND EXCHANGE AND PLAN AMENDMENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

PUBLIC COMMENT SHEET 
PLEASE SUBMIT COMMENTS BY JANUARY 28, 1999 

Please share your ideas, comments and concems in the space provided below (or you may send your 
comments on a separate form to the address below). Fold this form, staple it shut. attach postage, and 
retum to BLM by January 2B, 1999. For additional information, please contact 

'''.\ ,;> 
Shela McFarlin, BLM Arizona State Office 

222 North Central Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 85004 
(602)417-9568 

Please help us keep our mailing list accurate and up to date. 

Last Name ;'fjj'd,,,,,,,,. FirstName 7J1n.~An/',7:. Initial 
TiUe (Optional 
Organization (if applicable) 
Mailing Address It:"" A l>.-u.v 

City (' 3ii.~;:, 0 f,':Ji4,d tiaiP7. . Slate a L Zip COde~f;< 3 ~ 
Phone ( ) ax 

EI Please send me a copy of the Final EIS/Plan Amendment when it becomes available 
o Please send me the project update, but not the Final EIS. 
o Please take my name off the mailing list 
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Lines 17-19 (previous page). For Asarco to continue 
mining at the Ray Mine or to develop new areas, the 
company must acquire a number of permits (identified in 
Table 1-5 and Appendix E). These permits and 
reclamation plans are outside BlM's jurisdiction since 
these are administered by other federal, state and county 
agencies. As appropriate, these agencies will determine 
what stipulations, design modifications or operating 
standards are required under various environmental laws. 

Lines 21-26 (previous page). BlM is required to comply 
with those laws and regulations listed in Table 1-3 for 
processing a land exchange. Although the selected lands 
would become privately owned by Asarco under the 
Proposed Action, potential future mining projects on these 
lands would still be subject to the COE and/or EPA's 
federal jurisdiction through their respective permitting 
authorities under the Clean Water Act. Furthermore, 
other federal laws such as the Clean Air Act would also 
likely trigger federal involvement in such future activities. 

Lines 28-29 (previous page). Please see general 
response no. 4, Public Interest Determination. 

Lines 31-32 (previous page). Please see general response 
no.2, Alternatives 

Lines 15-27. BlM has determined that Route #2 would be 
the preferred public access road- south of the Silver Creek 
community. Route #2 would provide public access 
adjacent to the existing Battle Axe Road to the White 
Canyon Wilderness. South of Route #2, Asarco would 
construct a haul road to be used for mining only. While 
operations can be expected to be 24 hours a day, each 
shift (3) will be required to run water trucks to control dust 
levels. Dust levels will also be monitored and contained 
based on weather conditions (e.g., blowing dust) 
according to Mine Safety and Health Administration 
(MSHA), ADEQ and air quality permits. Please see 
general response no. 1, Access. 

Bureau of Land Management 
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LETTER #34 
i'"",G{ 1-"71;7 

"Managing and conserving nDtural. cultural. and recreational resource9" if 3i 

January 25, 1999 

Shela McFarlin 
Bureau of Land Management 
222 N Central Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

o RE RAY LAND EXCHANGE DEIS COMMENTS 

Dear Shela: 

These comments are in response to the BLM/ ASARCO Land 
Exchange/Plan Amendment proposed in the Qctobcr 1998 Draft 
EnVironmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The primary concern with the 
exchange is future recreational access and a continuous Arizona Trail to 
the White Canyon Wilderness Area and BLM lands north of the Gila 
River. 

It is imperative that the Arizona Trail is guaranteed access from the 
Kelvin bridge on the Gila River to existing trail northwest of the 
Wilderness Area (refer to attached map). The combination of land 
ownership and rugged terrain (such as the Spine, Walnut Canyon, and 
Battle Axe Butte) have hindered locating a route for this segment of trail. 
Designation of an Arizona Trail route through this area has been on hold 
in anticipation of the Ray Land Exchange. 

The proposed exchange of BLM land in Sections 24 (CB-5), 2S (CB-1), and 
26 (CB-1) and the proposed ASARCO mming operations in Sections 19 
(CB-3) and 3(J (CB·4) are directly in the path of the proposed Arizona Trail 
route. In order to assure continued access for the future route of the 
Arizona Trail, we have relocated the proposed route to circumnaVigate 
those lands affected by the exchange. We are now proposing that the 
Arizc;ma Trail cross (south to northwest) Sections 20,17,18,24, and 23 in 
an effort to follow Battle Axe Road to the Wilderness Area. 

Regardless of which alternative is chosen, the EIS and Plan Amendment 
must address the proposed Arizona Trail route. To ensure safe passage 
through this area by hikers, equestrians, and mountain bikers, the Arizona 
Trail would reqUire: 

a) an easement from ASARCO through Section 17 to include an 
agreed upon crOSSing of the mining operations access road; 
b) a separated pathway alongside the rerouted Battle Axe Road from 
Sections 17 or 18 to Section 23; and 
c) a trailhead alongside Battle Axe Road (parking and horse trailer 
access in Sections 17/18 and/or Sections 23/24). 

Bureau of Land Management 

~ 

~ 

Lines 19-20. It is beyond the scope of this EIS to address trail access 
across the Gila River and/or designate trail routes. 

Lines 24-37. Please see general response no.3, Arizona Trail. 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

LETTER #34 (continued) 

We look forward to working"":Y~th the BLM and ASARCO to further define 
the route and finally construct the Arizona Trail in accordance with 
required environmental compliance. While we do not expect to complete 
this segment of the Arizona Trail by our goal of the year 2000, we would 
like to begin working towards completion as soon as possible. If there are 
any questions about these proposed additions to be included in the 
£IS/Plan Amendment, please contact me at (602) 542*7120. Thank you for 
the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Cynthia A. Lovely 
Arizona Trail Steward 

cc Jan Hancock, President, Arizona Trail' Association 

CAL 

Larry Snead, Executive Director, Arizona Trail Association 
Steve Saway, Board of Directors, Arizona Trail Association 
Jim Martin, Board of Directors, Arizona Trail Association 

Enclosure 

7-36 

~ Thank you for your comment. 
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LETTER #34 (continued) 
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LETTER #35 
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Lines 9-21. BLM has determined that Route #2 would be the preferred 
public access road- south of the Silver Creek community. Route #2 would 
provide public access adjacent to the existing Battle Axe Road to the White 
Canyon Wilderness. South of Route #2, Asarco would construct a haul road 
to be used for mining only. While operations can be expected to be 24 
hours a day, each shift (3) will be required to run water trucks to control dust 
levels. Dust levels will also be monitored and contained based on weather 
conditions (e.g., blowing dust) according to Mine Safety and Health 
Administration (MSHA), State Mine Inspector and air quality permits. 

Line 25. The water well would not be impacted, it is adjacent to Route #1 . 
Route #2 has been identified by BlM as the preferred route. If Route #1 
were chosen, extensive mitigation would be required by Asarco to ensure 
the road is safe and the water well is not impacted. Please see general 
response no.1, Access. 

Lines 25-27. Based on knowledge of Asarco's Copper Butte mining, of the 
26 residents of the Silver Creek Community, less than 8% will have a direct 
view of the mine as rock is removed. The remainder of the community 
could probably be able to view some, but not all of the mining operation. 

Bureau of Land Management 
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Ms. Shela McFarlin 
BLM Arizona SUIte Office 
222 Norrh Central Avenue 
Phoenix. Arizona 85004 

LETTER #36 

RE: Ray Land Exchange and Plan Amendment EIS 

Dear Ms. McFarlin: 

1 am writing to SUIte my support for the proposed Ray Land Excbange: (Proposed Mtion) between 
ASARCO incorpotated and the Bun:au of Lane! Management (BLM). I atteildcd the Mesa Public 
Meeting. reviewed the Draft as. and concur 'With the BLM that the Proposed Action is a "win-Win" for 
all parties involved. 

First, the exchange of offered and selected lands ale similtr on an acre: per acre basis. This means that 
Asarc:o is able: to i5CCtlI'I': lands adjacent to illl existing Ray Mine to SUppOrt and expand cum:m and furure 
mining-rc:lated operations, and to improve security and cnviromnc:ntal buffers. The: 81M, on the other I ~ 
hand, is able to acquire I similar acreage of high resource valued lands on their "priority list of 
acquisition" for better managing ofhabilllt, cultural resources, publie access, and overall managing 
efficiency. If the land exchange were not approved. the BLM would not acquire any land, yet A$lItCo 
could slilI usc the ~selccted" lands for fUture mining as allowed per the General Mining law of IBn. 

Second. acquisition of the selected lands by Asarco has a positive benefit to the local rural economy. 
Not only does the transfer of the public lands to private own=hip generate more UlXes for the local 
economy, but it fortifies Asarco's presence in the area. Mining began in the area before the 111m of the 
centUly; Asarco intends to continue mining activities well into the: neltt ccntUly. During this rime, 
Asarco win continue providing excellent paying jobs (presently, the Ray Complex =ployees about 
1,600 people) and supporting the: local communities including Kearny, Winkelman, Hayden and Suprnor 
both directly and indirectly. 

Finally, lllI was stated in the Public Meeting. it is imponant for the public to underslllnd that Asarco must 
still comply with all local. SIlIte and federal environmental regulations even a1bet the land exchange. 
Contrary to what some people may believe. the proposed land exchange does not give Asarco an "out" 
for complying with mvironmerual regulations. Asarc:o must still secure all applicable local (Le., Pinal 
Air Quality Permit). statC (i.e., Aquifer Protection Permit, Reclamation). and federal (i.e., NPDES, 404 
Permit) permits I!tfilI:l: any future mining activities may occur on the selected lands. 

Once again, I strongly support the Proposed Action alternative. Thank you for allowing me to comment. 

~k0~ 
~ 

Bureau of Land Management 

Thank you for your comments. 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

LETTER #37 
NeR A. GambeD 

P.O. Box 471 
Kearuy, Auizona85237 

Ms. Sbcla McFarlin, ProjectManagcr 
Native American Minerals! Arlzona Land E.xcluinge Tt:ams 
Arizona Slate Office 
Bllteau of Land Management 
222 North Cen1nll Avenue 
Phoenix. Arizona. 85004 

Jan\lll.ty 21, 1999 

RE: ASAIlCO· BL.'f LAND EXCHANGE 

Dear Ms. McFarlin: 

Regrettably. I wu ucablc 10 attend any of the PubUc Hearings on thc Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Ray Land ExclmngeIPlan Amendment and, therefore, appreciate thc 
opportunity 10 provide written comments. 

I stroagly Slippon tbe Proposed Action Alterttatlve. This is a balanced alternative from lhe 
standpoint ofpropeny values, riparian habiut and species management. A.sa:rc:o will be 
acquiring lhe land it nec:ds to maintain a viable coppei mining operation in the Ray area while 
providing tor furore expansion. and the BLM would be getting lands which the public desires 
such as Southwest Willow Flycatcher habitat, wilderness access and inholdings, and desen 
tortoise babilat. Additionally, outside of the exchange, Asarco has gone the wextra mile" in 
uying 10 clear up a difficult land problem for the BLM. This problem relates 10 the White 
Canyon Area orerintal Environmental. Concem (ACEC). A portion of the ACEC and the 
access to the southern side oftbe Whill: Canyon Wilderness area is aCTO$S state land whicb 
Asarco has made application 10 purchase and has agreed to donate the ACEC portion to the 
BLM upon the successiUl conclusion of the land exchange. 

IlDldcmtand then! is a lot of c:oocem about the environmental impacts ot'milling, and would lilce 
to reinforce the fact that Asarco is required by law to comply with stllte and federal environ
mental pennittilJg requirements prior to any expansion of the mininll operation. This is true if 
A.sarco acquires the illlld by this exchange or expand/; under the Mining Law. 

Finally. Asarco and its predecessors in the Ray Mine have been important to the nation and the 
people of the local conununities since the \Urn of the century. The proposed action alternative 
would assist Asarco in going forward wilh this important economic base. 

Sincerely, 

-11wI~ 
Neil A. Gambell 
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~ Thank you for your comments. 
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LETTER #38 

January 27. 1999 

Ms. Shela McFar1ln. Project Manager 
NatiVe American Mineral8lArizona Land Exchange Teams 
Alizona State Otllee ' 
Buteau of Land Management 
222 North Central Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 65004 

Dear Ms. McFarlin: 

Judy A. Buttery 
HC1 Box 3637 

WinkeJman, Arizona 85292 

I am writing in $Upport of1he proposed Ray land Exchange (Proposed Action) between 
ASARCO Incorporated and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). I attended the Kearny 
Public Meeting. reviewed Ihe Draft EIS. and concur with the BLM that the Proposed Action is in 
the best Interests of aI parties involved. 

First. the exchang& of offe~ and selected lands are similar on an acre per acre basis. It 
alows Asarco to secure lands that are adjacent to the exisllng Ray Mine for current and fUture 
mlning-relatad operations as well as improve environmental and security buffer zones. The 
exchange also allows the BLM to acquire lands that is on its 'priority list af acquisition.· If the 
land exchangl'l were not approved, the BLM would not acquire any land and Asarco could still 
use the ·selected" lands for future mining as allowed per the General Mining Law of 1872. 

Second, the acquisition of the selected lands by Asareo would be very positiVe for our lacal 
rural economy. The transfer of public lands to private ownership generates more taxes for the 
local economy and strengthens Asarco's presence in our area, Mining has been in this area 
over 100 yeara, and Asarco plana to continue mining well Into the next century. During this 
lime. AIIarco will continue to provide excellent paying jobs and support the local communities 
directly and indiredly. These communities include Keamy, Winkelman, Hayden. Superior. as 
well as Mammoth. Oracl$ and other outlying communities where the employees flYe. 

Finally, it is imIlOl'taJ,lt that the public be aware and understand that Asarco 5tOI must comply 
with allocal. state and fedaraJ environmental regulations evan after the land exchange. 
Apparently some people /'laVe had the false Impression that the proposed land exchange would 
give Asarco an ·our for complying with environmental regulations. As was stated at the Public 
Meeting~ Asarco must still Hcure atllocal, state and federal permits BEFORE any future mining 
activities can occur on selected lands. 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on this and again reiterate my support of the 
Ray Land Exchange Proposed Action. 

Sl~/{~ 
JuJ~~:t ' 

Bureau of Land Management 

,. Thank you for your comments. 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

LETTER #39 

-- 2600 N. Cantl'al Avenue. Phoenix. AI 95004-3014. (S02) 234-6241 
Flit: (602) 234-S087 

Cy~ M. Chandlsy 
Sen .... COUnut 
Oire<=r. Lend 6. w."", RoIscuren 

Ms. Shela McFarlin. Project Manager" .• :; 
Bureau of land Management 
Arizona State Office, 222 N. Central Avenue 
Phoenix. AZ 85004 

Dear Ms. McFarlin; 

January 27.1999 

Phelps Dodge Mining Company (PDMC) has reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) forthe Ray land Exchangel Plan 
Amendment and is pleased to proVide the following comments in support of the 
proposed land exchange. 

The proposed land exchange would allow the Bureau of land 
Management (BlM) to acquire approximately 7,300 acres of environmentally 
sensitive lands in exchange for 10,976 acres of public and mineral estate lands 
adjacent to Asarco's existIng mining operation In Pinal County. 

Land exchanges of this nature are a "win-win" opportunity for the public 
and resource developers. If the proposed action is approved, the BlM will 
acquire lands that are of significant riparian. cultural and ecological value. In 
addition. the acquired or ·offered lands· also provide valuable habitat for the 
desert tortoise. bald eagle, American peregrine falcon, and the Southwestem 
willow flycatcher. 

In exchange, Asarco will have the opportunity to consolidate its land 
holdings within areas of ongoing mineral development. It is important to note that 
the ~selected· lands within the Asarco district could be developed, in accordance 
with the applicable environmental statutes, absent a land exchange under the 
1872 mining law. Asarco's decision to expand their operations pursuant to a land 
exchange is an enVironmentally sound approach to mineral development and 
should be commended. 

In addition to the aforementioned environmental benefits, the proposed 
action has financial benefits for the elM and Pinal County. The BlM would 
acquire valuable lands at no cost and future mining administration costs would be 
eliminated with respect to the "selected lands", The economic benefits to Pinal 
County include well paying jobs and general financial support to the local 
economy. 

.. Thank you for your comments. 

Bureau of Land Management 
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LETTER #39 (continued) 

The DEIS estimates that the total direct wages and salaries paid during 
ful' scale production would average $1,882,000 each year at the 
Copper Butte/Buckeye operation and $3,877,000 at the Casa Grande 
site. 

• The OEIS estimates increases in sales for local businesses in Pinal 
County to be $5.300,000 as a result of the Copper Butte Mine 
operations and $11,638,000 from the operations at Casa Grande. In 
comparison, the direct economic loss to Pinal County from 
displacement of current activities on selected lands is estimated at on~y 
$122,000 per year. 

Finally. pursuant to NEPA requirements. the DEIS adequately examines 
and documents the impacts to surface water, groundwater, air emissions. wildlife 
and cultural resources and discusses prospective mitigation alternatives to offset 
the minimai impacts to those resources. 

Phelps Dodge Corporation appreciates the opportunity to provide 
comments on this land exchange and looks folWard to reviewing the final 
environmental Impact statement and record of decision for this project. 

Sincerely, 

~JV\-~~ 

Bureau of Land Management 7-43 
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Ray Land ExchangelPlan Amendment E/S 

LETTER #40 

UNlTI!D STATES t!NVlRONMEJ(TAl PROTECTION AGENCV 
AECIONIlt 

n; Hawthorlle Str. 
Ban FrJ1"gClCO, c:A 911106-3901 

J~' 2 e 1"11 

Cardon Chellfae. F'ilI1d DUettor .' <' ••• ~ 
Natiw AmI:ricaa Minetalaf Arit.OZIII Land &change Teams 
Bureau vfLmS MtDI&c:mcnt 
2Z2 North CcI:lmd. A VI1Imllt 

l"boeDix. AZ 8S004·2208 

Dear Mr. CheN .. : 

~ U.s. En'l'iromnental Protd04~ (EPA) has.reviewed the Ray Land 
Bxc::bqo Dtaft~.Impad. SWtmeot (OElS). our £¥VieW IIII.d c:ommeots are 
pvVidcd pUl!luant In 1IIe NatiuaIl EnviroDlIKlllIaI roue)' Act tNBPA), tbt Couneil on 
P.nv.iroD.mmIaI Quality', NEP A lmpIementltion rcguJattons at 40 CPR l'OO.lS08,1IId Clean 
Air Act Sc:cIion 309. Ow: commtDts also ~ect QJmDImrs ~ prrnoUlly made to J'ml 
RgJII'42Dg me JCOpipg JlOCk:;t: (Fd:IrIJIry 9, t!l9S. and 1U1.1O 30, 1995,lc:tll:rs &om D.vid Filml, 
EPA); to SIIda Mofarlin of your: lIfIIl1'~~ PntI.imiDarr oms (JamJ4U)" 19, 1991, 
]1!'IIII:r 6mn .Jom:mo OoMlbracbt, EPA). _ to yw, "Wt Jtaff, md AtIno in aovcal olber 
JCIIten, ~ and confcralGe alIa ~ ~~, 1m. ad October, 1998. 

ARIm1 La:orporated (Aareo), a mhII.Il.g cOIDJ.!IIIY.1w> propoaed I/) tndc private lauds 
("offeNClIaru:l£") fOr pubUo ~ (''ceIectBd bmdl'') IIdJ.:Wl1i~ by !he BIlr!IIII! on.and 
~ (Bl.M) neIIf ~', 'Ray CampI_ faciJitiel; and. CIfhe:to attu in PiIIII1 eud Gila 
~ Arizou.. ~ wishe$ fA] IClIlUiR: 11.196 8IlrtlS affederal surf8ce and .m.in.ml estate 
and 2.710 additfoual It!ftII of fedeIal mineral estde in ~ fur 7,:JOO acres ofUmd 
CUf11Wiy owned by AsIuco. wbich WODld be acqujml by 8LM. kial'Oo'li pmject purpose is to I ~ 
cDlI3olidnl'i.1s laad boldinp withlD.lIId adjltellt to IIlQS ofoqoing miD.era1 ~ at . 
the Ray ComplIX ed the: SaI'lhl CJ:m; (noSIm Copper Miniq ~h Plvject. BLM'$ 
project purpose if \0 tt:qUlre land!: l';C'IfIfa'ning impommt natIID1 ~ lIDd other'VlllUC$ and 
mme towmI achievill8 illlrmd tamIre mfj116htllJllt objectiveJ, as t:Iat!d in the Phoeoix and 
K.Inpm Resource Area. R.c:soumc Muaaemcut PllaS. 

Ova- the put ~ dceadcs, lIpplOximalely one billiw '1004 of material have been 
~ at the AIuoO Ray c:ompk!:L ThI'l proposed 1W0Il would _ble A'l3!'CO to ~Vltc 
lIDd jl1'OCe:'IS approximately tbrec billion mo:t IOns of matcrla1 over tbIi: J:J:::1Ct 40 ymrs- In 
IIIVCI8l ~ .. !ettOrI. mI ~caIb wUhBLM sma: ~ far1bD p1)joot begm 
iii 1994. EPA_ ~ that 1boDmB pwri~ ~nlnfOl11Udi.on that ""' Wi_ 
would bg ~M and .. le~ ia.NBPA "1'Q ba land ~ wh_tho fo .... eabl .. 
Ntum _ of minbI& are knowa. In our ooJDDl6U.t lcft1r on 1hc p:aI~ DBIS, WIll Rated 

rbat tbo dO\7lUMllt did .uot 4IPJ'IIIII' to .VI evaluafl5d.1ll reuonable a1tematiWl MId lIIroDiIr 

7-44 
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Lines 35-36. The Proposed Action does not enable Asarco to mine 
over the next 40 years. Under the General Mining law of 1872, Asarco 
may already pursue mining through BlM's 43 CFR 3809 regulations. 
Please refer to Section 1.6.4.1 and to general response no.S, MPO. 

Lines 36-38. All EPA comments received have been considered 
throughout the EIS process individually and collective with other 
agency and public comments by the interdisciplinary team, individual 
specialists and through several EPNBlM conference calls. As one 
example of the consideration, BlM developed the Copper Butte 
alternative as a direct result of discussions with EPA in February 1998. 

Bureau of Land Management 
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LETTER #40 (continued) 
ROODIIIlcadcd that addlti.oDlll h'Iformation ~ the altcrDatives be jncluded in the DES. 
In thIlll'ttCl' ad !IIMmlI ot.baa 10 BLM. ~ .no mxm:nnetIdcd that the potcntw impacts of 
the lmd ~D,p dlhe fhn:;sceable fi:dDre mining be dJJctmecl in muc;h gn:aW detail in the 
DBIS and specUiadlyout.lioecl the a.eeded i.rJformatitlll. 

Although BLM hili not 1'ICCivcd a aocc;ptable ~ plan of opel&tioos (MPO) from 
A:aIoo,. it appears bl AlIII'CO has fairly !IpOOific pllDl for ~ aclectcd Feels. We beliove 
tbat Idditicmll deUIiled inforuatlion reprdlns geo1o&Y~ ~,bydJOSCOlOg)', aDd 
I:JioIo&iad. ~ is ftIlowat ami UCCSSIZY for tbiJ lIDBlytia to COIIIIdInte fbi) di£closure 
UDderNEPA. II ilalm ovidet41bat &ll~ altwDati'YOS haYellOtbeen ~ ud 
tW impadI or~leacavit1es on lhe.seb:tcd lImdIllave DOt beenaufticienlJy 
adcIn:sIed ill 1be DEtS. We ~ ex.'IICI:I.dy dIImaycd tlIS BLM baa ignored most of QUI 

recommcadadoDS lD. finaUzinll'hc DEIS lIJld _ particulady troubW tblllt th<:; DBIS "f¥U 

publi.llbl:d It a ria. when 0\1( beM'kl~ of11ce was .ti11 __ 1l! the isIuu with BLM 
~ and the two ilgCAGic:a Iud IlOt ~ WD:I.C to IS r:uolu1iOD. 

W.luwe ndcId thill DElS 81 00-2 - B1MxoDlDlQtal Objeccicms-Ianf6ciellt 
IDimaaUoa. Wo have -nons objec:dou to tbc propoml poject becanse v.oe be~ there i!So 

po~ tor fignifiO&llt ~ degradation tbIat could he ~ hypmj~ 
modifiClUou 01: otber featiblo a1~ves. Tho ICOpe of adtenmiVCl1Jld 1be impacts analysis 
we DOt tmffteil!!llt fD ~ tile mvil'ODlDelltal implClS of tile pm)lOSlll and the alternatives in 
t!OIIIpAl'ltiw form. thua sharply defini:oa tho 1s111CS and ~ a cl_ basis for choice 
iIIIIOOI options by the decfaionrubr and the public. u required by 40 CFlllS02.l4, 
Tberefore.1he most apptopriaa altcmative cannot be deta:mincd at tW lime witbottt 
addiLioJlAl iafotm.a.tiolL 1u. . .aditioD. we bclio\oe that tbt propoted action 8Dd its pteSIIlt.fltiOD in 
the OBIS seI:!I a ~ tor- future actiolll tbeI: collecClvdy could resulL in aignijicant 
envirDamr:nta1 ~ w~ co.ar:iD1Je to tIOl.lte.Dd dad a .ubsfamial amount of infonDldon 
thoW4 be added 10 the BIS for BLM to meet its public diJeloswe obligations. 

Our spcc:ific ClO1lltOIIIIltI m:e enclo!cd and iDclude reiterations of gommeota 918 hive 
1DIIdI:: ill. the past J:ePtdW& tis project, AS well as more specific CQPlDleDtl n:pnIins ~ 
CbIt did 'GOt receive ttlrlCMll of detailed IUI1)'&i$ in the DElS wblch we be~ Is DeCeDIU)I 

lOr" JIlflicklll't euviromutnCallDlly8b. We UlJe BLM 10 reoonsfdDr our ~ IBId 
subtlfauaiaUy ICII'riIe tbit documrmL one way to acoomplbh this would be to =w. ill 
~DEIS I.IIIhcr IbID. FIDIl~ l'mpIct S_QC!Qt (FEIS). We n:commmd. 
_ BLM.!IiIdovsly COIIIIida:thf& opdoo. 'Ik &viaod DEIS or f'E[S ~ hroalude JdditiODiI. 
lD.tbrmIIion Jep.ldi:na Qther ~ the d'ec:ted eIlViroDmedt.1IId t:.IJVitonmootal 
~ inoJIJ.1irw incIi.reot md wmulMivo~. The RArvisecl mIS Or FElS Ihoutd 
IIII1d.reu ill much ~ dct&illite ,dosy IUd geocbemilb'Y. hydrology mI hydtOgeology. 
~ aad pollmtJaJ fiaure 'water' aDd air qaallty. riprian and aqutic~ • .facilities 
...... mi.Jwrak awllaDtl tMrIIlBemeat. ~btl justiaJ. and mitiptiQll measures. 
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Lines 4-5. The FEIS contains updated information supplied by 
Asarco in March 1999 for the Foreseeable Use Plan. 

Lines 13-16. Discussions between the EPA Headquarters, the 
CEQ staff and the U.S.D. I. Office of the Solicitor resulted in 
the errata printed in the front of the DEIS. The BLM suspended 
printing the DEIS for 90 days while reviews and discussions 
were held and final wording for Section 2.1.5 (DEIS) was 
provided by the Office of the SOlicitor. Please see Section 
2.3.7 of this EIS. 

Lines 18-28. Your comment and rationale for the EPA rating 
are noted. Refer to Section 1.3 for purpose and need, Section 
1.4 for the two decisions to be made, general response no.4 
and Section 1.6.3.1 for what constitutes the public interest 
determination for a land exchange decision. 

Lines 30-40. BLM issued this FEIS document in complete form 
rather than abbreviated to fully respond to agency and public 
comments, to update and correct information and to improve 
mitigation language. 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment E/S 

LETTER #40 (continued) 

Pl(lllSle JeDd three copi. of the lWviIed. nElS or fEU, to this office at the same time it 
is officilllly filed witb QUI' wl.t.hinpm. D.C., office. Wo wbh to dlscuu1be$e Issues ftutbcr 
with you. We will contact)'OU to seWw.. ooa.ticftaoe c&U ~ 0\11' apm:iea. In die 
1DIIODIimt, ifyouha\'OIIlYque;st:imw.P~ oall rae at (41$) 74+1S66, or brVI: YOUt statf 
contact Jeanue Gcselbndt.t at (413) 744-1576. 

~VI ) 

=~D~~~V--
0023S6 

fitllCloswu; (t) BlS ~ DcfiDitiODl 
(2) EPA CODlD1ent1 

ce: UiGk ~Jlp EPA HQ. O.ftl<:e o!Yederal kUvmes 
11l1m AibP. C~il OQBI:avinJ~ QuI1lty 

A.won 

John lMh.y, D~ ofIa.tmior, omce Qfthc Sottoitot 
Maljotie DlaI", U.S. AlmY Co.rps ofEogiuc:tt8 - TuCson 
Lt.lohn P. c.nou, U.S • .A.aDy Colpt ofBngineels - Los ADgeles 
Oeoois illtnel. ArituDa DeparttrIent otJ?nviro.ameatal Qwtlity 
Naa:y W(QQB" Arimna Deptnneat ofBnvbonmantai Q.aUty 
TOlD. ScatdooiDi. Aarco 
Don Gabrielson. Pbm1 Cotrnty Air Pollution Control Ditiriot 
Pat Mllriella. (ij.Ia River IPdiao CcUJDllJDity 
SheJaMe FIl'liu. BLM • PboaDIx 
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LETTER #40 (continued) 
CuaIJalUiu Im.PI 

1D May. 1991 the UDitod SbIta. ArirDna,. u4 Asuco cntmd aCOftlW.'llt dec::m: regading that 
~y"8 JD\IltipJo Vio./a(iopa of SecdoJl. 402 of lbe C1ean Watt\f Atlt (CW A) at the by _e. 
T.bat CQWiCII1 d=-c ""lWI'IIII that AsaIw provide lMlCdiIl.:tiON to comply with CWA 
~401.. DuPngafebrulJry 2.1991. mcetiDg bctwe«D.AIarco. BLM and EPA. 6PA staff 
iadi~ thin Qac JIICXWI betM:IaI. the impcodcat ;o1l3Cnl decree lad the proposed land 
~ wou1d~ to bo'addmncd In thb DEIS. 

w. disqIw with BLM'I r:espotIIIe iD. r:he DElS CJ». 1*11) to OW' a:nv.ious statta:lCl1fS tJu¢ the 
SectioA 40l1oDd 404 ClC!U1 Wa(Q Aot IiIltiou 1\ me Kay mi.De U'O ~ ;md.lOlovant to 
the IaDd -c::hIas. aDd ita impactt. 1."l:Ie])EIS sta:.bII'Ihat the Im1 c:xcbangc t'IDIl f~le 
miDins ICtivi'liu that wiD mpiro Qcau W..,.. Act pe&mlllI are not ~ cnawli\live, Of 

simibIr dODA U da6aocl at -'0 CFlllS08.'Z5. W, belMm71bia :stIdIIIPImt it OOJDPleblly 
eaonltChll under NEPA aDd Sb:OJIIly ~ It be dehOIIli¥.:Im tJI.e ms. Tbc foreseeable 
_om mwlti,.1:om 1Iw Janel GIUIbaDp _ compliance wflb the Ccas!ht ~ wowd 
iacJ..& t1IIIIlIt Ua bcrfh iDclin!d aDd GIIDlDlalIYe ~ as dcdiQed by the mguJaciops, -
Iboulei be ~in thc.-cvpe oftla BlS u ddm:dal40 Cf'R1508.2S. ~ impacts am 
d.elined II bupaota that "ere c;auacd ~y the aaioll awl ue IaIt:r m dille or farther ~ In 
~ but _0 Itill rc&IIODIbly ~lo.- [40 CFllI,us.IJ,J. "'CUmulaU~ impac.t' is 1M 
impact OIl the ~ which mutts fi:om. Ole ~alimpactoftho DOll wbm 
addccl to othar )*It. pccaent, ao4 IOpomthl, ~l. fUture lClions reJ8rdle!ts of what 
ageney (FedGIl Or DOll-Federal) or pcoou ~ .uch otbar *C1l0Dl. Cumulative impa.c:ts 
can result :froID indiYJduaUy II2iDo.r but collectively llipifi.cmt .aio.us UIlcing place over a 
pefiod Clftime'" [40 CIII. 1501.7]. 

AeCClIding to 'Ibe DPlS. A.amo II8b to ooaoolidatb ita bmd ho~ within and a\Uacem1O 
area ofcmeoiDlrnimnl Mvd~ at r.bI ltayslta tad 0_ ~- to «IX (be ~ 
laDdt to support IIId apIII4 cumIIlt mmilI&~ vpmrionf. m acldttil',)D, Juargo bas 
IUbmittod to EPA apmliaIiaII:Y ~ plIa fbreo~ with dlBeoa.IGIIC dc:c.ree.. 
Maay oftbac optKm ~l1II$ oldie seIflctfId laDds from 1be bsI4 ~ 0<ImtitatiD; Ii 
direct IiDJr; ~ the Coateat DI!!CNIe and tile lmd excblnae. For enmplc, It 1 .. two 
IID8ll Se11Cted Lsad pa:ce1s (RM-2 and RM-3) 81fj 10Qltcd tar uppc:r MinenIl Creek betwolD 
Bia Box Dam. and tile QJrra.el iDfa.k't;. One of J\aII'CCI'. Conscu.t Decn= alt.cmati,,.es 'WOUld 
involve tID. ofmost of & ~ wcdImd ill this ma, plgs all ofthc ami. _ has ahad.y been 
appn.wed fGr:fill in.1he adsdDa ~ 404 permit. lbilllteont.li'YC llso involves extending the 
Mm.aI creek diversion tunnel fUdbeI' up '!be cm* to t.b.e SOI,stheut COIDeI' of JOCticm 34. 
RN.-2 8IId R.'M.-J \lUOOId be 1iUed II an ind.iJ:ect impact 1:1ftbt; eJddded tl.IImCl divmiQI1 if the 
diwuiou u.1dmaccly allows for ftlliDg of1b8en1ire Mtlaud.. Because ~ of the dons 
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lines 7-9. BlM agreed in February 1998 to include the Consent 
Decree settlementl404 permitting in the FEIS and has done so to 
the degree that information is now available on the 404 permit. 
Please see general response nO.6. 

Lines 10-11. The nexus between the land exchange action and 
the consent decree/404 permit being processed by COE is simply 
that two federal estate parcels (RM-2 and RM-3) totaling less than 
12 acres and one split-estate parcel (RM-7), are proposed for the 
land exchange and have been identified in the 404 permit 
proposed action. Approving the land exchange is not required for 
the 404 permit to be approved or implemented. These parcels (or 
other BlM managed lands) are available through 43 CFR 3809 for 
mining related uses or other land use permits as applicable. 

Lines 18-27. The land exchange does not authorize proposed 
mineral development; mining exploration, nor development and 
processing. (See Section 2.1.S). Direct and indirect impacts of the 
land exchange and of the foreseeable uses are presented in Table 
2.7 in summary form and in Chapter 4. Cumulative impacts are 
presented in Section 4.7 and include cumulative impacts both from 
the exchange as proposed and the foreseeable uses. Actions 
resulting from the Consent Decree settlement especially the 404 
permits require separate and appropriate levels of NEPA analysis 
by the federal agencies with jurisdiction involved in these actions. 

Lines 29-39. Please see general response no.6, Mineral Creek 
Consent Decree/Work Plan Project. 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

LETTER #40 (continued) 
~ w1ll ftlquile fI.lrther CWA pc.nnitting. ~itic.uy IItIder SQ;tjoo 404 of the CWA, 
AHI1lO ba:i aaao begUI14ilCtmioa possiblo altclluw:WII witb. tB U.S. A.nnY CotpS ofBagio.I 
(C05), wblch tdD'lnisrcn lMt Section ofthc CWA. 

F~ OD Pr:bnlaty 2. 1998. Aaa'I'CO indic.1ltcd that jfupper Mined1 Ca:ct could be 
tIIlod -with .w- mataial • .A.IIIW JI1i8b.t DOt med aU of the Seleo!.ed LaDd. J*CCls in the 
pmpoaod _on. U.adc::r th. Coascm ~ AaarcIo Deeds to f;Ib! action that 'Will briog tho 
cunw:d Ray miao opc&.tiooa iDIo (jOmplillltC wilb 1be SocIioo402 ofb Clean W .. Act 
(CW A) ad AAIroo must Il!lIW'e 1har.~ ~ e.xpaosioqt will be ill complimce with CWA 
Sadioa4Ol. r .. 1m1IOb as the ~ou:or1hc Ray ~ ODtO IIl",ed laDdJ is both (1) the 
propoted acCioa tor thelad ...,.,m.np. IIIId (2) oOllli~ ill the Ikemaliwa!Dr oomp1iGc:e. 
'With the ClODICDt dIJeree. fIr.eve _01» apptNII' to be ~ and cumullllive. as defined at 40 
CfR 1508.25. and should be SIddteued. ~Jy in the BlS. 

We believe that. in order :fur the impacts ot'ltul lIDd e;,u:hQap to be a.P:(KopIiakly addnaed iQ 
the EJS~ the Consent Dec:ne and ill zelll1iontbip to .. land CK~ ahould bI= thoroughly 
dilCUSSCd. The discussiaIlllwuld dildo. a t'e8SQlJablc nnge of opUou for compo.ao~ with 
the Co.-atIJccn,o ... wd.la the potcD.tIal irupat:ta CCIDUllI:.t1SUrllk with tbOfJC optioa (0.&_. 
fi.llWa of 34-plus acres of -wdlBDdl In vppc'% Mi.runI Creek). 'I1Q mr~ is rICIIIded 10 

thaL tile public. 8flI'DOia. and dcdIlonmak'lJ[ are aware mme cumulative impacts ~ 
wi'Cb tile land exohmgr; and othat r«ated OllDlnlJI1ed aetioIlS, 1UKlCID. dr;tr:nnjne wbicla 
IUcJ:Dativcs would malt in leg CIDVi.ron.mcufal dcaradation. 

.In a Pebrualy 9. lW'.ldltr to ShtJa McFadiD, BLM. Jeanne ~ht. EPA. asked fur 
~tctions of~ of.a&atedl1lO bo moved OVCl'tbe JI'line life .. well as the ac.reaae the 
mmpao,y 'WVUId need to 8CtlOm~ thar makriaL AI8mo bas plOCluccd maps deplctiDg 
vmou. aIU: altIImativas for phdq miIMd matc::riIl hi. the ftnurc, iId\ld.lng filUng upper 
M'.iac:raI. CIJMIk. It.b undear wfIat II1tenJatives C'XiIt for keepiug both the tiD out o£Miacral 
Ctcck ad ~ _ mlDe toaterial va U.llopc:t abow: MiDGr:Il Creek nom JeaMiSW iP'k'l
the CII.".ck. 1bo bviscd Dm'S or f8I8 sbmld pmIde I!!dimaJcs ofmbaJS!l .... tomwso-
8ChIIIge to ~ It iD UIdoc b' dlifcrent IOIDIriOI to be IUfficidy c1evekJpcd to 
pecliot d&c pvtcnti.l ~ to Scledal Lad pe.wcII for tho JIM ~ ms, .. wdlas to 
deta:mia. tbc k:at omho&lll1CllfA1l1 damagln. pt'ICdcablc altA!m'lttw (LEDPA). in acoordanee 
with CWA 404(b)(1). aod. prefcnncc for complying with w, Consent Decree. 

AU ..... ffves 4a'IDSI 

The CoIlDCil on ~ Quality'. (CEQ) ~ODI fOr frnplemcnting ihe Proc.:cdural 
Pl'O'ViIious ofNEPA I"IQ1IInI that an EIS "provide fuU au.d :f8it'diJcnulsiwa of llipifiw:nt 
eD"rirol1lllCl1la1 impIcta _ shall inform. tha pa'hlie of the tIIINOwt. alfematiVVI Which 'WOuld. 
avoid or minlmia advc:ne impacts or enIumee the qutiity of tile bwnlbl eavitonmcat .... lt shall 
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Lines 6-13. Alternatives for the land exchange were not 
developed based on the Consent Decree settlement which is 
a later action that did not involve BLM as a discussant or 
signing party. Under FLPMA Section 206 and FLEFA 
Section 2, land exchanges are discretionary actions 
considered under the public interest determination that 
implement better management of public lands, meet the 
needs of state and local residents and economies, and 
secure important resource objectives. An appropriate range 
of land exchange alternatives was developed which reflect 
both Asarco's and BLM's purpose and needs as well as the 
required equalization of monetary values (Please see Section 
1.6.3.3). 

Lines 16-22. Developing a reasonable range of options for 
the compliance of the consent decree actions or permits is 
within the jurisdiction of the federal agencies approving or 
implementing the Consent Decree settlement. BLM has not 
received an application for the use of public lands for the 
Consent Decreei404 permit, which reflects the COE's public 
notification for the 404 permit. This MPO modification will be 
processed once the COE has established the 404 Proposed 
Action. BLM will then analyze impacts at the appropriate 
NEPA level either independently or as a cooperating agency 
issuing a separate decision. The analYSis of alternatives for 
the 404 permit does not determine which lands are in the land 
exchange nor is completing the exchange a requirement to 
authorize public lands for other uses. 

Lines 24-33. Developing mining scenarios for a land 
exchange is not required for BLM to process a land 
exchange; instead, in accordance with BLM policies and the 
Land Exchange Handbook (H-2200-1), reasonably 
foreseeable impacts of the exchange must be considered. 
The Foreseeable Use Plan with its five major categories of 
use/disturbance. (As shown in Section 2.2.2) was developed 
as the basis for considering reasonably foreseeable impacts 

Bureau of land Management 
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LI:.I II:.K lF4U {Contmuea, 

be tIIICd by Fc:detal oftidalS ID coqjunction with other !deqnt JlUIterial to plan dons IIfId 
mab dodsions." (40 CfR.1S02.1]. 

r~ in ao:ordlDOe with 40CFR 1502.14, the EIS IIboQlcJ ~ ~ ~ 
ioIpacU ot dH; praposaL ana tbo almma6ves in comparative fonu, thus sUrply defioiog the 
~ tad providiqa cJelr basis for daoice amollg options b1 the dl'Joisioumak.er and the 
public." EPA. be1itm:::. dW tbo OBIS does DI'.Jt lDcludo III appropriate alter.oativCI analysis. It 
IIppClllClt tlqc.n n:a&IUIIIiblclllbcnm1i¥el bIm: not boeu nlorously txplon:d IUd objeclhdy 
cwalwafed .. ~ br«l CIlll'02.14(a). 

EPA beUavac that aln&e No Awon Albdati'lfc should be OftJuatcd ill the EIS. The DmS I .. 

asS'llll'lel8 that if .. .bmd cxcbaII&o docs not 0tQJf. tile sclecald JarKIS W1ll. ~. be used 
by Asareo fOr .IIliuiDa pt1'lJlCM* uuda & BLM~ m:iDI; plan of aprations (MPO). We -
qrec drat ... EfS Ibould 1IDIly_ tho FOdiotabkl o.r poCGDtitd wnseq~ of "no action" by 
tho 8LM (Sec CBQ'. 40 ~ MlIIIlontodum, Qt.3). We do DOt. ~ bowoVIr. tbatno 
iWdOll CI,.C..DO lind e:xeJvmae) would ~y .lead to MPOI on all of the paroda. It Is 
Iibly tbat AIatw vmuld seclI: MPOs for DllIDl' ..... ad lad parwla, but its allowable 
ICUYities could be IOJIJC\\'IIIt d.ltferent UDder an .I\I1PO tb:m Del« a ld ..... It. a&r wblc:b I .. 

BLM bas 110 t\.a.1bIIr maoaaem,an IIIihodty. TbeI6 ~ should be d~bed and 
dJlICWIRd in more detail in the lttviRd DPJS or FEIS. Par ex.ample.jut ac _ MPD JiIS 
would incJ:udc a No AaiOD AltaDltive (i.e .• DO MPO alh:;lnative). woe believe tIIat such I.IlfJ 

actionalUlmativelbauld aJao be iaclucW in th.it JaDd exchanec EIS h Purpo8I8 of providing 
.. bcnc:bmark in order to GOIIlpIIl'8lhc 411tpitw.18 of euvkOlllDlDtal effccta of the aotion 
aJtt.mativcs. 

~ iDcludfDg tfH:: No AdionAltenlative may abo dcpead on tile validity ofmfniog 
u1aIo!.s 0Il1be Sdec*Jd LaDd:I. The DliIS (p. t -18) atales that co A.saroo UI filed ~ cIaim.s 
to oc:arty IIIl of the llleotcd lmJds 8IId hIS ladic:at!:d ita intml to pIII'lIIUe miDiDa -nvm. on 
tbce9 Jaads nlriM of1be ~ ofb IIQd excbIIaIp." ~ the DEIS (p. 4--20) 
~ -u'" oarrent miIdDg Jaws. A.8Irco could. uIiIi7..e exiRiq claims to pUlll.lO the 
fOft'll:lQOllblc mi.I:Iiaa WIC5 on 1111 ofdw Idected lIDd," Pa,p;d CH·5 and padiou of the 
ChiU1OlHay. perocbt... l'his last ItItcmeIl.t, however, may not be acour:&te. 1he HIS should 
idmIify the loa ad DJill. daim5 tbIt are iDcluded in tbe proposed prqjcct and diac:uss 
their vlllidity. AooordixqJ to BLM's ~ keport OIl 1bc Set..,. LIJD.ds. AIarCO hG.s fiw 
lode claims ..i 61 JDilkit. oJafDq in J:IIIIWb CB-2, ClHJ, and CB-4. Dis il not poB:Jib1e 
UDdCl'1M lIn MiDiaa Law bIIc:aa8e 0IDb' 0IlC millsitl caaim lIP to ftvc amIIU1 size may be 
asaacilkd with cec:h lode cWnL Tht Rmecd Dms or PElS abollkl disluII tbc altcmlld'll'llS m 
the £OIIIGt of'tU w1idity of aistiDa chdmIaad BLM'II autIlO.ritiu lJIlder tl:Jo 1872 MiDiIIa 
Law u BIDC'IJdcd. the Federal 'LInd Policy aM Naaapawttt AcIt, agd 9tbor m"1Ult ~ 
BDd~ 

Bureau of Land Management 

or mineraI aevelopment on exchange lands. These uses 
and categories have been carried through the EIS in direct, 
indirect and cumulative analysis. Under its jurisdiction from 
the CWA, the COE determines the least environmentally 
damaging practical alternative (lEDPA) for the 404 permit 
and evaluates all impacts. The land exchange configuration 
does not depend on COE's evaluation of alternatives. For 
any BlM land included in COE's lEDPA, BlM would be 
required to approve the land use whether or not BlM were 
a cooperating agency with COE. 

Lines 6-10. The land exchange alternatives considered the 
purpose and need of both Asarco and BlM. BlM's needs 
stem from FlPMA Section 206 and FlEFA Section 2 as 
well as the planning documents and land acquisition 
decisions made in the identified resource management 
plans. 

Lines 12-24. The EIS evaluates a "true" No Action 
Alternative for the land exchange/plan amendment. The 
CEQ guidance referred to defines No Action both as a 
continuation of present conditions (as in planning 
documents) and for externally-generated proposals where 
the agency approves or disapproves an action. The "true" 
No Action Alternative referred to in the comment was not 
analyzed by BlM because: 1} the decision to be made by 
BLM is whether or not to approve a plan amendment and 
land exchange, not whether to authorize mining; and 2) is 
addressed under Section 2.3.7, the No Mining Election 
Alternative. Additionally, disagreement exists as to whether 
a true No Action alternative exist under the General Mining 
law of 1872. See 1996 United States District Court of the 
District of Arizona Dan Zobel et al. VS. Charles R. Bazan et 
al and Carlota Copper Company-- in this case, the Court 
concluded ... "a true "no action" alternative under NEPA is, 
as a practical matter, not available to the [defendant] as a 
consequence of the mining laws ... " The No Mining 
alternative was not considered a reasonable alternative as 
a consequence of the existing mining laws. 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment E/S 

LETTER #40 (continued) 
. Several eedonlllfelllltM:s __ also exiJt fOr the uft'ercd ami .,11IlCted Janda wbich meet the 
~ project purJIO&CI. We bcliove Ibat. inaddidon to the Buc:keye _ Copper Butte 
alllCl:'llltivca. tb«e D1IIY be ot.ber selected land pInle1B that could be deleted from 'tbe JlI'Oposc:d 
pICkage bded 011 \:be pob!IltiaI crMteomental impacts of fonI:scr::abJe :fubue uses on tbolC 

parcels. Ho'Mvu, t'bIIl DnIS lacks au.tIicitlot iufbfmation 10 determiu: 1bc im:l*b of tbolIe 
uca 011 RIIOW'(;C;S or 10 IUow foe a COlIlpIIliIoD offtllO~ on aelcx:fIed lands and o1!iM<I 
Iaad:t. UlltillJlOl11 ~ is pnwided.. ~:the PJS regudiaa potmial ecrvironm.CD1al 
impaDtIJ _ dleU aipIti~ th111\rU sPCCU'UID ofrcasc:m.&blc Iltt:tnmva CiIIIDOt be 
cicIenniDId.. 

Jt.dditi01ll\l reuoo:abIe IIlhnatm::t to 1bc of'I'md lands pacI\:lIp! currc:otIy in the OElS Ihould 
be ~ and inc.Iuc:W ill the ms bNOCl 011 priuritluaiOl1 amt wmparisoJl oftbo atrered 
lao.d pan:cla. and ~'Wklt the additior.l ~ lmd altem1ltiVCi that 'W\! 

mumuMd be developed. JlevelopiDa 1Il~ tIaat involve deIatIou ofc;enain pvcelll. 
bGued 0Il1be sipifiomce of~ impacts o£t~e 1Qwre u:ses ot1boto parcels. ia 
COIIIisteat witfl40 CPR 1502.14. For ex:amp18: 

NdIhar BLM'I Mimn1 Roport DOl: the DBrS deccribe tM mi.ncrall'Ot=6a1 or the type 
of claillll (miUsite at lode claims) that.AMrm has OIl patcel CD-~. It itl ~. 
~, that Ca..S a lOIIJIy Ii m:cQAtY J)I1'cel to c::m:y out Juarco'lI nated proj_ 
PWPOIe. It is lIJlclear why BLM dtl!$ not o\1taiIl the e#irc set;:tioo. 24 from C1w Stu6 of 
ArimDa mr inc:hwloll. ill 1hc White CII1)IOD An:a of Crirlcal Bovh(llllDl'lttal Co.acam 
(ACBC). 

. lbe DEIS ,bould dUcuu 'Why the New WIISeI: MoUPta.in p:ara:J wa& oliminated from * propo.AllIItbcr thact ~ Tomlin pu;cJs. 

Tho ~ AltClDllCi.va 'WillI elimiDated 1Mm tbt'tb. coosideratiol1 m 1be DEiS 
~.AacQ almIdy b&c piau.., use Hackbc:Dy Oulch all & tai.liDp impo'Dndn:umt. 
ErA ~ dIi:t is DIn lID IIP,Pl'OpIiaIC rwontbr tllmiDltiDg this alllMTJaUvo. Asr.Iroo 
has ,IlIIIIIS for fill of the ~ ImI p!lQ:ts. but tbiI dati not cxCUl{lt all p!IRIClJ fivm 
deletiOllirom .AlIIan:o's ~ 10nd pac:bgc. 

Iu ~ em pip 2 above. AsIm:o ill ClUZJ'ClD.dy discussing 1110 requiRments fur a Clean 
Water AL'1 Sectioa. 404 :pIII:IIlit -with COB for filling upper MiDI:!fIl CreeJc with 
lcadlable r:oek. If ~ iI permittal to dD so, it would not J:IOed ulllUC!l of tho 
Scloc:tedUad. 'Ibis knot dbleuaed ~ ia. .. DElS. 'I'ho ~ Dm or 
PHIS aboulddescribc 1b m:eeae that n.ch. ftlaiUtr wvu1d usc in tbis (;&Be ud the 
1'Cduc.ti.ou. in IICttaQe oCSelecIed Lamllbat would be ueedtd by Asaroo. Tb.o ~ 
impIt:t$lISliIOCiaIc.d -wilh11lCb. an altemat:in: .dIoIlJd be deteribed and dfsc"S8Od hi. the 
Revised DEIS or FBS. 

" 

" 

.. 

Lines 27-39 (previous page). Section 3.2.3.2 describes the mineral 
rights on selected lands, 99.5% of which are held by Asarco as 
active claims. Active claims are those which are properly filed and 
maintained; these do not require validity examinations under the 
General Mining Act of 1872 to be utilized in mining activities. 
Validity examinations are only required in the case of patent 
application processing or to resolve resource conflicts on a case by 
case decision. BLM considers the lode and mill site ratio in the 
patent process and under MPOs only if unacceptable resource 
conflicts apply. In these cases, careful considerable is given to 
defining what the project area includes and to all past and current 
claims connected with the patent application or with the mining 
activities under an MPO. If a completed MPO were filed for Copper 
Butte, the ratio would be applied to the appropriate area at that time 
which would probably include the Ray Complex where processing 
would occur. Of the Asarco claims filed on the selected lands, the 
overwhelming number are lode claims. See also Figures 3-12 and 
3-13. 

Lines 5-11. Under Section 206 of FLPMA and Section 2 of FLEFA, 
BLM may consider land exchanges based on a number of 
considerations as identified in Section 1.6.3.1 and general response 
no. 4, Public Interest. Table 1-4 defines BLM's objectives and 
criteria for considering disposing lands and acquiring new lands; 
and identifies specific parcels to dispose of or to acquire under land 
exchanges, through sales and other authorities. BLM agreed to 
include all parcels identified by Asarco for evaluation in the EIS 
(including Parcel RM-18 and CB-5) because these support BLM 
objectives and criteria under FLPMA and FLEFA. Two ensure 
comparison of values on selected and offered lands, two other 
alternatives were identified for evaluation based on scoping 
comments including EPA's. 

Lines 19-23. In April 1998, BLM signed a decision record on the 
White Canyon Plan Amendment (DEIS Appendix I) that indicates 
it will seek to acquire 480 acres of Section 24 to be managed as 
part of the ACEC from the state or subsequent land owners. 
Section 24 cannot be obtained by BLM through exchange since no 
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LETTER #40 (continued) 
I!jDyIroDmoptall.1J!!.dt 

£FA's _ scopiDa wmment.s to BLM oAIbo Ray Land &cbqr: lICOIDdlcmded ~ 
as JDDdl ialbnaad01l1S possible to tile EIS r9fdIaI dle effi:ctI of miuina activities on Ihe 
:5d~ hmd9. nc DEI'S Jacb the spcci.ficity ofimpacfl wblch ~ bdiew is tlICDIISIIl'Y in 
vader to p:oncle .. clear bUll for choiCiC IID1Oh& optioat by the d.cci~ and th~ pUblic. 
'IbeDms (p.l·19) -. "UDdladetaiJed.milteplmia,P1Wplllcd.by AIuat, BLM's atUmpl 
:IE ~ antir.ipad cIetai1cCl mJnIDi _'Vitia. autcable fvr a specific -JSis, would be 
biply .,.a.IadYe.'t We .. disappoinltd by AIarco's ~to pIOYi.dcthe 
iUlnDatiOJr...arJocI, aDd.,.-04 u tDwhy BLM _Il0l: more diligeDd1 pursued this 
id.1anatiou JWaLAMC'CO. Svftioka.t iJdWmilffnn tb.t. m.orc ~ NEPA 8IlIIlysb 
would DOl: ba'VC to bcr iD. du!I rona of & oouqllctc mine pbm. BLM is expected 10 \WrIt with the 
odnina company to obtIdD infamllitiou ~ for the NBP A taIiiIIpis. We beU.ove that 
AIUCO baa YaY specific plra:&s :for th.1IOIeotocl J.arKIt at thio time, itdudioa 1IIioiuI-- it 
bopcs 10 auafD within 1be first ma. YIm oftbe Ray cxpaMOD II 'Wdl as 1he QJppcr Bw.e 
project. far...,1e. the coeioecoDO~ sec:don ofa..pt.cr 4 of1bc DEIS iDdi~ mat 
Aaaloo hili aD. ~Ifdt: otpaodoction at ~ Copper Butte mine ovtra aine-yeu pc:dod 
(pp. 4-39-42). 

furtbQmore. AJarco 11 tmluatillg best ImilIblc dc:omDSfDted ooa.flol tcclmnlGgy (BADel) 
for pu1'pMI of meetiIJs AJ:Izaaa JP.VundwIIJa' ItIIDI.'IIJd.s that would be had..., in iw Aquifer 
Procec:tioD. Pmaram (APP) permit _lite R.ay complex. Arizona BADCT7 boWCvtll', does DOl 
DeCt'lS!Iari.Iy CIIIIIRD that wata: quality Jf&Ddards will be met becaure tha: definitioa t)f .RA.DCT 
is not baed OA WIkIr quality. In fKt, at tbt F~ 2. J99I. meetiDa. Asarco indicated that 
1hey miPtnot be able to _ the laIdlJ;*ll bIc:Iusc of IMcp slopes an lOme oftbe Idec:1l!d 
pan:els. III Iddltiaa.I.t I.Januuy 15, 1998, mcetiq. Dtnk Coob ofAsan:o stated that. 
II.IIItIIDJDg 0Dt piDboIe per acre on a IirIcd lads pad. th8 amount of c:opper seepq into 
ap;ow:adwa1a" IIIId.IDIo Mineral CmIk wou1cl tcau1t milll CBCt.."IlcIlcc of 'W8Iet qUllity standanls. 
~. the tlu1iop Impo\lldlumf jaEld.-GaJab. wJddl is a fairly IICW fiIcili1J IIIiog 
GaII'.t .... 010&>' ja MIooI:,islln:mY adveaIel,y lfIK:Iiag puadwaterwhh ~ 
...,.,. ~ infaadl tQ Q:IC putellO(-J.lUrllDOCbCr tailiDgs impoua,cIIDIIU. The Rmsed 
llIilS or PlUG Ibould iDdioate wIJI:;da; heap lCldlID4 talJings tacilitiII would be liDed, to 
what exr.m.1Dd what ccuemI tincttblokn.cl5lDd eotIIbUClion procedures would mosllikdy 
be followed to pv"ficle tOt- atability ead pl'C'\'Q'd leakage. ~ Reviled DmS or Fl!lS should 
also di1ICD&I the spceific poIIDIfial iDlpfKU tim a tIiJiaea impolmdmCDt In aM-II could GaUSe 
should!fA!'JIIP occur. The doowulilllt shoulcl cn.ou. BItJ)CI' awl how it would .,10 the 
variaUIJ ~ .:dons aod w~ it 'W01Ilcl_ protcIcItivc (If grooudwatc:r qwdity. 

We 'III'&e BLM to ob1Ilumcms ddaiIcd iDfixmatioD 1ioIn A.Iareo tOr dWJ ~ Dms or 
fB(S. PumJIDt 10 40 CFR 1502.2200. "'(i)ffhe iDmmpl* iraIOaaIdon .. ICMIDt to 
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current exchange authority exists with the state, and 
because Asarco has applied to purchase the land from the 
state. If Asarco obtains Section 24 at the completion of the 
state's sale process, under the preferred agency alternative, 
Asarco has agreed to donate the 480 acres to BlM. Parcel 
CB-S was added to the land exchange in 1997 since this is 
a split-estate parcel with Asarco mining claims in place. 
Figure 3-12 has been corrected to show the claims on Parcel 
CB-S. 

Line 26 (previous page). At the conclusion of the appraisal 
process, to equalize values between the offered lands and 
the selected lands, certain parcels were dropped from 
further consideration in the Ray Land Exchange: the New 
Waters and three Tomlin parcels. Please see Tables 1-4 
and 2-3 for parcel descriptions and parcel priority. 

Lines 28-31 (previous page). The Hackberry Alternative was 
eliminated because the alternative did not meet the public 
lands management objectives discussed under Section 1.3, 
Purpose and Need. 

Lines 33-39 (previous page). Please see general response 
no. 6, Mineral Creek Consent DecreelWork Plan Project. 

lines 5-18. The decisions that BlM will make based on the 
ErS are provided in Section 1.4. The impacts of the land 
exchange have been fully described in Table 2-7 and 
Chapter 4. Mining activities are projected under the 
reasonably foreseeable use which is the same for all action 
alternatives providing the decision-maker the same level of 
knowledge for all alternatives. BlM requested that Asarco 
update the Foreseeable Use Plan but revisions resulted in 
only slight changes. Additionally, BlM reviewed detailed 
drawings made available for the alternative analysis for the 
Consent Decree/404 permit; existing MPOs for the Ray 
Mine, and miheral potential reports. 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

LETTER #40 (continued) 
. mlllCmablJ IbresecabIe sipificllDt Wvedo tml*M is e.sse.atiaI.lo • ",1II1OUIN. ohoioo IUDODf5 
aUcaatiYclltAd till Vl'I2IIU I'olOSls of obfaiDiag it .. :not exodRtant. tile 3gC'DC.Y slWI htclud<: the 
IDfOI:miItlrm ill tbe t:Il~impIrt 1If.at.t::a:IOJ." InlddiUoa. ~ man ~ .. 
pl.Qfi:SIiCmII inlqrity, iJJcludiq scic:udfk: inteetity. of the discuIsioos ad ~ iu. m~ aI 
well U ideo!Ify..,.~ lied (40 CPB.lSOl.24). A di:M:wlaiOJl ofBADCT .-pired 
for tbI: pwpoll4 projeCt 5boukl be iudaded ia die RlMJed DEIS 01' FBlS. The df!COSSian 
tbouJc1lDc1Udc ... aualym of lIlY IibDrNIominp iIIJImmt ill a systIm tbat pOIDlits grouPdwarer 
poUution ~ u:c:bdology, evenifit'~~)oo ~~ 

. Uader tM Co.lllClll J>c;aee, AsIu:i:u II also C1UnIIOy lI'JIlysing altaatives for fiDiDa \Vaters of 
1M U.s. lOr: &be pbIpOIIe ofobtllbring a CleID Water Acl Scdicm 404 pIIJIIit fi'om 1bc U.S. 
.Ar4r1 Coq. ofEa:in-a .. BI..M IJ&dI:d In aM.llrdlll. 1991, ~ (ICC DII'.eti2!8 JDim:lI:ea) 
dIId by .. time .... ti.atd :ms Is fil~ ftID ac:::l!iIIrUd. aIfcmarl'ftt fOr tI:le 404 fill don .sbQuId be 
bawn _ 9o'OUkl ..,. 4iIowI&cd iDJRIIliude:aU in tba:.t docllJUCIII. The ~ DEIS or FEIS 
should iae1udc tbia ~ pIIUtVIIDt to MJ CfR.l500.2(c) IIIJd lSOl.25(I). 

The oms (p. l~I8) .... that ~ of. NatiOlllll PoflulllntD~ EllmlplldoD Syttem 
(NPDES) SMDdt by 8P A fD AIm:a would QQIIIlibdIt • fcdemllOCiou 1Ubj-.;& fa NBP A aDd. 
thUf, ~ 8CI.Iom woukfl'lC'! ~ at dle1bnc otpcardtr.in&. 1lD i. UIC jq tho cue of the 
CoppcrBuue or Bacn Ii_ as they would" COJuIideJed. DW SO'III'DN. ADJ fia.m 
o.xpms:IooI orr.llcRq cOmpIax. bowev .. , wouIdlllDt be ~ underNBPA bcc&usc 
JaI8'IMI4 NPDES pami1s for exiIIiwI. 8I)1IICCI are .not IUbject to NRPA auaI.yU. FurtboJmore. 
cbe U.S. AsrII¥ earp. of Eng.iacten .I&as intOr:med us ... tbe;y do l'IOt ~ dnlCl 
covilwuDlntallllS8&S1JU1r1&5 for pUblic review. We arc not 0DDfident,. tberdOre. that :future 
NBPA ~ conducted by am for a Clec Water Act Sectio.u 404 pc:r.II2it for the propo£ed 
prq!eca WOIlkl Plllll:qJo public ICftJtiuy 10 the degree welle1ieve it .nccossanr h the mq,nitude 
of1he potarIiaI impIeCI uaac:iated with thia IDd e:xr.bInJc. W~ noommead 1bat parqraph 
!lYe on p!ICC I-II of dID DBIS be rmsed to mop:; aocuratt1y R:ii.ect tho situation. 

Water' :Resourta 

EPA Wicvos thai; muclJ DlUl1:I d...ued iulimnIItion~ aft'f:cMI a:Mronme.ut mel 
~ OODSCqUIDIICCII is neecfed In tbo:ReYlMd nms orFBIS. Forexamp1e. the 
Rm..ct DE or PSIS .'boukI.ludo datailcd IODtkIos on poJogy,lQIdmgeoJosy. ad 
....,.,.os;y. Ilbw Dmoh ~ ud am'" walei.' is AIa:lw uslast Is tbcrt. COIle of 
depreItaion'l van ...... tualQ' be pit JU:a at.Ray _ Coppc:r Bua.? Is tbere my flmv 
fDWaId Ihe Gila River? How\¥Oulcl tho Ray QOIDpIQ and ~ m.iJIJn& al Copper Butte 
..m:ctl\fmend en.k. Wahmt C1wk,. tM Gil. lUvvr,lID4 otb:r 1VIIkq of .... U.S.? DeIaibe 
I11III dilcllSlJ the hJ'dmll,eOlnll1 in tile c.u. Gnude __ w. GO ~ tbota.on 
Jl'OIIIIIlwaItr.in the:Ray complex area are bemc c:oJJ.-d as part. of tt. An pamit for this 
project. S..u. inf'onIJ.dou. GO pouDdwalel' ad ~ war. u --U .. m_lIiDs 10 

.. "'''' 

'" 

'" 

... 

'" 

'" 

Lines 21-37 (previous page). This discussion is outside the 
scope of the land exchange EIS, as explained in Section 1.8.2. 
A discussion of BADCT is simply not required for the land 
exchange and is outside BLM's jurisdiction to approve, mOllitor 
or enforce under land exchange regulations. 

Lines 4-10 Please see response on previous page. 

Lines 12-16. See general response no.6, Mineral Creek 
Consent DecreelWork Plan project. 

Lines 18-27. The 404 permit processing by COE or other 
NPDES processing by EPA is not within BLM's jurisdiction and 
these permits are not required for the land exchange. 

Lines 31-39. BLM has addressed water quality issues with the 
detailed analysis at the level required for BLM to make a 
decision on the proposed land exchange. No decision is being 
made to authorize mining activities. See also water issues 
under Section 4.7, cumulative impacts. 

Bureau of Land Management 
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LETTER #40 (continued) 
pmtiCl. .fiIIUre i~ to JUrfilce wate:rI aDd arouodWlter IU'I' DooctDIy in the Reviled DBIS 
OI P'BIS. 

The RIM- OEIS VI lEIS ~ _tude aeodwmfca1 ~blrlcteritatiOl\S oftbc roek. that 
would. be ~ 1iota or deposio:d 0I11e1ec1l:d.bmds. The: R.cviI:ed DBIS or FBIS sbouJd 
abo 1PiIl,. the pOtClllill potbomical telletiOQ5 ad ~ODS tbat wuld result bm 1he 
~ t\Itwe UCf.i.oD6 on _lClocred laudS, iadudina aditXII at ~ rock pilOl" lett.e:h 
pads, 1IIilGJp ~ IUl open pits. Aoid-buc~ sbould. be coadliCtCd. 
iDc.lucfipg kiIIGtic tcatiDg if 1UGHW1. to }'IR'dioC dJC add ga\etlli0D. poCential3S~ wltb 
xtivi1i81 ollRllootad Ie:qda. 1119 RcriIed D;8I5 or PElS 1bo\1ld di~ UoW the AlP mmld be 
~ to aft'eat1MprcvmtiOD ofgrouclwmr ~on. 

A.IIM:o las !bur di.ffinpt proatWI materlll& that gguld aft'cct grouadwater aDd smfaoe water 
citr:Pdsb:y. 'Jbeso,e lilt (1) ...... WMto NOk (no wppc;r-bt.u way .ball: sulfide audfor f4Iic 
J..JbIbIc """;h.,....s); (2) lUll DfDJine Ole (1U)M) whh:h 1I1!;)W grad~ 010. bOUl oxide IUd 
.wIfide.l¥hic:b A..-pIaa! to leach "IIidIDut -.r ~ or pi'CplllitioD; (3) 0XI4e ore, mOlt 
ofwbich will be mubedlD4 .~ {what~; lind (4) 1ailiDp. In lis 
poc:hcmiOll clarectcritatiw.A.saroo should pmvide estimatId ~~ of~ &hmc roc;'k 
types aDd taUiDp at Ray and Copper Bulle,. IIld plOvide th:: JIIOCMmi,"Y ~UCat.Id, ~luding 
lcada ttlUi. 'l1Je dwacter of1he flmnlitiaI.tl.1Ilds in the 1JIiJings lbouJd also be pro?iclod aloDA 
with iIDJ AI:izona Aquiir PIOtecdoD Proadm (APP) data or Clean W.,. Act violation· 
related da1a 19lth mgIftl to the exiItiog tail.lnIs facilities. EPA hu MqUfited a oopy of tb6 
gc.ocbO&Di*Y JqIOIts but bas DIC\'Cr rc:ccMd them. 

"fbfI R.IMged. DFlS or PElS should include II discllllion ofpoftntial thre.ats to ~wtIU'.t' awl 
sur.&Icc watlIr quality ofl\.tiaem1 Creek ad the Gila Riwr ftom -e.tJS _cd to Ihe propond 
hmc1'OC1c, ROM" ac:I Oxi • .beaps. The discussiou should also IIIIdrIa wbetlIer ami bow 
potential d.u:c:ars flO IUl'.'fBce waters fi'om thc foMllUhJe actiGOS would be cmirely and 
~Iy mld,pb:d 'by ptovisiolJl of the \"lOIlIem doamt, the NPDES pcrm.i.l, IIKl tlle APP •. 
Tbc doc .. 1DIXd IbouId Il1o describe wbaf. is needed for aQY propo .... f8ci.1itill in addition to 
thole pwride4'" ill the coosem decree. It Ibould I1to ctiscnss poceutia1 .impa;ts. including 
ecoIoaioal tiIb 1iom.1be faitiDgI ftIGility 10 MiDctIl Creak and the Gila Rl\ler. 

.Aav.;o has iodicatolS 111It aU \I'IUtC n)ok, sudl as that propo:te4 tbrpJ.acement in R.N .. )7. is 
pot.entiaIlr ~. Jf this ilJ b..-;, "lYe l"IOUld recumIIlfllll11bG all 'W8I1lI rook IIlCI. 
~1I.achabl. material h6 p~ 01\ propcdy e.tIIiueered, 1iued JlOIp IvllOh I*b to 
CIII'lU'e compl* ~ of JlINIJDIIDl90JutioD. Tho Rori:Ic:d DSlS or PHIS JIIould dilCUss 
whetbcIr area em lie Ulriprd fOr pla;iDg dlfttlrent kiDdI of RIG" (e.8 .. ~ JU1fI.d1\; 
waste xoet. DOII-IeacJtabIe IDlfidic ... mck,. DOA-lcacbabl. oxide wam rode, potentially 
I~ ROM. cOOde ore 10 be leaclu!d. etc.) __ whether tbU. 'WmI1<t make. diffacuoe in the 
poII:DWIl imJMcts to IUIfaee water and IfOUOdwat •. 
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Lines 5-11. This discussion is outside the scope of the land 
exchange EIS, as explained in Section 1.8.2. A discussion of 
geochemical characterizations of rock would have no bearing 
on BLM's decision regarding the land exchange and is 
outside BLM's jurisdiction to approve, monitor or enforce 
under land exchange regulations. 

Lines 14-23. This discussion is outside the scope of the land 
exchange EIS, as explained in Section 1.8.2. A discussion of 
groundwater and surface water chemistry is not required for 
the land exchange and is outside BlM's jurisdiction to 
approve, monitor or enforce under land exchange regulations. 

Lines 25-32. See cumulative impacts discussion in Section 
4.7. 

Lines 34-39. This discussion is outside the scope of the land 
exchange EIS, as explained in Section 1.8.2. A discussion of 
waste rock would have no bearing on BLM's decision 
regarding the land exchange and is outside BlM's jurisdiction 
to approve, monitor or enforce under land exchange 
regulations. 
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Ray Land Excha,.,.g&IPlan Amendment EIS 

LEITER #40 (continued) 
Under 5cc:tiOA 1431 of die SIfc DriUiDs Water Act, it is unlawful to discl:ulrF a CO.oW1l.1nlWt 
10 an ut:ldfqroUnd SO\UQC of driukiDg water (USOW) via injection wdls. turfiec 
impouodm.ell13,. or muy other dUD« if dUll dilcharge may pose aD imminent and su'lufantial 
g:ujqCUDC'Dl1O die hcIlm. ofpenons. Bodangc:rmentiJ ~ imIninent and 
IUbtumdallfc:oatmJnant. oould ~ 10 II ~ 01' future supply of ~wmer {i.e.. 
U8])W) ill It Q)DCGDuatlOll dIat could t".IU8e lilt ~cm.ce of a primary drinking 'WIt1!:r 
IItarIdard (MeL .. ~ at 40 CPR 141 8DlI142). Dc QthcrwjIO a6ct I1Jr hee1th of 
pet:SODII. A USDW ilSGllCDlDy dct1qr:id as any &q\IiiCr that 1) C1JD'CIl1ly ;uppliCl any public 
w.a&:Ilr ~ OR 2) conIaina .lUfJic1e!U qWlDd.ty otwatcr to supply a public WIfa: sysam 
(2S or asore pcr!IOM) • .AND QUICDfly iUpprlf!S ddnktDa waler for huI::un COIlSUI1Ip1ioa or has a 
t.otId didoJvcd ~ ('IDS) CODtIIntofl_1han 10,000 ppw. The .R.IviJcdUEIS or FBIS 
shml1d ideutifr tlw USDW. in tho Iffeotcd IItCar pn:wldc cumm gmumtwater quality data 
from driDkitts wab welk iD the vioiaity of the Ray oomplex, and (fiscuas how impacts to 
water quality would be ~ by AIIanlo'lJ fotesotllblc~. 

Tho Roviacd DBIS or Fas sboutd provide tlae hydtogeoloaio ,PQ&OWCk:n and W:aractet' ot 
fiactule penneabil.i.ty fA the aft'"cctcd ...... v.'e P'flviouely raqu~. The pouadwalf:r 
Sfstc:m. ibould be modelled. for bueline couditioaJ, fi:Jtun., conditiou, ead ultial.af.v 
equilibrium c:ouditioos; iaCludiDg oones of deprcuion. trausport ancl flde tlf leachate tiom 
~ rodI;" (Jetichable or poteulially leechsble m.a1eriaJ,) depo.citio.o .... ~ 8ADCT 
oo.Ddi:tiOD8, pmlidiOD. of pit lakes III Ray ud Copper Buttt._ effects of grQua.c;l""..... flaw 
direc:lioo pear the ~ pit on JIVUDdwatl!lr supply to the Gda RiWl£. Bc:dmclc und~ RM-
11 i, motltly e;rau:itiuI with low pcrmeebili~ » bm clwat:terlzadon ot\Watbc:r(:(l pm. lUId 
1i1aure permeabilitY IItilI must be provided. The DEIS iIbpliOi that with propel' mine design 
tor the &q CiqlllD!iOD and Copper B_ polc:ntial significant imllacts (mde ftom visual. 
no1IO ad air impactS to die wiJdmJCSS area) could pobably br; mitiptocl to loss t:ban 
IIipitka. 11Ia Reviled DElS or FEIS Ibould provide ISS\IlIII.ceI and specWl,; infonnation 
fordWL 

1k DBIS (p.l-J9) ___ tbat1hc OOIlU'Rt'ladim CommtJDit)' holds righfsto 
appI~y 1.6 miWw ac:re-ftet pOI' 1f1/II ofwater fi:vm the Gila ~YCt. Ebewbele. tbc 
DElS (p. -4-($) ~1hat pvWwatet q1lll.lldl;y may bo dcptctea if miDiag OperatiODS require 
10eal ~ wi1bcb"¥l1lb. 'IL.c RGYised DEIS 4A' PElS should di8CUIII wbether. this 
would a&ot bLM't; redoral CnIIl ~ilitiliS to ~t tbc uibc'$ water in1'cI:fita., II well 
:lIS ~*<f ~eatal justioo impliocdiom 1lPd« B:u::&udve Ord« 12198 and rbe 
DqmtmcDt of tnII:Iri<x cav.itonmentU jued.oo mat.cgy. 

Riparista and A..I(.atit! .bitat 

Tho It.evi3ed. oms or F'BIS should iuc11.ldt All estbnate of atmI and f~ of IiIIlfaoo 
waIcQ. inclwfiDB wetlands. spriqB. rfpari." ZOlles,. rmd ~ streams i.o the afl'ccltcl 
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Lines 3-27. These comments pertain to permits and 
decisions issued by other agencies with jurisdiction over these 
Acts and regulations. BlM considers this detailed analysis as 
beyond the scope of this EIS since BlM has no jurisdictions 
over such permits. 

Lines 30-36. The land exchange does not approve mining 
nor does it change water rights on the Gila River. Asarco and 
the Gila River Indian Community have a 1992 U.S.D.1. 
approved agreement for Asarco's purchase of the tribe's 
water for the Ray Mine, if needed. This is not an 
environmental justice issue for the proposed land exchange 
nor a trust issue. 

Bureau of Land Management 
.,j 
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LETTER #40 (continued) 
. r:uv.ilcmmer1t. ud hiatori¢al wa!etI that have aIzcad.y been dhturbed. The ~ OBIS at 

PHIS &bguld 1I1Jo de.scD"be 1bc apcci& plans 1i;1r fceseeahle ~ on pmcls with nuface 
w.dI:I3 and diIcuss JlDw thfIe watI:rw could be affcc:tecf. iDc111~ estimated ~ and 
~. The dOCUllllDl should descn'bc and discuss aqualil;; l'CIOut'CCI, including 118ti\lt! 
&bf:ric:&. rlIC COUld be arr~ and ~ the aacqe or np.rian. habitat that could be 
aff~ I'~ to ~ snrfacc water andJlOlIDdwU:r quality should b~ diSCUI&ed. 

Wr; nucst 1bat some of1hillDfomudioli may be nailablo if1bc PhocDiJc field office bas 
implcmculod BLM's.R(pt:rima.W'nland lnilialtVtfoT tit. 1m's (1991) audits Ripal'ilmArea 
MIIItQgt:""; ProeUJP "".t!SSing Propu FlIIICttolfing Corulition (1993). AlJ<)thcr method 
of lIChie'YizIIJ • planning level inYaltmy is to ptber aerial pboUl8t8PaY of 1he various Ii.. If 
the ~ IIitca ~.cpDCIIb ufdlffcta1& ICODlOlphologiQl). olWef;:tcr, carm KplCnt 
lho\1ld be analysed acpuaIdy. A person fllJ1illar wlth iDtclpmation of aerial photography 
should JDlIk., .mlQatol of 1bc lqtb, 'Widah, and type (pClhaps Cowardin olauificatioD, or 
1ODl$ other .tudud ol&:&9sitieation syatam) of an Itreams and vm1ancb on &be perc:els. These 
esti.mates should have lOme deJl'OO of ground-truthlnS to estIbllth lbe va1ictity of the estimates 
(a tough estimate of VIriaoe). The grolmd-truthiq could be done in ccmoert with eUlIebtly 
on,oing survey ... udlOl by IIIIiq dclioclllti~ ofwaten done In the pGt. Ground trutlUng 
need not be done 011 -.. unit. itthere u RUOD to befleve that IIJVenJ.l umta have Wf1 similllr 
ch.:acteriltics. including se-cfleqg. mwaaa fMqUQllOI., IIDd ~ typss. 

In additicm to aD inW!DtOIy. there mould be II fuI:lctiODlllaasolllDODf ufdu: ~ bw1 On the 
~ous puc:els. U. of the Cowardio :i)'IteIIl would f'aciJi1Dto 1hat U3SOSll11cnt ~ il is based 
OIl babi1at type:I. lbiB section can be simply descripU'Y., as long as it ~y du~ 
habitat fuaelions. ""* q~ ftmctions. and flood flow clwlcWistioa. 

Waters vi .. , U.s.lUld CIeu Wakr A{"l s.etiuu oCQ4,~ 

The diKUNion ahou1d make clear that tbiI iIlvent.ory would be: refined into • more peols" 
dclineItfonofWllanoftbe U.S.ltthetimDorCJ~ Water Act Seeli0ll404~. 
Detini1iou of ordiury high waIa', wetlaDd bauDdary.1D4 the lofall fndcD.t o( water'll 8b.ould 
IJe iocluded in the dlsoueslon. 

The Reviged DElS at PElS should also iDdude intOnnaUou. on IDBJCirnal areas otwa1en of ~ 
u.s. tbal A!Iatto could ncocJ in the future. iDcluding. di~ussiOD ofwaterl IUd wetlands in 
MimoJ. Creek below Bi& Box DIIDl. The Reviled. DHIS or FEIS sho\lld lbmss the 404 
.(J"IIDIJUng procep in some detail, makiDg clear to the n:ader that a deci$iQll ubolll the eventual 
UIC8 of IIlaq atthc scIec:IIId pan:eIt will be IIIIIdI duriog that pcrmittins process. n. 
discussioalhould Dote 1he dilfenmoes betw=t the Coxp,. NEPA evaluatiODS and those done 
b, the BLM. Concepts suoh II "least ermrmmentally damaging practicable. aitemative," 

Bureau of Land Management 

~ Lines 3-40. An inventory and analysis of the waters of the 
U.S. is beyond the scope of this EIS. Please see Sections 
3.2.1.2 and 3.2.2 for a discussion of riparian and water 
resources. As noted in Table 2-7, the net gain is 118 acres, 
which is consistent with BLM standards for improving and 
acquiring riparian resource values. 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

LETTER #40 (continued) 
"avoi~ .. ..",jnjmjzatlou," "compc:llll&toty mitiptioUo" "iu-kind xrJiIiprjoo,." ":functiOIUl 
IWd values, ""ESA Sec:ti0l17 coocdinatioD, .. UI06 co-oroiuaucm,'" JlDd "'401 c:eriification" 
&Should be dew1opcd. u plitt of1be dis::ulli.on. 

FIoodpl:lllll 

The ums 3taIa 11m tloodplaiDllle DOt considerod I major' iIsuc. Accm:ding 10 J.llge 4-'1. 
hoWO'VOlf ~ 110 II\CIet of, ~ landllae locafIId widrin the JOO-year 
iloodpJain. Pummnl to Exc:cudw Ordel'No.ll98l. Section 3(d}, 'Wbca property in 
fJ.oodplaiu Q fIVP"'*libr di:spvIIU lo DQa-Fede.ral pu'bJio or private paniee, till; Federal 
aaem::Y Ih1dl (1) rOfaenc:o in a.. tJODVeYIIIlCC those WiCS tba1 m: mmicled uuda'idClJt.i1ie4 
FHenU,. Slate, or lofel flooclp1ain~; ard (2) atJ.'leh otbtl" appropriate rcet&ictlom to 
the lHII!!S of ~ by 1M p!IltOO Of purc;ba!ter Uld. any IUccesson. C3CCept ~ prohibited 
by law; or (3) withhold INCh propcttiot &om. ~"'Ol~. The Rmsed VETS or f'm8 should 
addms this imJe in III.Ol'C detail by inc1udiDi " map "With flwdpJ,lins In the .. let;tc4 lands, as 
Vt'Cllaa icleDlifyine all applieQJe Fcdenl, StQ:;. aM lod &Ddplaiu JC:guIlIIions. md lilY 
actions that BLM would need. to take in Old .. to oompl,y with tlU. Exooutivo Order. 

Alrr}wdity 

Tho DEIS c!oa DOt SIoIfticieDtly doIoribe the ,potential air poUutQ.t aaJ.iOQfl for the 
1i:x.'t:sct:ab1 f\:d;mr: p:ojCCt$ aa4111.1ilyJC tho impacts of those emiHfOIlI. The DElS statC51bat 
DO il'lColalC jp PM! 0 emissioml would be alloWlKl UIId8If IMteItt IBSUlMitms. Ja. Fehruaty 2. 
1998, mMling, lIo'wmrl, Asmo indU:ated 1bat expaqdi.q t.be Ray Complex. would require 
major modificatio.as to illl Ray Mille Title V pemJit. It is uncle.n how the cmtinuatioo of 
~ IIld ~ Ray Qfe 110lIl with the excaVlllion, haulage IUd p!'OClflIISing of 
CoJ!pIsr:auue ore would pot inc.tellllUr emiaioo.s. paalculady P14I0 emissiODl. The 
lWvIIKd DtiIS or ms Ibould Plovidc JDOR: detalled iofotmlfign on tho potcntiIIl impacts of 
ar.b demldve 10 air quality. incIudiDg haul disfaD,Qes aod eadmared emiMOIlS nom the 
CIIIpIIIdcd RayICopper Bum: uca. 

The Dam dQg DOt provide suffidCDJ. iDfoDnIlion rcp:nliDg 8Xilting air quality on tile 
~ I..sda. PM10 ia 'Ilw cmly a:lterla poUUtal1t for which ambient conceatra1ions rue 
provided fOr tho lbIy Complex. Copper But.teIB~c, ailli:tolHayden area and Ca!Ia Grande. 
Accordme to the OEIS (p.l-31). bcrwncr. ADBQ also ooJJeclS air quality data for lead in 
H.ayden; wlfUr dioxide m. Hayden, WiDkoI.man and Chilito; and ~bon monoxide and uooe 
m. Call Granda. In IIdditiou. _ UI'IIddataad tIurt o.~ on the rc&ults of a tbpuvc particulate 
=issioDa IItudy at tL. Asan:o Hy_ Sme1_ WIll ~ in 199',.d oouldprovidc this 
infoDDllion. lbe 'RIMted Dms or PEiS aboukl include 1hi1l infOJ:Dllllt:ilnL The lWv:iaed DBIS 
or m.s should alIo ideDtify eir toxic.. (e.g., lead. ...me, md .. leaium) lIJODitlOlCd at tho 
Haydoa 1PUilter',1IIiD. and taiIiap Impound:ments. whera copper orisiaath1g &0& the Ray 

.. 

.. 

.. 

Lines 8-17. The following will be in the conveyance documents 
if this land exchange is approved per Executive Order 11988, 
Section 3b: "Lands purchased in the exchange area is subject 
to restrictions which may be imposed by the Pinal County 
Floodplain Administrator in accordance with the Floodplain 
ordinance for Pinal County, Arizona." 

Lines 22-29. As discussed in Section 4.2.4, BLM analyzed air 
quality impacts associated with the foreseeable uses. If there 
were to be significant emission increases which exceed the 
current permit, then the proponent would be legally obligated 
to modify its permit. To the extent possible, BLM can only 
assume that emissions would likely increase at the Copper 
Butte operations, based on an increase in haulage distance. 
Emissions at the Ray Complex would likely remain constant 
with expansion onto adjacent parcels. Parcel RM-18 would be 
an expansion of the Elder Gulch facility resulting in few 
additional miles of haulage, as the same with Parcels RM-1, 
RM-8, RM-12, RM-13 and RM-17 (POS use parcels). The 
remaining parcels would be used later in time and/or would not 
result in increased emissions, and therefore are not compared 
at this time. 

Lines 32-40. Relevant, available data on sulfur dioxide, 
carbon monoxide, ozone and lead has been added to Section 
3.2.2.4. 

Bureau of Land Management 
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LETTER #40 (continued) 
. Complex would CQ8tinue to be ptOCC8scd. The ~ DEIS or FE1S should provide ex:iatis!.& 

IIDCl pmjwted emiui0D5 data for these otber pollotlDtS, discuss their impacts on human hca.lth, 
Iud iDchJrJc a map depictiAg sampling Iooatioos. 

. AI st.ak4 OQ. pap Z above, DLM i, o'bJi,gatlld to PWWlI information nocmary for 'Cbe N'£PA. 
1IOlllJ':a.lega.nJIeIs of1lJe COIDpIIDiY's williDpcss to oooper.:lte and provide the infonnstion. 
We boUIcm; 1hat.A.sllwo bas wt':J apccilic plans fox 1he selected lauds, including mining rates 
the ~ hopc:s to IIIUIfn wf1:bfn at leat die first W1 years of the Ray expansion. as w.:JI N 
tM Copper Butte pr;oja. BIIIICd. OIl Asaloo's BlWrt·ttml and lq-tenn f40IIII for opaatic;ms at 
.... Rq Compl-, CoppfI-Butte,.1IIld CbiJimlHayde.a, the R-evidDEIS or ms should 
poYica Mti .. , .. of .. ~ for all crJ:roda J'OIlutlilll'tBt in additiOQ ttt rdcvant air tolCio5, 
... an Se...,.l.ande aces. Simply ~_ DO illQlZC In PMIO emissions would. be 
p::I'IIIitbId: does DOt ~'jnfOlllMllion on ox~ emis3i0lll b' PM10 ora:iteria pollutmtl, 
lIIcfr efJh)t 011 die State Impltmentatioa Plan (SIP), or hovItbay wvullildfect I'R:veI1tion of 
SleuifiolDt .Dcterioratiaa ia~ ill the ~ Nca thMC oonstitute. pan ofthr: selected 
Iauda (ie.. Copper Butte _) or ill DeIUby C'_l~. Thill iuformation should be provided 
m1ha Rcvf.eed DEIB or liES. . 

ID.tiroDDleallll Jasdcc 

na, PEtS (P.p.1-61,62J pro"Vide$ f()O:le l~iIlcomc aDd minarity population WOl'DHItiOJl for. 
...., eo_till wh&a die selectcd.1mds are locatI'Id.. No IItc-sp:dfic anaI)'EI.£ • provided,. 
ho'Mln'et, to: fritha- the a.ffi:ic;Ial Mvinmm.cIII.t Of in the comext ofthc ~ 
~. In III Aptl21~ )991, meetiDg, BLM s1atcd tbatBatt1e Au Road is near an 
"eovlromnezdaljumctl' coaummity. H~.1he potential impacts to this commtmity are 
uot evallllll'ld "It'itb.trJSpeet to its lo.inco.me 01 miDority status. The conduion on pap 4042 
thAtt tb.c::m lfOUld bo lJJ1 dispropm1iOJ:lllU.; ad"Yl:DlC human health or mvirmmlcnfal effilots an 
m.inI.1ri.ty aIlCllow·i:Dco:ale populations it wt analyRed aDd. therefore. wQustified in the DEIS. 
Addidonal i.afbn:IJII::(an ls aeeck:d .in the Rmred DInS or FEIS ill Older to justifY such a 
~ 'I1v: .RvJsed DBm OJ fEIS inat be coGSisteutwitb ~vo Order 12898, 
Dvpcu:tm,cGt oIImedor·s ca~ jUlUce 1tra1.e8Y, aud the Coum:iJ on &'Vironmeatal 
Quality'l mrrirolJllUllUljt:Utklo g\IkIante 10 Federal agem;ics. 

. MIaClnlllIlld Lud Maaltmeat 

BLM'I &'IaIIld project pUIpOIOIIn to improve JeIOUla; IQ8DI&UIDCDt d!IcIency by! I) 
diIpoIfDa hcavDy encwribe(!lfd, is9'laW and difJicult-~c P~U(; lands; 2) IWClUlrlng 
IIrJdI that wiD CODIOli~ owvenbip pt&tems wkhiA wiJdemeas and ipooial ~cnt 
... ; and 3) ~ Jaoda willi fewer eacUIDbraacM aadhigbet- NtOUNC vall.'la5. In light of 
1U:se objcc:tiVfl8. BP A lQCI BLM to wi.bdra'W the alterN bmdc ftotD IUineml trttry. eapaoia1ly 
for all ,.:cIs that havc at IClit a IIlOderateI:lJiner.ll potatilli. 

Bureau of Land Management 

~ 

~ 

~ 

Lines 15-17. The effects on Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration increments of future actions on the selected 
lands cannot be analyzed prior to development of the MPO 
which is not required under a land exchange action such as 
this. The consumption of increments is the responsibility of 
the respective air quality regulatory authority which track this 
issue when new permits or permit modifications occur. In 
this case, increment consumption would be the responsibility 
of the Pinal County Air Pollution Control District. 

Lines 21-31. The BlM met the Executive Order 12898 by: 
1) identifying Silver Creek as a low income, minority 
community; 2) meeting with residents and identifying issues 

analysis and possible mitigation steps; and 3) found that 
BlM's preferred alternative access route did not cause 
significant disproportionate adverse impacts to Silver Creek. 
Please see Sections 3.2.6.1.1 and Section 7.1 for BLM 
discussions with the Silver Creek community and general 
response no. 1, Access. 

Lines 36-40. All the offered lands have low or moderate 
potential for mineral development as discussed in Section 
2.1.1.1 and .3.3.3.1. The BLM will petition to withdraw the 
Gila River Parcel at Cochran as well as the Tomlin #4 
Parcel. 
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Ray Land ExchangelPlan Amendment EIS 

LETTER #40 (continued) 
We UlldeE3taIICI that BLM intend. to withfkaw TomliD]l8l'COl #14 ftcnn I.'fliIIr.ml entty it1be land 
eu:blJlar:. completed. A.cco.tdiD& to BLM's ~ Repolt for the offered latnIs. Tomlin 
per:col trJ .. ~ bat .moderato potel1'Cial fur JrlCfalJic miocrals. We f'*'lDJDead d\al1bia pu-eeJ 
abo be witbdtawo ftom llIiDmI entry. 

. Section 2S in tbe M~ parcell also exhibita ~ mineral po'Iential (OBIS, p. 2-3), 
Wom;ommcad dIDt dJU paR1Cl be witJlttJ:awn from miPmIl tnfry. 

. w. reoonuueIICI Cbat 8I,M oommil tOQ~f:d8 tile 8~to vaUey parcel to salable miacrals 
(e .... dec~~~). 

Accordina 1'0" 1~ Kitqp:Pan ~ An:a ltesollru:7 MPnaaement PIau (RMP) final BIS, 
(lpe oftbc o&jectivos ofb RMP is to achilWO propoi{ fuoctiQ.Ping condi.tiQlllbr riparian BJ.'CaS 
(DBlS. p. Ii-I 0). The RMP 8S ilIustr.IbId IhiG GMd br idoutifylDg se"«I1area& of 
.everelad.tieal ~ iJJdwfiI!a fb, SiS Sm:Id.,. Rivw" ~ vallc:yt. In 0Idcl to 
mtJet tbiII objoclive. BW indlCllted that it ~UId ~ ~yjly pLws lnvolvl:ag 
dpal_WdIIDd_~ actiOllS to meet ~UleDt Qbjooti~. It i::> unclear 
whether die ~ planhu bcc:n &wdoped:fix die l'iupIu 1\11101Il'00 Ada. If so, foc 11m 
pmpose of cumulative impIct lDalysil, die Revised DEIS or FBIS danld Dd. a $WIUDl!I}' 

oftbe pI8D 8DlldiJeusI JIow dfecti.ve it_ heM thus far. The ~ Dms or'P'El9 ~d. 
aIIo discus .how management or. offered p!UDIIls would be co.asi.ltent with the RMP 
obJecti:veJ IIDIi delcribe tU metbocIs tbat would be UJCd to hnprove riparian areas ( .. .., 
atJosure fr::rIciIIa around ri,Pfllim D1MI. pipiug ofwater outside trJ sr:mua .mmalJ. roI.atiOI1 
ofJj~). We pno:vio1ll1y mcomme.o.ded (April J2, 1991. DElS eomment lellet' ftntn 
Damla. Wiemau. EPA, to £Jainc Mauquis, BLM) on the RMP 'ihat tbe!IO GelS be dOled to 
tivcrroct gmdDs. DlIpc:ndiD& OIl the BUCCdS of the aotivity plan, this JQIly still be a desirable 
QPtioo.. 

fA.LJitiou, tl:JD 1981 P!weaix DlJItIet RMP indicab:d tbIt au activity pllD for the Gila River 
~ ~Au:a 'MIUld be devclopod (DElS, p. H-S). Iftbis p1aD.existt, fbr d&e 
purpoID of ~o impla aulysls.1he R.evIsed DBIS or fElS should iw;ludc I aummary 
ofit..ad. d.i.ecuu how ~ ottbc 0IIa River paroel would be ooll$bteDt with b. Wbat 
metbDd.t would.,. UMd to hnpNvG Ii.-fu IUra (."i., cxclo~ ftJIleiDg atOWld riplrian 
zoner.. pipias o( wwr O'Ilt4ido tQ JIIZiDg 1UlImab. rotation of UVcstoOk)? 

1be spec:iftc ]:lIOfaatial impacts or f(JUt.a'1 and 1#2 co mpJ-=- Battle An R.a.d are DDt 
~ in tbeDRIS. It ~ Iaowwvw. that RQutc *' wouId.ba'R"~ advCQie 
e.u.vilolDllCldll bu,paot than I.Gute 112 ~ it would. be l~iD Wa}1'\1t CaoyOD. wash IIDd 
adj8&':CDt to the Whit\': canyon Wi1demcIs bwIMIa1y for approximately 1.3 aU1cJ. Roulo i#2. 
would be 1'urIl= n:maved tiom tbe wilben. 'Pi'bidl woukheduce 1IDiN, air qulity, odor. 
110m SlId til.uDa.lIIld 'riIIIIl imp;.cta to ana wllcJemcu IU'CIl aIld. would IWt. be loaatcd SA. wub. 

~ 

~ 

~ 

~ 

Lines 3-10. Please see response on previous page. 

Lines 13-26. The proper functioning for riparian areas, 
monitoring and evaluation of specific management objectives 
is outside the scope ofthis land exchange EIS. As discussed 
in Section 2.1.2.1, the Mohave County offered lands would be 
subject to the RMP objectives and future or existing activity 
plans for the areas containing the parcels. Currently, the 
Kingman Field Office applies riparian objectives during 
allotment planning, or grazing permit renewals or where high 
riparian values and T&E species exist. 

Lines 29-33. The Gila River Riparian Management Area 
Activity Plan has not been developed. As mentioned in 
Section 2.1.1.1, the Gila River acquired parcel would be 
managed in accordance with the RMP and plan amendment 
decisions for that area This would include activity-level 
management plan which might consider fencing, monitoring 
or other specific prescriptions. 

Lines 36-40. Please see general response no.1, access. 

Bureau of Land Management 
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LETTER #40 (continued) 
"Illoa Revised oms or F£l5 Ibou1d __ these impacts. &I _11 as Imy other iznpac'ce that 
could IWUlt tvm bWldinll"OfltOS til or '2. The J.tevjlld D.EIS Of FEJS should also discuss lbl 
~ asaocI&1M witb. usiDS :&ul~ Axe RoIII1 tormiDin,g qper&t.ioas. We.commend t'bat 
DUd lJCriouIly CODifder developing aoutelfl (0 replace a«as to the wiJdemclS an!«, with a 
-an sum.d.erlt to provCl1t lIlY smety p:ob(eml. 

Mltlptlgp o(.hp,. 
Tbe DatS d.04KJ DVt ~ mi1il&tioa mca.su:cw for many polc:'IIIW indirect impacts from the 
laud ex.... For cx.es:npJc. dlo DEIB (p. +, 1) ind~tc5 tbat fcdcral11:lCNed water rights 
would he U:Ruiev.bly lacrt. It aJIo appoam thll tlJcto would be I. a.et Ion of \'\Iatcrs f1fthe \J .5., 
iJdudfna wetIand$ •• wen 118 J1oodp~ and. gtuWIlwatlr quality coUld be advClSeIy 
affected ~ of ~ miPiDs faWi.tiw nca dIogp aq\1Jfet water quality atandanJs 
110 met at specitic poiDt of ~liInac wolle (DEISt p. 4-1 S). tbc proposed. alfmlltive would 
CIUIC iJnpac1s to: eight too9tS providing poteutia1 habirat fur Tovmscad' $ big-e;nd bat, 
CaHfomia leaf-1IGRd bat aod cave Id.YOtis on PI1l'COb RM-I, RM.-1. R.M-IO and RM-11; dcsc:rt 
tortol!lr: habi1at; 1.1'0 IKRS ofpotmtiaJ hlbital for GbuokMJla; J.oDc6a dice In Walma Qeok; 
IDd 40 acreI or poteutiaI babiUlt for Westem buao. owl Oil CCJ.:3; ar-.l elimlnate I'll 
IItifioiIl poJld contaiQiug lowllDd leopard frog (DElS, p. 2·24). 11w DIns stal.OO that BLM 
wo~ lK:quim habitat fur tea spUl status wl1dlife speci.eI, _1ad.iagthoum;a.cb o{ acnIS for 
Ca1egvJy I aud n dewrt tortoise .lllbitat. It doos not,. hoftVOJ'.lIpOd4cally iDdicam how tbI" 
iIDpIc;t& to other tpecill8 ww1cI be mitigated on the 01f'emd Ludr or olaewMr.- PurIIuan.t to 
40 CFB. J502.14(1) ami 1502. 16(h). me Revircd OElS or PElS lbouId diJCUII meant; to 
IDI:tIpIo 1d'WlSrl ~ impIots. The R.evi&cd DBIS or FElS should idmtifr and 
d.ilc:uss lfPPIop.dato pmvisiOJJS that could be included in 1he ImJ exnbange in 0IIi!r to mitigate 
(It o1fset potaltialltiroGl, iDdirect, or cuma1ativc impact& of the propOSed pmject HOd 
.:Ito&'Dativea. 

A JMbix table, simBa.r to Table 2 .. 7 in d1c DEl'S, with mitigation mfllSwes uaociatai with 
porar.di.Il impacts 'WOuld be C'XIl'tmcly usetiJl iJ1 !be Reviled DFJS or FBlS. 

Bureau of Land Management 

II> Lines 15~33. Please see Section 4.10 for a full 
discussion of mitigation and general responses no.1, 
Access, general response nO.2, Alternatives, and general 
response no. 3, Arizona Trail. The land exchange itself 
is designed to offer compensatory, off-setting or 
improved resource values. Chapters 3 and 4 discuss the 
values lost and gained in detail. 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

LETTER #41 
Janwu:y 7:1, 1999 

'l'a: SheilA M.c:hrlin. ~ Mgl:.. m:.M. Az. State Office 
l'%am: !'X:1Ink Welsb,. Maricopa Audubon. 5oc:::i.ety 
Re: by Land Exchange 

'l!.l::l.lI:Ak :fOU for yow:' precsentat:ion on the Ray tilXdumge lit the Sier.ra 
offico and tho additional. ;i:fo :YOU provided by phone. In general 
we IIX.1t oppclItIId to the prcpoeed exchange sinc:e we do nett believe 
the '"public .interest'" will be served. (J'LPMA , FLEl!'A @ 1-6 DJ!l1S). 

. !"iJ:st let me note tbat the ~~~of lO,9iO ac:r:_ of ow: 1Imd. 
far: 7;!IYJ acr:M f:r:am ASlI.i\.CO d.oeIs not on ita fa.ge malce ecnoaa,;c 
.,... Mast of the aelec:t:ed land is .in cen1:l:lll A:ri2:cna neN!lr the 
p~ cor:ddor wh.ile the offm:ed lands are in Mohave 
COI.mt7 with ltingman IUl.d Las Veqas a.s the nearest cit:i.eL 

rt appeu:s that the fIIIIlect:cd laru:is dOtltain more than m,ooo tons 
of Bivb Pot:erJ:t.ial aD coppor ~ on app:z;oximately 40 atmlII 
.in CB-l,. C8-3 , 4. 1UlI:i:JU0Hi..4. ADotb.e:c T.l. ac:r.:es of B/e " BIB 
hig'b. pat;ent:ial are e'ld.eta CII1 R»-lD, wh:il.e 72 ac:r:. of Hode::ate 
Pot:cttial MID are .u. OIl C8-I. 3 ,,4. This 112 to 184 ac:ree .is 
apparently the morst valuable aDd the relIII!Lininq 1O,tm e.cres c:ould 
remain :in the pul:iI.ic d.clmain.. 

The offered l.a:nds are primar.ily ill. MohIlve ccunt]', where land with 
J:"OCdII ill 1xt.in9 aOlli ill. 4() acre psroel5 for $4001 acre. 1'he l60 
ac:re ~y ~ have no acc:ess appa:r;ently, " tb.:Us is tho 
case with JIICISt of the 6,3IK aero McC:raclcen qroup " the 3Z) acr:e 
Toml.:in parcalA O:aly about 2t1O acres along the Big Gerldy " 146 
ac:rtIII of the Gila parcal. ue:ripll.r;ian. 'fable 1-4 at page 1-9 bas 
cipa::izm habitat for ita prime criterit. for BLM ac;quiaition. 

~ &oc::iety .is IIICIIt ~ about ripadan habitat. especially 
in tha dC!ll!larl:'- BLM'lJ MICOIld cd.t.r=:i& is wildlife habitat. 'l.'he 
DEIS at p. W notea that d of all w.ildlife ill. A2:. dopecds ~ 
rips:I::ian and UI;IUIItic bahitate (we note tlmt this , is bigher in 
the a-rt). You alI'Io note that onl:y o.5t of A:I::'.izona is 
ripa:r:iamlequati.c. aDd 1'l.OeIde<l to lNppo:.ct 21 priority species, 
futber bu~9' both 7"UX' er:i:teria. 

Yet we appemr to be giving up more t:h.m 1 112 aW.ee of :t::ip.u;i.an 
dac:idu0'Wl fonet and 9f)'ttinCJ only 1 112 m.i.l.ee of the Gila , Big 
Sc:\dy. 'the latbsr do not appear to be ripuisn cIociduous. The 
fOXlll8r o.ppear to be inte:z:mittent anc.i Ki.ne.t;i!l. Creek (].>l!9'e 3-21) 

page 2 - Welsh 

anc.i at least o.s acres of RM-lO are perennial (although the 
loastion .is not shawn on R»-10 in fi9. 3-1). 

Baed upcm your awn ripar.ian and w.ildl:i.fe =itAtr.i.a,. the ~ 
d.ec::iduaus fo:r.est: should remain unclIIr :BLM wbila the Gila and. l1:i.~ 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Lines 8-9. Your comment has been noted. Please see general response 
no. 4, Public Interest Determination. 

Lines 10-13. The appraisal value of the lands are equal, although the 
acreages are not. 

Lines 15-19. The mineralized properties are analyzed using a mineral 
income approach. If this does not yield a value exceeding the value of the 
surface, mineral development is not the current highest and best use 
(economic) and the land is valued at the higher surface value. The income 
approach considers the resources present value weighed against the cost 
to exploit them. The mere presence of minerals does not automatically 
translate into a mineral value. Fair market value is the legally mandated 
standard, and the market considers the cost to extract the minerals. 

Lines 15-19. A similar alternative, the Production Lands Alternative 
(Section 2.3.6), was considered by the interdisciplinary team. A proposed 
alternative that only the high mineral potential lands be exchanged does 
not meet the purpose and need of the project identified for Asarco and for 
BlM's land tenure program. The selected parcels identified are already 
available for mining under the Mining law of 1872 and Asarco already 
holds active claims on most of the selected lands for mining exploration 
and development. 

Lines 21-25. BlM's acquisition list has a variety of parcels with different 
resources. The two offered land parcels (Cochran and Tomlin #4) are in 
this exchange for their unique water resources as well as riparian habitat. 

Lines 33-40. Portions of the Gila Parcel at Cochran is considered to have 
Sonoran Riparian Deciduous Forest vegetation and this correction has 
been made. This vegetation community was not directly comparable to 
the vegetation communities on the selected lands and therefore was not 
calculated. 

Bureau of Land Management 
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LETTER #41 (continued) 
SaDdy ~ caW.d be ""';"DgI!d far IIQJD8 of the high c::oppe:r 
JjIQ'tAID.t.ial pu.t:als. !'ha RM 'I, 10, lS and ~ &ad. .c aad. CH-l 
pu:ca1.s a:r:e potent:ially the IIICIISt haportant ripe.ri.an I!IX'OISS from. IS 

wiliIllfe pcspecti?e cd.ace the f pa::cala a:r:e ~ 
.inter::mitt:ent or peremrial or with perenn;ial pools or springs. 
1'he G:il.a and Big liInd;J ax:e generally overg:ruecl and. thia pnc:t.ice 
is expec::ted to continue. 

!l!be :om:s mak.eIs much ado about desert ~ habitat for the 
offcz:ed lands. This babi:tat al!Io exists on the .:I.ectccl lands. 
Nsxt to development, the major problem with the tort:oiae is 
oompetition from Q!lttl.e. If the BLM is cc:m.c:e:rned about that 
:r:ept.ile, t.bey should .:reduce or elim:.i.nate grazing on land under 
their oont:r:ol. Tb:i.G w.ill do more for the torto.:i.eIe than acquiring 
tho 13) ISCr:e cateCJorl" 1 &ac:a:mento paz:cel. Bow much of tb.i.s and. 
the ~ ~ az:e czteCJorl" U 'l'be ~ laDda contain 
3,216 of ca1:egoZ:7 n aDd. 3.DB2 ac:z:ee of catego.J:::y III land 80 we 
doubt the tart.c:i8e will be helped by this trade. 

The 8acI:1IIIezrto ~ appeIIIrS lIIQIJt l.ikel,y for development but it 
.:Us not cl.eIsr wbm:a it .i:s. and bow clcee to pe.ved roads. Also why 
will it :rerma:in open to m.:ineral entry if "meta.llic" pot.en.tial ia 
l.ow'l '.rbe at.bm: parcala are quite xemote , unll'k.oly to be 
devel.oped .in the near futw:e & m:i.nexz!Il pcrtent:iAL II.pIleIII:1I low. 

I wa:il.d su.ggecst that riparian U"eU be noted .in mi1es .:cather than 
II:C%I!& otb.e:r::w.i.se cae must cie1."«rm;ne vbather we are ~g 
the 10 or '\to year fl.coclplain. '!he preeence of leopu:d c::oga and. 
laDgfin daGe along Walnut Creek (p. 3-14) indi.cates pe:rennial 
poala at lout,. not lID epbaII.enl st:reI!m (p. 3-21). !'he G.i.la and 
Big SIInd:r Rivers minimum flows should be noted (OJ. c:fs at 
lteIs.z:'Dey and. p:obably 0 em Big Sanely). It.ill d;ffi cult to find 
the G.iJ4 . at "CcCb:z::Im" on maps. A Mohave CoI.m.ty locatiott map, 
,;mnnr to tho color plate of aeU.ected. lands, would. be he1pful... 
~ I would cxmaider this J.)E!S as more of a sales tool for 
ASARO:) than IS djsclasure statement for pU.blic involvement. 

Should your &9'eDC,Y ciec:.ide to proceed with the exchange, we 
stronq1y favor the COpper Butte AlteJ:native. 

since:rel.y, 

Frank welah 
~t.i.on Committee 
Ha:d.c=pa Aw:lubon Soc.i.ety 

Bureau of Land Management 

II> 

II> 

II> 

.. 

II> 

II> 

~ 

Line 7. Under the Proposed Action, improved grazing management 
would be implemented on the offered lands in an effort to meet 
Arizona's Standards for Rangeland Health in accordance with 43 
CFR 4180. 

lines 9-16. The Sonoran population of desert tortoise typically 
occupy hillsides dominated by rocks and boulders, which may not 
be as accessible to livestock. BLM's mandate is to manage under 
the multiple use concept while meeting the objectives of the BLM 
Desert Tortoise Rangewide Management Plan (Appendix F in the 
DEIS). Desert tortoise habitat on the McCracken Mountains Parcels 
is discussed in Section 3.3.1.4.2, which includes approximately 
6,384 acres of Category I habitat. 

Lines 18-21. The Sacramento Valley Parcel is open for mineral 
entry because it has low potential for metallic mineral deposits. 

Line 23. Vegetation community descriptions are provided in acres 
for both upland and riparian communities. The lengths of the major 
riparian habitats (Big Sandy, and Gila River) can be delineated in 
miles off Figures 2-1 and 2-3. 

Lines 24-27. Section 4.9 ofthe EIS discusses floodplains as required 
by Executive Order 11988. The text of Section 3.2.2.1 ofthe FEIS has 
been slightly modified to acknowledge that isolated, perennial pools 
may exist in Walnut Creek. The description ofthe flow ofthe Gila River 
and Big Sandy River in Section 3.3.2.1 was reviewed and is considered 
accurate and no changes have been made. 

Lines 29-32. The Gila River Parcel at Cochran is shown on Figure 
2-1 at a scale of 1:2,000 feet for purposes of highlighting specific 
features on the parcel (e.g., railroad, Gila River). The parcel can 
be seen at a 1 :24.000 scale on the 7.5' USGS North Butte, Arizona 
quadrangle. The parcels in Mohave County can also be seen at 
1 :24,000 scale on the Mount Nutt. Greenwood Peak, Groom Spring, 
Dutch Flat, and Mt. Tipton quadrangles. 

Line 34. See general response no.2, Alternatives. 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

LETTER #42 

e 
PDW County Air QuaJitr CoDtrol DIstrict 

ShoJa Mcfadin. Projeet Manager 

P. O . .Box 987 
FlaI:9CC, Arizona B5232 

(~) &68-6760 Fax: (520) 868--6754 

;'taniwy 28. 1999 

Native American MincmlsI Arizona Land Exchange Teams 
Arizona Stili: Office 
Unltecl Stales Depanmem: ot the Imerlor. Bureau of LaM Managemem • 
m NO!d1 CcmmJ Avenue 
Phoemx. ArizoIIa 8$004 

Rc: Commem on Dratt EIS tor Proposed "Ray Land ExcbanieK 

Dear Ms. Mcfadin: 

1 am tile Din:d:or of Pinal County's Division of Air QuaIiI:y Colluol, an opemi.ng 
division of the County's Depanment ofHealJ:b. and Human Services. 

This leaer pertains to Ihe rcspoDSibiUty of the Bureau of Land Management ("BW") to 
address Ihe air qwility c:omcqutJlces of me proposed )and extbaDgc. SpccifJCally. those 
consequences iDW<ie the air quality impaas of Asareo's proposed mining operations on 
lIUaittment areal lying witb.i.D or adjacent to ~ Copper Buae/Buokeyc azca.5 idcmificcl ill rho 
dtaft as. TIle atteI:ted areas !pe1:iftcally incLude the WIJiEe ~n Wildtrness ("WCN·}.lWi 
adjoizdng "ares of critical t\O.QOe.nl" ("Acre·). 

ODe of the BLM's sr:ared. priDci.pal objectives in cons:ideriog this exchange k to minimize 
that apo;:y's oqgoiJlg lCplatory involvement whh reglUd. to future mining al:tl.vldes. 
Specifically. the BLM bas expressed a wish to avoid having to approve and administer a 'mfI1ing 
pllD of opc;l<Uiom· (-MPQ"), wbidl ~c:tIt wOllld otbmvig prevail if ASilIco e1ccu:d to 
COIDID.CIlCC ~ under Chc Mining Law of 18n. 

GeDeraDy, swe·level JeguWion of air quality reflects the minimal standards defined by 
the EPA mplatious implcmeutiDg tho ~ of the Cleu Air Act ("CAA .). 

Bureau of Land Management 
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LETTER #42 (continued) 

Ond=- the !!clll!Dle of the CAA, swes: have an obligation 10 (onnulate a 8QlCnI1y 
applicable ·,WI implementation plan' ("SIP"). The generallY applicable or "attaiDmeot area" 
SIP needs to provide for prorr.r::tion of tbe 1Wio1lll ambleot air qu.aJ.ity stI.1II:I4rds (-NAAQS").l 
In Idd.ition, where an area f411s $Ubjet:t· to a "nonanainmern:" deslgnatlon. the SUO must 
formulm and impJemaa a C111'8live "IlOnattaiomeDt area pIll\. " 

no geDeRIIy appJlcablc SIP alsO n:mst provide for preservation of "maximum allowable I 10> 

incmue.s" or "~. in Wimnent ar .. ! In PiDaI Coaty. COlTe$poncI.iD.g sl\on-tcnn aad 
loog--teml '1m::n:IDems0 for pII'ltcu.IaI:e mailer ha\'e been approved as elements of tbt! generaDy 
applicable llDBinmem; area SIP.:! In tile aitWmmt QXtas affected by tho ptOposcd cxeNngc. 
em~ioJlS from !B SOUICCS IIIIUl be considered in def.I:mIirtioa wbctbet die relevant .iIlI:remem:~ 
has been 'COIlSUIDI:d".J. aere. pa:n:cls CO-l a:rui CQ..s He wifhiD.aa PMlGatiaimnat area.'-
thu.s fall subject II) "bIcremlmt" limitalions. 

While ·blcmme.ors' dead,. ~ maDdarory limifaliOJlS all Ille <1cgree ro w.Iticb 
ambient air quali1¥ may be dcgraded.lhe EPA Iw DDt offcrt.d. a cmnpIete regulatOry defiDidoD 
of die local actiOu required. to effectively ~ TIoIal:ioa of dIOse li.mKati.oDS.' As a :c.suk. 
1Ile prevaiUq perm1t--reguIatitm. scheme in Ari:moIl defines iw:remems as limitarioos. but aIleasa. 
arguably allows subl:WKfalJoopbo1es in actually applying those limiwioos to l1on·PSD class 
~. 10 effect, pem!itting agencies ill Arizona bve elwly de5ltecl Imcremcnm" .as. 
limitations, but.ba.ve amy ~oped a marshlally effective rcgWatOI1 mecbani;nn for accwilly 
ilDplemendIlg dloR Ilmi.WtoDs. 

I Ot4aJlJy ... o\'\ fllO IIId40CPB. PIlt!il. 

l S« CA.A §filiI .'I.lId 163. w&icb ~it:icl)t ~ dI.It rht -,ptiCible ~ ... SIP expKIIIIJ comain 
.~ ~ dlalZlHil:Dram IIIkwnIble ~ ••• sb.t.II. JIll[ be CXI:I.afaI.' 

, 
J See PCAOCD Code 12-5·160. approval 15.t SIP-cUmmt at CSt FIllS111 (419196). 

• Afta' lbc: "mIGoc ~ b __ dac, • amil$i0DS fxam 1ll1Oun:a COWl!: 1tnIIJ;d ~ COU1IDIptiOD.. 
40 CPR l!il.1M. In PlQaI ml GU. CouaI:ies. rile "miaor IOIIft:e bJseI11Ie.- bas lod,.sbIcc ba!o ltiumi See 
PM~ pemIit :appiic:atkJunceived b)' die EPA lI\;m tqcd to ABC MDuflalll'fnz (211m) aad Cyprus CaD 
Gtude (411 lIIU). 

~ :s. f'l.prc 3-11 of !be DraA SIS. 

, WhlIe40 en §S1.166(k) ~lIite$ an u,,::mUtIlH'tIIII.K -PSI)" pu.mildq propm formeJorfllllin.illJ ICMKI:CS 

lIIc1l111jor mod1fic:uiull .. $lid! PJtI:CS, tile p,medc .~ all- NAdard (I ••• "1O QIt( f!Jl.1ClC!(1:1) maw:ly R:fIIIIRS 
IIIat *' to 0lI1er IIlUl'Ca. • "plan IIIalI. CIIDIIiD. cml.EOD IImlWiODS iIIIl M odl~ IllQSII.Q:S II may be na:aDr]' 
fO usurc u" the ~ are 1IOt WoJatcd. 

Bureau of Land Management 

Lines 8-12. Under any of the alternatives, Asarco would 
be obligated to meet the restrictions on new emissions 
within the non-attainment area, and to meet the State 
Implementation Plan. 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

LETTER #42 (continued) 
In addiIiOft, requ.iremea.ts that. befall the Slates, certain other ttquircmcm:3 tlPdcr t~ C 

ilpply directly fO Ped8ml agOllcies. suCb as I.be BLM. For example. in terrain situatioJlS, 
agency of the Federal Govenament shall license or peank any acdvity t!w does not confonn 
lUI app.li(;lblc implcmcmarioa plan.7 lbal rcqutremeat l! ge.aerany known as the "Gcol 
Conformity Requlmnen1. It In relevant pan, Utt" Geoetal Conformity Requirement arise$ w: 
the aBCllCY Eti.o.a wiU caable a sourcc located in a llOna:raiDmeJlr area OJ emir panic' 
emissioDS lD excess of CII!Itaiu nlD'11ericallhresbolds.' 

~<'., .~" 

'DIe Gencnd COafOlDli'Y' :R.equimnem dcfiDal under CAA 'I76(c) makes the "~ 
of conformity to IUCb an .impl~tioa plla •.. 8A affinnativc ",pom.ibWly of tDc head of ~ 
affr:.ae4 FedeIal) department. ageucy or il1strumcutaIity." TbIt is,' tbe affected Federal aaeac:y 
hu an ohUBatioll to verify compliance with the sub$l8.llCO of SIP-epprovc:d limitations reJGdiac 
ambient air quaUty. .4Z lbat. requiremeot applies, Wilbout reprd to the adequacy Df local 
pennitth:lS Rquina.un:ats to effectively achiew tbat 90a!. 

Accordln&Jy t ro tl1e exl8Ilt that blaDds affected under tld$ prOposed exd!.auge lie pwy 
01 wholly within & DDDIIl'DIimntAt .ea, IIIIi1 assumiaa lhallhe reasonably anticipated aggregruc 
emissioM would ex~e«t me numerical t.tarelbolds defiDed in 40 CFR 093.153. then reredlion of 
admiatsuativc a\U!lotilY would require tile BLM to perfonn a wuformity IPBlysis aI the dme a 
specific MPO was pn::semed for seview aDd approval. And to the exlent that tbe BLM proposes 
[0 ttlQlSfet tll* Jands simply to avokl the alim.iDiatraIi.ve bowen of reviewing and adiug upon 
sucl\ ID. MPO. tbe proposed. laion constitutes a deliberate abdication of the BLM's afflI1Dltive 
respousibUiry as defim::d ~r CAA §176(c). 

T<J the ext .. that the DLM finds tbat the "Geaera1 Coni"om:Uty' requirements as 
discuase4 abOve dO Dot apply. ~tbeD I repeat tbe teqUesl of my prior scoping-pc;Iiod COIDIDCDI 
eller of ADJUst S. 1997. utms: that the E1S "at Jean make clear that actua1 development of IUCil 

la Dlt:lUty may well cstape any.need to demoDstrate wbewer or not (the aDlldpaced analumen\ 
ambient air quality] .impac( complies with the seeming unequh-oa.t requirement of eAA 

IgIG' ... 

.. Lines 5-16. The action of the land exchange itself 
is exempt from conformity determination 
requirement under 40 CFR 93.153 c (2) (x) and 
(xiv). Please see general response no. 5, MPO. 

Bureau of land Management 
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Letter to Sbcla McFarlin 
January 28, 1999 

. Page 4 

LETTER #42 (continued 

Lastly, even if the BLM exchanges pan or all of the lanas in question. the BLM will 
retain administrative dominion over the WCW aad its WlSOCiated ACEC. t\!;CQroingly. I alm 
tcquC3t tbat in tbc final EIS rile BLM expressly a4dress lts apParent fiduciaIy responsibility to 
protect and preserve air qualio/ within the WCW and. associated ACEC. 

. I appreciate your consideration of my comments. 

cc! N. Gambell, Asarco 
N. Wrona, ADEQ 

Bureau of Land Management 

Sincerely yours, IJ _ ..'< .. 

6.4fJ.~ 
Donald P. Gabrielson 
Director 

.. Lines 16-19. Discussion of air quality in the White Canyon 
Wilderness can be found on in Section 4.2.4.1. Any increases 
in emissions for any regulated air pollutant beyond the state's 
existing significance levels will result in an application by 
Asarco to modify their Title V permit and a visibility analysis of 
potential impacts to Class I airsheds. 
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LETTER #43 

STATE OF ARIZONA 

'GAME', & FISH DEPARTMENT 
=1 WoA Gt~ R0a6..I'lIocnix. Arizon. 850~",,399 (6o:a) 94a·lOOO 

W1I'W.s!.~ 

~" ;'t;' 

Jan~ary 28, 1999 

Ms. Shala MoFarlin, Project Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Arizona State Office 
222 North Central Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona S5004 

-JIIICDHHIIII 

~"""I!tf 
Ot.tItNU.Herb~.r. T.aea 

MI.hull4.Clollllllly.l'I",wr 
Wdblm ~ 'ruuou 

M,J",,, ltusd. ~n~ 
DcIlIiID.~AI9I'" 

DitKTOf 
o~"'l..~e 

~'DI"''''' _.w,$",I<I'ne 

a~. Draft Environmen~al Impact Statemen~ fer ~ Ray Lana Exchange 
and Plan Amendment 

Dear Ms. McFarlin 

The Arizona Game and Fish Depa=tmen~ (Department) has reviewed the 
above-=f=enced draft Environmental Imtiact Statement (EIS). AS..\R.CO 
Incorpora:ced (ASARCO) proposed t:.he Ray ~ Excha.nge to acquire 
approximately 10,976 acres of puhlio lands in Pinal and Gila COUnties. 
In exchange, the Bureau of Land Mar.ag:ment {iLM) would aoquire 
~pprox:Lmata1.y 7,304 Ilcres in Pinal ana. Mcha";re:; Cour.ties. As you know. 
our agency has !;Irovided subscancial eom:nen::::l to ELM regarding this 
project in previous Dep~~tmer.t cornmen~ letters and during meetings or 
telephone d:Lsc~sions. The Departmen~ would app~eeiate BLM's 
oonsider4~lon of those comm~~ta, as well as the following comments, 
auring preparation of the fin~l EIS. 

The Department could not completely and ~=ou~tely assess potential 
impacts Cd fish and Wildlife resouroes as a result of the Proposed 
Action wi~hout a more complete'descriptio~ of the type, location and 
size of the proposed mining' racilitiel$. ?or example, without I!I Mining 
rlan of Dperatj.ons (Ml?O), the Depart:.me::::tt could not ClIviil.lu;:r.ce and 
d~termine whecher constructing an open-pi~ mine at Copper Butte will 
~~sult in surface wate~ contamination or if groundwater pumping for 
cining use will impact surface flows of the Gila River. 

We understanc that ASARCO will be r~red to mitigate impacts to 
wa~e= resources when app1ying for federal and state mining permits 
afee:!: acquiring the Selected Lands. However. ABARCO would not be 
required to mitigate impacts to habitat for non-federally protected 
species, such as bighorn sheep and the Sonoran desert tortoise, or to 
main1:a.in exist:i.ng pub::.ic access to adjacent publiC lands. The lack 
of considerption of 1mpac~s to wild:ife ~esources and public access 
in the IUS is of concern to the J.lepartlTlenr.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 

Lines 29-33. Please see general response no. 5, MPO . 

Lines 3540, Acquisition of the offered lands mitigates for the loss 
of tortoise habitat on the selected lands with a net increase in quality 
and quantity of desert tortoise habitat (BLM Desert Tortoise 
Compensation Policy (1M AZ-93246) and Supplement relating to 
Land Exchanges); therefore compensation would not be required as 
a result of the exchange. There is no comparable compensation 
plan for desert bighorn sheep. 

Line 40. Impacts to wildlife is analyzed in Section 4,1.3 and access 
is discussed in Section 4.4.3. Please see general response nO.1, 
Access, 

Bureau of Land Management 
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LETTER #43 (continued) 
Riparian :Bal:I:l.tat 
Tbe ~epartment believes t.ha~ the EIS does not adequately address the 
potential mining impaets to riparian areas adjacent to the selected 
Lands. Mir~ng Uses could result in unmitigated impacts to surface 
water quality in Mineral and Walnut Creeks, and the eila River. In 
our seoping l~tter to BLM, dated Auguse 4, 1997, wa recommended Walnut 
Canyon be excluded from the proposed land exchange aue to the 
environmen1:al importanoe of riparian areas to fish "nd wildlife. 
walnut canyon is removed from foreseeable mining uses in the Buckey~ 
ana Copper Butte Alternatives, but not the Pro.posed A:tion. This 
por:ion of Walnut Canyon included in the ~ropo6ed Action would not be 
subject to direct mining activity, but woulci link the "Production 
Operat:1on and Support:" areas with aLong-range Prospec:ts". and could 
potentially be impacted by mine development and associated support: 
facilities. 

The ~epartmant believes pot~ti~l impacts ~o water quality, riparian 
plant Qomw.unities. wildlife habitat. and wildlife populations 
occ1.lrring adja.cent to Select:ed Lar.ds should be t.horoughly analyzed in 
tne E!S. For example, the EIS shoulc add=ess potential impacts to 
riparian habitat in Walnut Canyon adjacent to parc&ls CB-S a.~ CS-l. 
Special status species. such as the lowland leopard frog and long£in 
dace fOWld in Walnut Crsek, could be ncgacively impacted by mining 
operations. Fragmentation of Walnut C=eek may hinder movements of 
nat:ive !iahes and other wildlife species between the Gila Rive= and 
the wa~uc/White ranyon waeershed. 

DeQert B1ahorn Sheep 
The D~par~ment believes that the Proposed Action does not provide 
aciequate mitigation for cumulative impaccs to bighorn sheep habitat. 
~he EIS refers ~o wn evaluation completed by the nepartment for the 
Dripping Springs Mountains (3-l0). RowQver, the EIS does not diseuse 
potential sr~ep habita~ of the Picketpost/Copper Bu~te area. On page 
3 of the! BLM's 1.9.94 Biological Bvuluation (BE). it seates; "These 
parcel& are part of iii contiguous block of potencial sheep habieat from 
Picketpost· Mounti:l.l.n south to the Gila. River.· The Department's 
habitat evaluation of this area. identified bigh quality bighorn sheep 
habitat, including extensive areas of escape terrain and potential 
lambing areas arounci ~icketpost Mountain anci White, Wood, and Walnut 
canyons. This area is considered ~ prio~ity for fu:ure bighorn sheep 
transplancs. 

offerac1 Lancia 
-r:."lEi Sacramento VlAll~ parcel il3 ~ , ?'O-aQre paroel located in Mullave 
County, adj acent to the Warm Springs Wilderness. The heading un page 
2-3 scaees that the Offered Lands have impQrt~~t bighorn sheep val~es. 
The same heading on page 3-68 claims the parcel is adjacen~ ~O· high 

Bureau of Land Management 

... 

... 

... 

... 

... 

lines 6-7. The BlM agrees with the general statement that 
future mining uses could result in impacts to Mineral Creek, 
Walnut Creek, and the Gila River. However, analyzing specific 
impacts to these streams and their associated riparian areas is 
not possible at this time as discussed in Section 4.2.1.1 of the 
FEIS. 

Lines 9-10. Walnut Canyon is not removed from the 
foreseeable mining uses under any alternatives since the 
foreseeable use plan (Figure 2-7) represents current 
knowledge of future mining activities under any of the 
alternatives. 

Lines 10-14. Based on a field visit by BlM in April, 1999, it 
was determined there was no riparian habitat along Walnut 
Creek on Parcel CB-1. Also, the BlM I D Team considered 
the Buckeye and Copper Butte Alternatives, but decided to 
keep the entire package of offered and selected lands. 
Please see general response no. 2, Alternatives. 

Lines 16-23. This FEIS has been modified to include 
additional information on riparian and water resources. 
Please see Section 4.1.2, environmental consequences to 
biological resources and physical resources. 

Lines 22-23. Fragmentation of Walnut Creek is not expected 
to occur as an impact of the land exchange, but could occur 
under the foreseeable uses. The ownership pattern 
surrounding Walnut Creek is already fragmented between 
BlM and the State. Asarco would need to obtain a 404 
permit from the COE in order to conduct any modifications 
to the creek. 
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LETTER #43 (continued) 
value bighorn sheep habitat in t:.he :alaclt Mountain". This parcel bas 
littl~ topographic relief and no water sources, and is approximately 
one mile from t.he Black Mountains. This parcel is Oldj ace.nt '1:.0 an area. 
t.he ELM and t.he Department have class;i.fied as medium v<:l.lue sheep 
habitat (Kingman Resource Area Proposed ~esource Management Pl~n and 
Final EIS: page 179). Although ~he parc~l contains high valum desert 
tort:cise bab'i.tar. (BLM Catego:ry Ii and Wilderness values, we recommend 
that statements referring to bighorn sheep habitat on ~he Sacramento 
Valley parcel be delet.ed. 'I'hlf.$cracken Mountains parcMls heading on 
page 3-68 should identify ~ offered land~ wit.hin this mountain range 
as low value bighorn sheep habitat 

Wild Xor~. and Burro 
!he Special Management Area heading of section 3.3.4.2 (page 3-78), 
states that the Elaek Mountains Ilerd Management Area contains an 
es~imated 6SQ burros. Within the last yea~, ~he Ompartment and BLM 
have conducted ~o census and removal operations I and numbern should 
now ba more conSistent with the herd management level documented in 
~he Black Mcmlta~n ~co$ystem Mun~gem=nt Plan. 

The Knisely Ranch parcels a~e part of the Cerbat Herd Area and have 
approx1ma~ely 70 wild tmrses wh1ch'utilize these offered lands. The 
Department suggests including tAl-oS information under the "Speoial 
Management Area" or 'Grazing~ heading within section 3.3.'.3 on page 
:3 - 'HI. 

Desert Tortoise 
The EIS should address the issue that mosc existing protections for 
desert torcoise on the Selected Lands would be removed. In addition, 
the EIS does not:. include parcels CH-l through Crt-5 , whicb are 
classified as Category 2 desert tortoise habitat. ' 

Publio Access 
The Proposed Aa:ion iden~ifies two new public acoess routes to replace 
current; access to the White canyon Wilderness. However, existing 
access to che GHa River and ehe coke Ovens could be lost througn 
section 26, which should be addressed in the EIS. 

Ganeral Comments 
The acreage r:ig'ures in Table 2-7 (page 2-24 throu;h ~-2€) do not 
appear to be a=cu~ate. For URland Plant CgmWIPicies, the Propos ad 
Aetion claims '!hat BLM will acqui:-e 7,148 acres, l:i\1t the No Act.ion 
lists 7,300 acres would remain .in private ownership. Within tne 
WndJife/Wildlife Hab:'tats !ection, it:. states the BLM waul'" acquire 
7,300 acres of wildlife habitat for both the Proposed Action and ~he 
Buckeye Alternative, even though a seC1:.ion of offeree. Lands is 
~xcluded from the Suckeye. Similarly, tlle Specii.l Sh!:;\l!'1 Species row 

~ 

~ 

~ 

~ 

.. 

.. 

.. 

Lines 25-35 (previou~ page). In May 1999, BLM discussed 
this issue with Region 5 of AGFD in a series of meetings. The 
EIS has been corrected to recognize that Region 5 AGFD 
considers Picketpost Mountain (Mineral Mountains) as their 
highest priority reintroduction site for desert bighorn sheep 
and that a statewide ranking for the site is still pending. The 
EIS has also been corrected to include impacts to the 
reintroduction proposal from foreseeable uses and the land 
exchange based on the limited information that is currently 
available. 

Lines 4-11. Section 2.1.1.1 (DEIS, page 2-3), correctly states 
that the Sacramento Valley Parcel offers important bighorn 
sheep values. This acquisition is part of BLM's effort to 
improve bighorn sheep habitat in the Black Mountains. Over 
the past decade, through exchanges, BLM has acquired 
approximately 13,640 acres of bighorn sheep habitat, mostly 
in the Black Mountains. Approximately 9,320 acres are 
considered high value habitat, 3,840 acres considered 
medium value, and 480 acres low value, all of which is in 
conformance with the Kingman Resource Area RMP. 

Lines 17-18. The updated burro number is 478. This change 
has been made to Section 3.3.4.2. 

Lines 21-22. This information has been included in Section 
3.3.4.3. 

Lines 25-27. Your comment has been noted and the change 
has been made in Section 3.2.1.4.2. 

Lines 30-32. Please see general response no. 1. Access. 

Lines 35-40. The acreage associated with wildlife habitat in 
Table 2-7 also combines the riparian and upland habitat 
acreage. 

Bureau of Land Management 
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LETTER #43 (continued) 
states the B~~ would acquire 6,080 acres o~ desert to~oise habitat 
in the Proposed Action, but the No Action Alternative i~cludes 7.144 
acres of ~ortoise habita~ witr~n the Offered Lands. The Department 
recommends altering these figures to corree~ any discrepancies. Under 
the Surfacp WatP.& row, the draft E~S shows that BLM would acquire 
surface water feature~, including a Department wtldliie catchment 
(Mccracken Moun~ain8 #1 (412)J. The Department would like to diseuss 

with BLM the 1ssu~ of ownership and maintenance of this wil~ife water 
catchment. 

The Department apprl!!c::iates the opport'JJlity to review and provide 
comments on the caft EIS. Aga.in, the opportunity to review a 
complete descrip~ion of the mining facilities and the MPO would assist 
in our efforts to fully evaluate this project. The Department would 
appreciate an oppor~un1ty to review mere detailed information 
regarding the mining proposal [MPO) , and additional rev~ew of the EIS 
after the public review period and prior to distribution of ~be final 
EIS. This would allow for a more complete, Department-wide, review 
of Lhe EIS and fu~ther discussion between our agencies, if needed, 
prior to disrtribution of the f:'nal !IS. lie loolc forward to continuea. 
cooperation wi::h BLM on this proposed land IiXchangc. Please contac': 
me at (6021 ?89-3~02 if you have any questions regarding er~B le':ter. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
John Kennedy 
Project Evaluation Program Supervisor. 
Ha.bitat Bra.nch 

JK:Db 

ce: Duane Aubuchon, Habitat Program Manager, Region III, Kingman 
Joan Scott, Habitat Program Manag~~, Region v, Tucson 
Russ H~ughey, Habitat P~ogram Manager, Region VI, Mesa 

AGFD# 10-26-99101 

Bureau of Land Management 

~ 

~ 

Lines 4-5. Table 2-7 has been corrected in the FEIS. 

Lines 7-9. AGFD would continue to own and maintain the 
catchment once the parcel becomes public land. As landowner, 
BLM would then file an application with ADWR for a surface water 
right for wildlife purposes to legally protect the water 
development. 
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LETTER #44 
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.. Two roads have been identified as possible alternatives 
to reach public lands. Route #1 is not a preferred 
alternative route and would require extensive mitigation 
by Asarco to address concerns of access and impacts to 
the water well in the Silver Creek community. Please 
see general response no.1, Access. 

Bureau of Land Management 
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LETTER #45 
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Bureau of Land Management 

~ Two roads have been identified as possible alternatives to 
reach public lands. Route #1 is not a preferred alternative 
route and would require extensive mitigation by Asarco to 
address concerns of access and impacts to the water well 
in the Silver Creek community, Please see general 
response no. 1, Access. 
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LETTER #46 
. PAGE LAND &. CATTLE CO • 

STEPH£N M. fJRc;JPHY 
PJlfIitSoU)!It"",1' 

·Ms. Sbela McFarlin 
Project Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
.Ari.zon.a State Office 
222 North Central Avenue 
Phoenix, ArizolUl. 85004 

·DearMs. Mcfarlin: 

..... _~.D'.IC'I 

. "HOCHIX ... UU:tQNA .$Q2:1 

(ao:t) ."o..e.oo 

...... (&(2) 8'10-"'38 

Battle Axe Ranch, L.L.C. 

."'.\ ;~ .. 

January 26, 1999 

Re: ASARCO Ray Draft EIS 

This is to thank you for having delivered to us a copy of the above, and to 
comment on its contents. 

'--
E 
!""o..! 
<...!:j 

<:.::) ..,. 
:::> 

::: 
t.O 
(.D 

I am writing on behalf of Battle Axe Rench, L.L.C., which holds a BLM grazing 
permit known as the "Battle Axe", which permit will be affected by each of the proposed 
alternatives other than the "No Action" one. 

I am personally very familiar with selected land parcels CB..1 through CB..S; only 
slightly familiar with other selected parcels at Ray and Hayden; not at all familiar with 
the Casa Grande selected parcels; and not familiar with the offered land. Therefore, my 
comments as to specifics will be directed only to selected land parcels CB-I through CB
S. I ask that you entertain my general c.omments, below, as applying to the entire 
proposed exchange. 

7.7') 

GENERAL Comment~ 

Battle Axe Ranch supports each oillie 'action' alternatives. without 
an opinion as to one over the other, for the following reasons: 

a) The selected land in general adjoins existing copper mining 
operations where the dominant land use for years to come (mining) 
is fairly obviously established. 

Bureau of Land Management 
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LETIER #46 (continued) 
b) The infrastructure necessary to conduct copper mining operations, 
on the selected land, including mills, roads, railroads, water supply, and a 
base of skilled employees. is already in place and in use, and won't have 
to be replicated. 

c) The selected land is already encumbered by mining claims owned, 
in large part, and presumably exercisable by, the proponent with or 
without the exchange. 

d) The selected lane! appears to ·have high resource value for· 
copper mining. Such resource values are scarce, and as a ' 
matter of common sense, proper land use, and public policy, should, 
in our view, be developed. 

2. The consequences to the natural environment of expanding an existing copper 
operation onto neamy land without having to replicate supporting 
infrastructure are much less than starting a mine de novo. 

3 The rural economy of the areas in which the selected land is located will be 
positively affected, probably significantly so, by the 'action' alternatives. 
These effects are sometimes inadequately considered in an EIS which 
concentrates on natural consequences of an action. In areas suen as Hayden, 
Ray, and Kearny, however, these economic consequences are very significant 
- and can mean the difference between a family being able to live and work in 
a more pleasant rural environment, or having to join the teeming hordes of us 
who crowd ever more tightly into the Salt River Valley and Tucson. 

SPECIFIC Comments 

1 Ifan 'action' alternative is chosen involving parcels CB-l through CB-5, we 
ask that the BLM give more consideration to re-routing the Battle Axe Road 
along "Route I" (see Figure 4-1, DEIS) instead of Route 2, for the following 
reasons: 

a) The exchange of parcels CB-l through 5 will, in time, terminate our use 
of and access to the corrals located on parcel CB-3. These corrals are 
central to our ability to get the numbers of cattle that we handle into and 
out of the Battle Axe. The next best alternative site for us, given the way 
the ranch works, is either at the headquarters in Section 8, T3S-R13E or 
the adjoining State section (Section 1). In either case. access for large 

Bureau of Land Management 

~ 

... 

Thank you for your comments. 

lines 31-40. With the exchange, BLM would work with the grazing lessee 
on the relocation of any facilities and access routes necessary for the 
operation of the ranch that may be displaced by the mining operation 
facilitated by this land exchange. The loss of existing improvements will be 
compensated bu Asarco in accordance with the Bureau's grazing 
regulations .. 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

LETTER #46 (continued) 
a) (Cont'd.) cattle trucks or heavily loaded gooseneck trailers to 

either location on existing roads is presently unworkable due to the 
terrain. This problent'would be solved by Route 1, but not, we 
believe, by Route 2. 

b) Access for any vehicle from Battle Axe Road onto Highway 177 at 
p!"esent (given e:o<isting .line-of-sight at the interser:ti~n) is
dangerous. It appears to us (from Figure 4-1) that access onto 
Highway 177 by means of Route 2 would· have the same problem. 
Based on where it joins Highway 177 (again from Figure 4-1) 
Route 1 appears to be a safer alternative. 

c) Use of Route I by recreationalists visting White Canyon seems to 
us to come less into contact (visually, from noise, or physically) 
with mine operations - a benefit, in our view, to both. 

d) Parts of the old alignment of Highway 177 appear to follow the 
proposed Route 1. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment 

Very truly yours, 

~ 
5MB:gm Stephen M. Brophy 

.. Lines 8-25. Your comments have been noted. Please see general 
response no.1, Access. 

Bureau of Land Management 
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LETTER #47 

4rA!aloRIe.~ 

Shela McFarlin 
Project Manager 

P08ox3555 
Sierra ~ta AZ 856.36 

January 27, ·1999 

Bureau of Land Management 
Arizona State Office (AZ-917 
222 North Central Avenue 
Phoeniz, AZ 85004 

Dear Shela: 

,""~Vl!!: 

533 Suffolk Drive 
Sierra Vista, AZ 85635 

:::: 
C~., 

~;;> 
~;~:.: 

~~~ 
;;: 

The Huachuca Hiking Club has reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Ray Land 
Exchange/Plan Amendme.'lt. We have been participating in 
the NEPA process for this action since early 1995 when 
the ~lan Amendment was initially proposed. Throughout 
this process, our paramount concern has been to ensure 
the integrity and continuity of the Arizona Trail. The 
White canyon Resource Conservation Area is a critically 
important public lands corridor that will link Arizona 
Trail segments already completed (Tonto National Forest 
segment on the north) or underway (Pinal County segment 
south of .the Gila River). We have accomplished our 
review with full knowledge that copper mining in this 
area will continue for the foreseeable future and will 
narrow the range of viable trail alignments. However, we 
believe that Arizona Trail and recreation can co-exist 
with copper mining through careful planning and 
cooperation of all parties concerned. Thus, our intent 
is to support the BLM preferred alternative, with the 
caveat that certain conditions are agreed to that will 
support the Arizona Trail Association's (ATA) proposed 
Arizona Trail corridor through the area and thus ensure 
the integrity and continuity of the Arizona Trail. 

·specific comments are as follows: 

Bureau of Land Management 

~ Lines 22-38. Please see general response no.3, Arizona Trail. 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment E/S 

LETTER #47 (continued) 
1. On page 4-4'1, under paragraph "Foreseeable Uses 

Recreation:", the DElS states the following: Foreseeable 
mining uses on the proposed exchange parcels will still 
allow for viable alternatives for routing the Arizona 
Trail through the area. Therefore, no cumulative impacts 
on these trails are anticipated.' We are encouraged by 
the above statement, however, we believe the DElS should 
specifically address and examine ATA's proposed corridor 
for the Arizona Trail through the exchange area and 
indicate that it is viable and has.,:eLM end ASARCO 
concurrence (subject to future ~A analysis for the 
White Canyon Wilderness Plan). 

2. The ATA proposal will route the Arizona Trail 
from the Kelvin Bridge on the Gila River' to connect to 
the existing trail segment in Tonto National Forest 
northwest of the White Canyon Wilderness (see a~tached 
map). In order to avoid the mining areas, the proposed 
Arizona Trail alignment would cross (south to nQ~thwest) 
Sections 20, 17, 18, 24, and 23 in an effort to follow 
Battle Axe Road to the Wilderness Area. Regardless of 
which alternative is chosen, the Ers and Plan Amendment 
must ansure recreational aCcess and a continuous Arizona 
Tra~l route. To ensure safe passage through this area by 
hikers, equestrians, and mountain bikers, the Arizona 
Trail would require: 

aJ an easement from ASARCO through Section 17 to 
include an agreed upon crossing of the mining operations 
access road; 

bl a separated pathway alongside the rerouted Battle 
Axe Road from Sections 17 or 18 to Section 23; and 

oj a trailhead alongside Battle Axe Road (parking and 
horse trailer access in Sections 17/18 and/or Sections 
23/24). , 

3. By specifically reviewing this proposal, we 
believe the Final Ers would allow BLM decision makers to 
make an informed decision on the Ray Land Exchange and 
Plan Amendment, while having performed adequate NEPA 
analysis of the impact on recreation and the Arizona 
Trail. A decision to change land status from retention 
to disposal by exchange must logically consider these 
impacts. This would also assure the general public that 
BLM and ASARCO have in fact accommodated a suitable 
a~gnment corridor for the Arizona Trail throughout the 
exchange ,area, subject to future NEPA analysis for the 
White Canyon Wilderness Plan. 

" Lines 4-40. Your comments have been noted. Please see general response no. 
3, Arizona Trail. 
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LETTER #47 I", ....... +i ... 

In summary, we offer our support of the BLM preferred 
alternative, but request the ATA proposed Arizona Trail 
corridor be included in the Final EIS to provide 
assurance that the Ray Land Exchange and Plan Amendment 
will not harm the integrity and continuity of the Arizona 
Trail. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. 
Please keep us informed as this action moves forward. 

Sincerely, 

e::~ 
President 
Huachuca Hiking Club 

Bureau of land Management 

.. Thank you for your comments. Figure 7-1 shows 
proposed Arizona Trail routes through the Copper 
Butte/Buckeye area and planning for a route through 
this area will continue with the Tucson BlM Field Office 
and trail groups. 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

January 27,1999 

. Shela McFarlin, Project Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Arizona State Office (AZ-917): 
222 North Central Avenue· 
Phoenix;.AZ 85004 

D~Shela: 

,H., :~ . 

~ eM 
~ ...... ~ . 
=~ 

ii~ 
,.. 

'-
f: ......,. .... 
UJ 

= W 
....." .. = 
~ ~ 
~ 

The Arizona.TiaiI.Association (ATA) haneviewed the·Draft EnviroDDientai ~pact.Statement 
(DElS) for the Ray.Land ExchangetPJan Amendment: We have been··paiticipating·ii1.the·NEPA 
process for'this action since early 1995 when the Plim: Amendment: was, initially ·prOposed, 
Throughout this process., our paramount concern hIlS" been to ensure the integrity· and continuity of 
the Arizona Tnill, The White Canyon.Resource.Conservation Area·is a critiCal1y.jinpOrtant public 
lands cofrldor that. will link Arizona -Trail segments already completed (Tonto Natfooal Forest 
segment oli the DOrth) or underway (Pinal County segment south of the Gila River). We have 
accomplished our review with full knowledge that copper mining in this area will continue for the 
foreseeable future and will nantlW the nmge of viable trail alignments. However, we believe that the 
Arizona Trail and recreatiqD can co-exist with copper mining through careful planning and 
cooperation of all panies concerned. Thus. our intent is to support the BLM preferred alternative, 
with the caveat that certain conditions are agreed to that 'will support our defined Arizona ·Trail 
corridor thrOugh the are:;: anil thus ensure the integrity and confuwity of the AriZona Trail. 

. ',. .' .. '. ," 

Specific cOmments are as.follows~ 

"'7 "'71l 

I: . On page 4-47; under p~h "Foreseeable Uses Recreation: ";. the-DEIS 
~es the following: Eoreseeable mining useS on the proposed exchaIige. . 
parcels· will still allow·for viable alternatives for routing. the Arizona.· . 
Tnill through the area:.. Therefore, no cumulative impacts on these trniIs 
are anticipated.· We are encouraged by the above statement, however, we 
b.eJieve the DEIS should specifically address and examine ATNs proposed 
conidor for the Arizona Trail through the exchange area and indicate that 
it is viable and has BLM and ASARCO concurrence (subject to future NEPA 
analysis for the White Canyon Wilderness Plan). . 

2. We plan to route the Arizo~ trail from the Kelvin Bridge on the Gila River to coimect to the 
existing trniI segment in Tonto National'Forest northwest of the White Canyon wilderness 
(see attached.~p). In order to avoid the mining areas, we propose that the.Arizona Trail 

~ Your comments have been noted. Please see general response no.3, 
Arizona Trial. 

Bureau of Land Management 
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3. 

LETTER #48 (continued) 
cross (south to northwest) Sections 20. 1" 18. 24, and 23 in an effort to follow Battle Axe 
Road. to the Wilderness Area. Regardless of which alternative is chosen, the EIS and Pian 
Amendment must ensure recreational access and a continuous Arizona Trail route. To ensure 
safe passage through this area by bikers, equestrians, and mountain bikers,-the Arizona Trail 
would ~e: . . . ' , 

_ ;::, ';a) an eaSement from ASARCO through Section 17io' include an'a8reed upon 
. : ,,', " crosSing of tire miniDg operations access road; _: ." 

.. . . . b) a.separ3ted pathway. alongside the rerouted Battle Axe Road from seCti~rui i '7 -or 
18 to Section 23; and 

: .... _ c) a.trailhead.alongside:the·Battle.Axe Road:(parking and horse·traller:access.in 
-::: SeCtlons.17/18 Sections 23/24).. '" " .. -

By $pecmcally reviewing this pi-oposal, we believe tbe;Fmal EIs. would allow. 
BLM decision makers to make an informed decision on the Ray r.3ndEXclmnge·; ... 
and'Plan Amendment, while having performed adequate ~A an8Iysis Of the· '. 
impact on recreation and the Arizona Trail. A decision to change land status 
from retention to disposal by exchange must logically consider these impacts. 
This would also assure the general public that BLM and ASARCO have., 
in fact, accommodated a suitable alignment corridor for the Arizona Trail throughout 
the exchange area. subject to future NEP A analysis for the White Canyon Wuderness Plan. 

In summary. we offer our support of the· BLM preferred alternative, but request our.·proposed 
. Arl.zona Trail cOrridor beiD.cIuded in the. F'ma1 EIS to pro;nde assur8nCetbat the RayI:.ruui Exchange' 
and Plan Amendment will not harm the integrity. and continuity or~e Arizona Trail .. . '" .' . 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. Please keep us informed as this action 
moves· forward.: '. . . " . 

. , '. ,. " - . :'. ','. 
. BeSt reg;p-d~', 
'. '. 

Arizo~ Trail Association 
Board of Directors 

Ian Hancock 
President 

Bureau of Land Management 

" 

~ 

Please see general response no,3, Arizona Trail 

Thank you for your comments. Figure 7-1 shows 
proposed Arizona Trail routes through the Copper 
Butte/Buckeye area and planning for these routes will 
continue with the Tucson BLM Field Office and trail 
groups. 
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Ray Land Exchan~(jIPlan Amendment EIS 

LETTER #49 
."'"'" ·G.M. Fehr 

8927 N. Vendian Or. 
Tucson, AZ. 85743 

Ms. Shela Mcfarlin, Project Manager 
Arizona State Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
222 North Central Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

Dear Ms. 

January 28, 1999 

,'1.\ ;~ 

I am writing to express my support for the agency preferred alternative 
concerning Ihe Ray Land Exchange I Plan amendment. 

"Whiie there seems to be a small discrepancy in the tolal acreage of landS being 
exchanged, I feeltha! tha offered lands fit well into the BLM's acquisition plans. 
The offered lands will preserve habitat for several species native to the desert. 

The selected lands provide a buffer and needed lands to preserve an operation 
that provides needed jobs and tax dollars to maintain the economy of the 
immediate and surrounding area. 

It appears to me that this is a win win situation for both the people of Arizona and 
the local community for which this operation provide economic wealth. 

~ 
;;: 
r-

"" C) 

"c:.., 

'" 
~ 
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Sincerely, 

GM~ 
G. M. Fehr 

. :~:-

• Thank you for your comments . 

Bureau of Land Management 
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Ms. Sheila McFarlin 
Arizona State Office (AZ-917) 
Bureau of Land Management 
222 N. Central Avenue 
Phoenix, PZ 85027 

Dear Ms. McFarlin: 

LETTER #50 

Ray land Exchange 
Support of Proposed Action 

I am taking this opportunity to express my support of the Proposed Action as 
described in the October 1998 BlM "Draft Environmental Impact Statement Ray 
Land Exchange/Plan Amendment." 

Federal ownership of the Offered Lands will protect important environmental habitat 
and help to consolidate Federal land holdings in environmentally sensitive areas. 
Private ownership of the Selected Lands will help ASARCO Incorporated's mining 
operation which benefits Asarco employees, the local communities, the Arizona 
economy, and consumers of copper. 

~ 
~ ,.... 
V) 
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Bureau of Land Management 

Sincerely yours, 

?7~~ 
Henry G. Kreis 

~ Thank you for your comments. 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

LETTER #51 
Ms. Sheila McFarland 
Native American Minerals/ AZ Land Exchange Teams 
AI. State Office 
BLM 
222 N. Central 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

Dear MS. McFarland: 
r am in support of the Proposed Action Alternative in the AsarcolBLM Land Exchange. 
Th.is exchange will allow for private lands ob1f.Hted by BLM to be open for public use and 
I Jove to 4-wheel. 

~ 

!2"l~ 
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.. Thank you for your comment. 

Bureau of Land Management 
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LETTER #52 

ARIZONA DESERT BIGHORN SHEEP SOCIETY 
P.O. Drawer 7545 

Phoenix, Arizona 85011 
(602) 854-8950 • (602) 854-8966-fax 

January 28, 1999 

Shela Mcfarlin, Project Manager 
Bureau of Land Management, Arizona State Office 
222 N. Central Ave. 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

~ 
t::~ c: 

-"<::>:': 
:;;.t: 

Re: Draft Ray land Exchange Environmental Impact Statement (BLMlAZlPL98f0013) 

Dear Ms. McFarlin 

'" c.c;;. 

co 
VI 
VI 

.::::l? .... 
c..O c.o 

The Arizona Desert Bighorn Sheep Society, Inc. (ADBSS) has reviewed the above referenced 
document and would like to offer the fonowing comments as part of the official public record. 

The ADBSS is concerned about the loss of potential bighorn sheep habitat in ponions of the 
selected lands. Picketpost Mountain, together with areas in and adjacent to Walnut Canyon, 
Copper Butte, White Canyon and Wood Canyon, comprises a large area that appears to offer 
great potential for future introductions of desert bighorn sheep. Our observations about the 
quality of this habitat have been confirmed by a recent habitat evaluation of the area by the 
Arizona Game and Fish Depanment, which rated the area as the best sheep habitat in all of the 
department's Region S. There was a substantial sheep populatiOll in the area prior to their 
extirpation around the year 1900, and there have been some recent instances of sheep from the 
Superstition Moun1:alns entering the area and taking up residence. The comment in the EIS that 
desert bighorns have not been observed on any of the selected lands, while probably true, is 
misleading. 

One of our specific concerns is sheep access to water. There is an artesian weB on state land in 
Walnut Canyon, and we are concerned that mining activity in the vicinity would deny future sheep 
populations in the area access to that water. 

Another area of concern is public access to the Gila River, which will not be preserved by the 
proposed alternative. 

In addition, we would like to point out that the Sacramento Valley parcel in the Black Mountains, 
which is one of the lands offered by Asarco, is approximately a mile from the nearest mountains. 
While it may be used occasionally by desert bighorns, it in no way compensates for the loss of 
potential high quality sheep habitat that is posed by the proposed exchange, 

Bureau of Land Management 

.. 

" 

.. 

.. 

Lines 21-27. Thank you for your comments. BLM has been 
coordinating with the Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) 
regarding the issue of future introductions of bighorn sheep near the 
selected lands. Please see response to AGFD's Letter #43. 

Lines 28-29. The discussion of bighorn sheep has been clarified in 
the text, please see Section 3.2.1.3. 

Lines 32-33. Asarco has committed to BLM that if Asarco were to 
purchase Section 24(T3S, R12E) from the State of Arizona, they 
would donate approximately three-quarters (480 acres) to BLM. 
Please see Section 2.1.1.1 and 4.10 regarding the Proposed Action 
and Mitigation. 

Lines 35-36. Please see general response no.1, Access. 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

LETTER #52 (continued) 

When the Morenci land exchange was made a few years ago, the BLM gave up about 900 acres 
of sheep habitat and received about 280 acres along Eagle Creek in return. In the Silverbelliand 
exchange with Asarco, the BLM gave up about 3,135 acres of sheep habitat and received no 
sheep habitat in return. Furthennore, Asarco has not granted any significant conservation 
easements in the Silverbells despite the fact that a large portion of the lands it acquired were 
identified as important ram habitat by the Arizona Game and Fish Deparnnent. In the Ray land 
exchange, BLM proproses to give up about 2,500 acres of high quality sheep habitat, while 
receiving 120 acres of marginal sheep habitat in return. It appears that there has been a huge net 
loss for bighorn sheep in recent land exchanges, and this exchange will ooly make that loss even 
larger. 

The ADBSS would like to see no land exchange occur. but we realize that if there were no 
exchange, Asarco would probably mine the selected lands under the auspices of the General 
Mining Act of 1872. For that reason, we support the Copper Butte Alternative, which minimizes 
the exchange's impacts on potentially high value desert bighorn sheep habitat and preserves 
access to the Gila River. Additionally, we encourage the Bureau to work closely with Asarco to 
discournge mining activities in parcels CB-I, CB-2, and CB-3, so they can be preserved as habitat 
for desert bighorn sheep. 

Sincerely, 

-- -r-;) g-~~ ~ 
19nacio Beltram 
President 

7-84 
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Lines 3-12. Over the past decade through 
exchanges, BLM has acquired a total of 
approximately 13,640 acres of bighorn sheep 
habitat, mostly in the Black Mountains where 
the offered lands for this project are located. 

Lines 10-11. The AGFD bighorn sheep habitat 
assessment is incomplete but preliminary data 
supplied by Region V shows approximately 560 
acres of "excellent" habitat on Parcel CB-1and 
approximately 453 acres of "good" habitat on 
Parcels CB-1 and CB-5. 

Lines 16-20. Your comment is noted, however 
BLM cannot discourage mining activities. 
Please see general response no.2, Alternatives. 

Lines 20-22. Please see revised impact 
analysis in Section 4.1.4.2. 

Bureau of Land Management 
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LETTER #53 
(Larry Sibala, BIA) 

Surface water rights in the area of the Ray Mine are adjudicated and decreed under the 
Globe Equity Decree No. 59. These are appropriated rights for which the Gila River 
Indian Community has the earliest priority. The Gila River Water Commissioner, Mr. Don, 
Weesner administers the distribution of water in the upper Gila, by prioli'ty using a CalI 
system approved by the Federal Court. 

Groundwater in Arizona is not owned by the State as stated in this paragraph. Drilling for 
wells to use groundwater requires a well-drilling permit issued by the Department of 
Water Resources. 

Bureau of Land Management 

~ 

~ 

Lines 6-11. Your comment has been noted and 
the text has been modified in Section 3.2.2.3 to 
include reference to the Globe Equity Decree 

Lines 14-16. The text is correct as written. 
Please refer to Title 45, Section 45-401 of the 
Arizona Revised Statutes which states that 
groundwater is owned by the people of the State 
of Arizona and managed by ADWR. 
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LETTER #54 

Ms. Sheila MI;Farland 
Native American Minerals! AZ Land Exchange Teilllls 
A2. State Office 
BLM 
222 N. Central 
PhoeniK,~ 85004 

Dear Ms. McFarland: 

.. ~.I~ 

January28,1999 

I am in support of the Proposed Action Altemati~ in the AsarcolBLM Land Exchange. 
This exchange will allow Asmo;to acquire lauds for continued environmental buffering 
while BLM will acquire high priQrity lands. 

~ 
Ed Riege 
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I> Thank you for your comment. 

Bureau of Land Management 



1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 

LETTER #55 

::.~~; f:'/{'! ':h i 

/"'I • 11 

d.;lV"'~ 
1-Q7-//f/'f 

F~} h) I)~ p:~ 'S~ 

...p " _J 
'7£Lurl.fl.~t(/ (l ..l:~J ,. /-r.~ ~..,..",.;p 
i1 ~ '-?7, &fi1litt>f" ~ 
/on;;, . t1 cC d.. 
~) v.~:V>j- I i,:I.~ ,j"/ 0 () 1 

CT 
r" ..J /J "l/..eOVL ~/I~~. j i1 iU-r.:TQ.,t,.(.047'P-', ..:" .....", • n" 'II /;1 

'-"')'.r) .N\ dL~ --Q ~~ 'j-l? CfI-<<."",,_ <h-o!: 
C\ .j (\ "'1~ 1:' v [~: 

"';y -:l:-l,\. /1 <7'M- ,,\) (.t...t: ~J.z"<k'...M,..1i.~ ...-',2..c...,;..."" ,,~7 . ./-~ZL 
y, ""A - ,,' " '/J " 

1~J9' ..i4Q., ..k.<L.V a;T" -:fiJ~ C;· triu~,;" /f~';;' , 
L) ,~ I • ..i,l A .j) 

[t;;;--?- ',..rA"-<'<l- .~~', n ~",:,J2. J./--4-€..- , 
,,~ cf..-~ .A;i\X- ~ " J NI.> .. ~ • ., ... Ajl.1 O';:"~7! 

'J";12-~ ,lj/w, .J ~ ~~ J-t--f/-
"<":::,.. cu-r .. .J fi,'sz" _ .. ./)~~ k....<..h) :Cr.. -?u;..a.v 1 $A...q.. 
---+i/rl_~ , c:.,; 

1!.~-<- ~1 (,£... ,:L-~ ..... ~:- ... &1; .... tl. .a-", -;:tAc;..t.,. (."""-z..7...e~L ~ 
~ ~ , ,"':J ,.'- ' /~!l • r.1 J /; -+. /) -: 

r'~'J_:.I:'.,k- I C"~ ·<h-....U .,;:;iJf~::ir eJ-r'<-(}' __ 1:1--..;;.- /2,1ff.., 
.... i~>-''''L~. - ~_1 If .~ .... -..: 
(-':'If-./~".", • ""'r' . vC' ... \. -~-, ,.../1-n, t--.... .,;;:('" (U.,)L, ~ .i':& /l~"'-" ...... ) ,~ (',' !. f1 

&:1 ~,","<--~,", ~ ~",_ (,./';:" a-..", :i~ f. ... ~ ./t,,,~rLt..-r,,,;; .~~'/l''..li.~;T",,;zf:..:''; 
~ I. ~ ... - ... I" \.: ,', J ~ . .~. <-;"'- / ." ..... 

0.. T _0; ,," ../}'l;-",,--;:;:C.;v ";7-"1'<4.-;; A' ·C"""",." .. ' ~t", .../2"""-'" 
'f~l,_ ,...- Jl lJ \ ~ ., (.l J '/ ~; ~." .t·';-7 

../l/i. '...t-r,-.,x,. G( IY-C-'I. ~'Y\ =ti.a.~ sr. J'~ -'V~'"" 
o...,tZ. a.,f---l.d.<...J M, cd2 .::f'1V./J~/.b.:c- ~~,. 
i-:::.'" I, 0 rt / 

;"ro ~i <l"b,~ ~~'- ~.! ( ." .' 
~,?rt.{ CtU.O __ £~" "~. <.;~£.~ .. x,.. ",,;)cl~-""""~ 

~ , f' '" '-.. i/" .. ./ 
O-<:.A'"--A,~.J~ ..:;.~...1..'~ /vtrd./ ~O 1)\ -<..0. • rrv,4. ' 

'''--,,-{\ )J-;;;1''>-;\Si.... _)fi ..... ".-<.~y, ( 
~ <""-, I ..:) ~:J ,.L~·'-;d;...i>LA1.1 

\_",J;',,>;;. i. ".;, n, J. <...c.l.. v.(j-,L : ... :.,," ( ,~t'A"':<7 ,-

Bureau of Land Management 

~ Thank you for your comments. Two roads have been identified as possible 
alternatives to reach public lands. Route #1 is not the preferred alternative route and 
will require extensive mitigation by Asarco to address concerns of access to the Silver 
Creek community. Please see general response no.1, Access. 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

LETTER #56 
Ms. Shela McFarlin, Project Manager 
Native American Minerals/Arizona Land Exchange Teams 
Arizona State Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
222 Norch Central Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

RE; 'ASARCO w BLM LAND EXCHANGE 

Dear Ms 'McFarlin: 

I atte~ded the Public Hearing on December 8, 1998, in 
Kearny. AZ, on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement Ear 
the Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment and take this oppor
tunity ~o commend you, and other participants, on the 
prese~=ation of the Plan. 

Having received a copy of the EIS, I admit that the volume 
of information was a challenge to review. However, the 
Public Rearing on the Proposed Action Alternative clarified 
the important details, and I can honestly say that now I 
have a ~lear understanding, and I fully support ~he pro
posal. It is a responsible plan for all of the agencies, 
the ri~ar;an habitat and endangered species, Asarco and the 
Copper Basin existing communities. 

Sincerely. 

~~~~ 
Marlene B. Plaster 
lIS Jc~_~ston Drive, P.O. Box 517 
Kearny, Arizona E5237-0S17 
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.. Thank you for your comments . 
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LETTER #57 

Ms. Shela McFarlin, Project Manager 
Arizona State Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
222 North Central Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

Dear Ms. McFarlin: 

--~ 
~." '::1 

:.-::::-;.>: 
',""- ' .. ~. 

;;to 

~ 

g 

-

-=. 
o 
~ 

~ -~ 
c..o 

I would like to take this opportunity to express support for the Ray Land Exchange I Plan 
Amendment. 

The Exchange balances the involved parties interests. BLM's objective with respect to 
management, and public acquisition ofT & E habitat for the bald eagle, American 
peregrine Falcon, and Southwest willow flycatcher. Private ownership of Category II an' 
III desert tortoise habitat will be exchanged for Category I and II (public). 

The exchange will allow an orderly progression of the present mining activities and 
continue the benefits to the rural economy of the area. Selected lands will enhance the 
environmental buffering. 

Public access to the White Canyon Wilderness will continue to be available. When the 
Wilderness boUndary was drawn the future mining potential at Copper Butte was 
considered. 

Although the alternative access route in the proposed action is proposed route 2, route 1 
might in the long tenn be the better route for all parties (access to the wilderness and 
other public land users). 

The completed exchange will not in anyway compromise the pennitting, oversite and 
area protection that will be necessary for the ultimate mining of the area. It will facilitate 
the overall objective in these areas. 

TES/mck 

Bureau of Land Management 

Sincerely, 

--?r: rJ-I-,.. 
:...] r· k·(f':.(-ttc.c~ 
T. E. Scartaccini 

~ Thank you for your comments. 
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Ray Land ExchangelPlan Amendment EIS 

LETTER #58 

SIERRA CLUB 
Orand Canyon Chapter . Arizona 

Jan. 28, 1999 

Shela McFarlin 
Project Manager 
BLM, Arizona State Office 
222 N. Central Ave. 
Phoenix, Az. 85004 

812 N. 3rd St. 
Phx., Az. 85004 

.. ", .,;": 

Regarding. Ray Land Exchange 

Dear Shela McFarlin, 

~ 
;:;-< 
c. 

2:: 
L!> .... 
;g 
...0 
'-'> 

g 

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on your Draft 
Snvironmental Impact Statement for the proposed Ray Land 
Bxchange/Plan Amendment. We appreciate the otfer of land 
exchanges rather than mining BLM land as allowed under existinq 
law without compensation to the public. and appreciate combining 
the Plan ~mendment with the OEIS for the exchange. We continue 
to have many concerns regarding this exchange, however, 
especially lands selected by ASARCO in the Copper Butte/Buckeye 
area west of Hiqhway 177 that would negatively impact the White 
Canyon Wilderness. Below are li=ted some of our concerns. 

1. Consideration of a land exchange appears to be premature and 
ill-t1med. 

Despite over a decade of discussion regarding mining Copper Butte 
and the Buckeye area along Walnut Creek, no Hining plan of 
Operations has as yet been submitted by the exchange proponent. 
Lack ot a MPO makes adequate analysis of environmental impacts 
(water supply, water quality, air quality, storm water 
managemen~, location of rock dumps, noise, night lighting, etc.) 
virtually impossible in the DEIS, and defers proper analysis 
until after the existing Management Plan is amended to change 
tenure of lands in question from retention to disposal when the 
Final EIS is approved. Reliance on limited NEPA analysis by 
other agencies should not justify g01ng forward with BLM's SIS at 
this time without a detailed MPO that would enable the public to 
determine the extent to which ASARCO will protect natural 
resources on and near its selected lands. If a HPO is not made 
available tor the Copper Butte/Buckeye area, the BLH should infer 
that the proponent is not in a position to mine this area 1n the 
near future, which makes val1dity of the proposed exchange 
questionable. 

~ Lines 27-40. Please see general response 110.5, MPO. 

Bureau of Land Management 
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LETTER #58 (continued) 
to economic problems in other countries and over-production. The 
possibility exists that the current over-production of copper 
could become chronic as mining in South America is projected to 
increase, and several new mines and mine expansions are being 
proposed for Arizona.' Over 50 years of ore is projected to 
remain at the existing Ray mine east of M177. The Final EIS 
should attempt to examine projected market conditions for copper 
and describe under Purpose and Need why an exchange and plan 
amendment are justified at this time. 

2. The exchange does not appear to be in the public interest as 
mandated by Section 206\a) of the Federal Land Poliey and 
Management Act. 

A5ARCO has selected 10,976 acres for acquisition to be used 
for mining, but offers only 7,300 acres 1n exchange. To be in 
the public interest, offered lands should at least match selected 
lands in Size. 

The proposed exchange will essentially gut the White Canyon 
Resource Conservation Area (RCA! that was established in BLM's 
Resource Management Plan of 1988 (Phoenix Resource Management 
Plan and Final EIS, p. 41). This, as well as other RCA's, were 
established to ensure retention of large, consolidated blocks of 
BLM land in federal ownership to protect the natural resources of 
these areas. Approximately 2,500 acres (23 perimeter miles! in 
the Copper Butte/Buckeye area, the heart of the RCA, 1s being 
considered for exchange, most of which would iikely be barred 
from public access(3-40). The 2,500 acres border the 5,800 acre 
White Canyon Wilderness to the north, and the smaller Area of 
Critical EnVironmental Concern at the confluence of White Canyon 
and Walnut Creek. The selected lands are also 1n close proximity 
to Battle Axe Butte, the Spine and Granite Mountain, areas all 
popular with recreationists. 

While BLM might argue that the offered lands are of equal 
value to the selected lands in terms of natural resources, the 
offered lands do not appear to be proper compensation for lands 
lost to the public in the exchange. The foreseeable uses of the 
Copper Butte/Buckeye area, according to BLM, 1s mining, and 
mining will cast a lonq shadow on the remaining RCA. According 
to the OEIS, over 8,000 acres within an area studied by BLM will 
be visually affected by mining activity, including almost half of 
the White Canyon Wilderness and most of the Spine and Granite 
Mountain area (4-32). The exchange does not take into account 
such visual degradation of remaining pUblic lands. 

The DElS contains few descriptions of the natural resource 
at~ributes of the White Canyon RCA. No visual resource rating is 
included to convey to the reader the scenic beauty of the large, 
still intact landscape west of H177 that includes White Canyon, 
Battle Axe Butte, the Spine, Granite Mountain, etc. The FEIS 

Bureau of Land Management 
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Lines 3-5. It is not within the scope of this EIS to examine 
projected market conditions for copper. 

Lines 10-14. Please see general response no.4, Public Interest 
Determination. The RCA consist of approximately 132,400 acres; 
and less than 7% would be transferred under the exchange. 

Line 16-26. Your comments are noted, however BlM cannot 
prevent mining in the RCA. The Proposed Action would not impact 
the Wilderness, ACEC or public access on the remaining public 
lands. Please see general response no.1, Access. 

Lines 28-32. The BlM has not agreed that the lands are of equal 
value from a natural resource standpoint. Mining will have impacts 
on adjacent lands, with or without a land exchange. Therefore any 
visual degradation, if any, will occur anyway. Also see general 
response no. 5, MPO. 

Lines 33-36. Impacts to visual quality is discussed in Section 4.4.6 
and on Figure 4-2. According to Figure 4-2, portions of the Copper 
Butte and Buckeye mines would be visible from different portions 
of surrounding areas including the Wilderness, Spine and Granite 
Mountain. BLM has determined that some degree of visual impact 
is likely and have discussed this issue in the EIS. 

Lines 37-40. The White Canyon RCA is described in the Phoenix 
RMP (1988) which has no visual quality classification. For the 
selected lands within the RCA that are proposed for this exchange, 
Chapter 3 provides details on a parcel by parcel basis. The land 
exchange does not impact visual resources but foreseeable uses 
COUld. Please see Figure 4-3 which shows the potential visual 
impacts of the foreseeable uses. 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

LETTER #58 (continued) 
should include such a description so the reader more fully 
understands what is being traded away. 

The selected lands also include some areas of sonoran 
riparian deciduous forest and are immediately adjacent to similar 
riparian areas; the offered lands appear to have no such riparian 
deciduous forests. Almost half of the riparian deciduous forest 
in Walnut Creek is expected to be impacted by mining (4-4/. 

Th~ selected and immediately adjacent lands at the. Copper 
Butte/Buckeye area are popular with recreationists, the offered 
lands located primarily in wesb'~n Arizona are less frequented. 

The exchange does not involve lands in the same Resource 
Conservation Area or BLM planning area a~ recommended in BLM 
handbooks and federal law. 

The copper Butte/Buckeye area is rich in cultural sites (3-
59). It is not clear if the offered lands are equal in value 1n 
this resiect. 

The DEIS anticipates that 3,173 acres at the Copper 
Butte/Buckeye area would be impacted by future mining activities. 
The selected lands in the Copper Butte/Buckeye area make up less 
than 115 of ASARCO's total selected lands, yet the total offered 
lands are barely double the land impacted near the White Canyon 
Wilderness. The 7,300 acres of offered land seems small even 
when just compared to the amount of land fhat will be degraded in 
this one area. 

Few special status or Threatened and Endangered wildlife 
species exist on the offered lands; no federally endangered 
plants exist and there is no critical habitat (3-70-74). BLM has 
emphasized the acquiSition of Class 1 habitat for the desert 
tortoise which 1s commendable, but tortoise is also found 1n the 
White Canyon RCA and habitat could be protected if mining and 
livestock irazlng were better controlled. 

Grazing activity will continue on offered lands in the same 
manner as in the past if the exchange 1s completed. Some areas 
of offered lands are admittedly in overgrazed condition (3-81). 
The FE IS should explain why improved grazing management is not 
possible if these parcels are exchanged. 

Offered lands will continue to be open to mining unless BLM 
successfully petitions the Secretary of Interior to segregate 
these lands from mineral entry. It does little good to exchange 
lands for their resource values if they remain open to mining. 
The FEIS should speculate on the likelihood of these lands being 
segregated. 

The Cochran parcel on the Gila River is touted in the OElS 

~ 

~ 

~ 

~ 

Lines 5-8. As a result of recent field work, Figure 3-2 has been 
corrected to show there is no riparian vegetation occurring south of 
the White Canyon ACEC boundary along Walnut Canyon. 

Lines 9-10. Levels of recreation use on the offered land parcels, or 
on public lands surrounding those parcels, has never been studied 
or documented. The Arizona Mohave Final Wilderness EIS (2/89) 
estimated visitor use to be between 400 and 800 visitor days per 
year in the area now known as the Mount Tipton Wilderness. Field 
observation, along with public inquiry and comments, bear witness 
to the popularity of the' locations containing the Knisely Ranch 
parcels. The remainder of the offered lands in Mohave County are 
estimated to be only lightly used for dispersed recreation activities 
such as hiking, hunting and rockhounding. 

Lines 12-13. In Arizona, BLM manages land exchanges on a 
statewide basis, but lands are identified for disposal or listed for 
acquisition in each of the resource management plans completed. 
As exchanges are proposed by the public or other agencies, the 
acquisition of high value resource lands is considered on a statewide 
basis rather than within individual units. As priority lands are 
acquired and as future exchanges are configured, BLM will look at 
county and community needs, speCially designated areas and 
resource values in keeping with FLPMA and FLEFA. 

Lines 15-16. Because the selected lands have been fully surveyed, 
and the offered lands have not, it is difficult to compare the cultural 
resource values of the two areas. In addition, there can be great 
variation in the quality of informational and cultural values 
associated with different sites. Therefore, a higher number of 
archaeological sites in one area does not necessarily indicate that 
the area has higher cultural resource values. Among the selected 
lands, the Copper Butte/Buckeye parcel does contain many 
archaeological sites, as described in Section 3.2.5. Among the 
offered lands, as described in Section 3.3.5, the Gila River parcel at 
Cochran contains many sites and is part of a rich archaeological 
zone along the river. In addition, the Tomlin #4 parcel and the 
Knisely Ranch parcels have high potential for the presence of 
cultural resources. 

Bureau of Land Management 
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LETTER #58 (continued) 
'for its sonoran riparian values but could be turned into a 
reservoir if Twin Buttes dam immediately downstream is ever 
built. The FEIS should address the likelihood of such a scenario 
given the huge, unresoaved water demand posed by the anticipated 
agricultural expansion on the nearby Gila Indian Reservation 
(Final, Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement -
Pima/Haricopa Irrigation Project, 1997). 

3. Land and mineral potential appraisals are not available in 
DEIS. 

Although appraisal information is not inCluded in the DEIS, 
one can surmise from previous exchanges that ihe value of the 
selected lands, including mineral potential on a few hundred 
acres, is probably two to three million dollars. Lands near 
existing mines like the Ray mine typically appraise very low as 
such lands are degraded from previous mining and not of interest 
to anyone but mining companies. Additionally, these areas are 
not subject to open bidding but are "claimed" as allowed under 
the 1872 mining law which chills any outside interest and 
devalues the land further. Offered lands, on the other hand, can 
be of interest to various parties, and hence valuation is often 
higher, often resulting in lopsided exchange ratios whereby the 
public loses overall acreage. 

The FEIS should divulge basic appraisal information and in 
particular inform the public of the valuation aSSigned to the 
mineral potential of selected lands. The FEIS should explain how 
the mineral potential of the Buckeye area is not figured into the 
appraisal because of the speculative nature of that project, and 
the FE IS should speculate as to the inherent inequities of the 
strict valuation process now in use and possible solutions to the 
problem. 

4. Alternatives 

The COpper Butte Alternative is the least onerous of all the 
alternatives, but still allows 652 acres to be exchanged in the 
Copper Butte/Buckeye area. The alternative should be amended to 
allow no lands to be exchanged in this area. If this change is 
not made, the FEIS should explain why this land needs to remain 
1n the exchange. 

The DEIS repeatedly makes the assumption that the 
foreseeable uses of the selected lands is expected to be the same 
under all alternatives - mining. We do not necessarily agree. 
The only thing certain about the future is its uncertainty. 
Large scale mining on environmentally sensitive land has come 
under much attack in recent years, and several projects that 
seemed inevitable have been postponed or permanently withdrawn. 
A few examples are the New World and HcDonald Hines in Hontana 
and the Newsboy Gold Hine in Arizona. Hining at Copper Butte is 

Bureau of Land Management 
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Lines 18-23 (previous page). The acreages are not equal, but he 
appraisal values are. 

Lines 25-29 (previous page). Please see Sections 4.1.5.2 and 4.1.6, 
which identifies the Gila River Parcel at Cochran as proposed critical 
habitat for the cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl and occupied 
southwestern willow flycatcher habitat 

Lines 30-33 (previous page). If these areas come into public 
ownership, improved grazing management will be implemented if it is 
determined that due to current livestock grazing these allotments are 
not meeting or making significant progress towards meeting Arizona's 
Standards for Rangewide Health in accordance with 43 CFR 4180. 

Lines 35-38 (previous page). The Sacramento Valley Parcel has low 
potential for metallic mineral deposits. There is a moderate potential 
for salable minerals in the Sacramento parcel, although such sales are 
discretionary actions. Mineral development in the McCracken 
Mountains parcels are covered in ACEC guidance. The FEIS states 
that the BLM will petition to withdraw two parcels from mineral entry 
due to potential mineral development. It is up to the Secretary of the 
Interior to decide on closing public lands to mineral entry. 

Lines 3-6. The Twin Buttes Dam is considered unlikely at this time and 
is outside the scope of this EIS. Also, if future uses of the Gila River 
Parcel at Cochran are requested, they are subject to federal public land 
use stipulations and other environmental laws. 

Lines 11-24. Appraisals are available for public examination, and 
copying, once they are complete, reviewed and accepted by BLM. If 
the appraisal contains proprietary geologic or financial information 
protected under 43 CFR 2.13, only that information is not available for 
public inspection, in keeping with the legal rights of others under the 
Freedom of Information Act. Also, the appraisal disregards the mining 
claims and the considerable cost the holders incurred obtaining and 
holding these claims because claims are relinquished at the moment of 
transfer. The full title to the land is the estate appraised. 

Lines 27- 30. Your comment is noted. Please see general response 
no.2, Alternatives. 
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Ray Land ExchangelPlan Amendment EIS 

LETTER #58 (continued) 
not projected for at least 6 to S years, and the Buckeye area for 
perhaps 20 years. Much can happen during that time, mining may 
well occur but it is not inevitable. The EEIS should amend 
statements such as at'4-1 in the DE IS to read. -Given existing 
laws, favorable public opinion, and demand for copper, the 
foreseeable uses of the selected lands are expected to be similar 
under all alternatives." 

~ .. Access route to southern end of White Canyon Wilderness 

The EEIS should admit that no suitable alternative exists 
for access from HI77 to the"ta),l:'tfluence of Walnut Creek and !'Ihi te 
canyon. The first alternative discussed. in the OBIS uses Walnut 
Creek wash itself as a road which skirts the eastern boundary of 
the Wilderness. The second route would closely parallel Battle 
axe road which would probably provide recreationists with views 
of rock dumps and ore trucks. The FEIS should consider 
additional mitigation for degraded acc@ss to the Wilderness. 

6. Ari~ona Trail and Great Western Trail 

The FEIS should include all known information regarding 
proposed routes of these trails through the White Canyon RCA area 
and describe the impacts mining activity west of H177 would have 
on these proposed routes. 

7. The FEIS should speculate on the effects the proposed 
exchange andlor future MPO could have on any future expansions of 
the White Canyon Wilderness. 

8. The FE IS should explain that royalties, if eve~ initiated on 
hardrock mining on public lands, would never be collected if the 
exchange was finalized. 

9. It is difficult to understand BLM's enthusiasm for 
acquisitiop of 480 remaininq acres of Section 24 when the area 
will be surrounded by mining activity (3-40). The FEIS should 
speculate as to the long term ecological viability of this area 
after the surrounding lands are degraded by mining. 

10. It is true that the Arizona Desert ~ilderness Act did not 
provide for buffer zones around wilderness boundaries and other 
uses are allowed up to those bound~ries (3-56). However, 
degrading the primeval character of a wilderness and loss of 
opportunity for solitude and quiet is a legitimate issue for 
discussion and should be treated as such in the EIS process. The 
FEIS should further analyze the antioipated impaots on the White 
Canyon Wilderness in terms of noiae from blasting and machinery, 
night lighting, and air quality. The lEIS should also explain 
why ASARCO is operating at the Ray mine with so many unissued 
ermits {3-321. 
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Lines 3-7. The foreseeable use statement on page 4-1 is 
accurate as written. The foreseeable uses are not subject to 
public opinion (only the land exchange is) and BLM cannot 
predict the demand for copper nor changes in the Mining Law. 

Lines 10-15. Please see general response no. 1, Access. 

Lines 18-20. Please see general response no. 3, Arizona Trail. 

Lines 22-23. Speculating the effects of the proposed action to 
any future expansions of the White Canyon Wilderness is out of 
the scope of this EIS. Congress alone has the authority to 
establish or expand Wilderness areas and there are no known 
plans to expand the White Canyon Wilderness. 

Lines 25-27. This is correct. The lands, if exchanged, would not 
be subject to future changes in the mining law, including royalty 
collections. 

Lines 29-31. Acquiring Section 24 allows BLM to expand and 
manage the already designated White Canyon ACEe, which is 
discussed in more detail in Section 3.2.4.7. Further, it will allow 
BLM to establish legal access to the Wilderness where none 
exists now. 

Lines 31-33. Congress alone has the authority to establish or 
expand Wilderness areas. There are no known plans to expand 
White Canyon Wilderness, 

Lines 33-39. Please see response to comment letter #20. There 
will be no impacts from the land exchange/plan amendment on 
air quality, noise levels, or the wilderness. Impacts from the 
foreseeable uses (mining) are described to the level of current 
knowledge. 

Lines 39-40. Asarco's current operations are outside the scope 
of this EIS. 

Bureau of Land Management 
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'11. 'Cumulative etfects. 

The FEIS should-further discuss cumulative effects of 
additional mining at the Ray Pit in the Mineral Creek watershed I ~ 
and projected mining in the Walnut Creek watershed and the 
effects on surface water quality in the Gila river, already in 
partial support of its designated uses and water quality limited 
for arsenic, copper and turbidity (3-21). The FEIS should 
conduct air modeling studies to determine effects on nearby 
Wilderness areas. 

Thanks again for the opportunity to comment 
'1 . 

CJt- ~~~~J) 
Don Steuter 
Conservation Chair 
Palo Verde Group 

Bureau of Land Management 
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Lines 4-9. The FEIS cumulative impacts section 
considers regional impacts with regard to the proposed 
actions: a plan amendment and a land exchange. Further, 
Section 4.7 also looks at mining activities within 50 miles 
in terms of the foreseeable uses for the selected lands. 
Surface water quality and air quality are discussed in this 
regional context only. The Mineral Creek Consent 
Decree/Section 404 permit has been added to the 
discussion in Section 4.9. Without an MPO for mining 
around Walnut Creek, insufficient information exist for 
detailed analysis. Please see general response no.5, 
MPO. 
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Ray Land Excharlg!;lPlan Amendment E/S 

Copper OperatiDns 
Tucson Ottica 

LETTER #59 

'ASARCO 

Ms. Shela McFarlin. Project Manager 
Arizona Slate Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
222 North Central Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

Dcar Ms, McFarlin: 

.\. :; 

January 28, 1999 

c 
o 
~., 

:;g 

t§ 

The following listed comments reflect ASARCO Incorporated's reasoning and suppOrt 
for the proposed Asarco - BLM Land Exchange. 

The proposed action alternative will have the following affects: 

'The BLM acquires lands on its highest priority list 

This is almost an acre for acre exchange. 

, Allows BLM to meet its management objectives 
a) Protection of cultural resources. 
b) Protection of riparian resources. 
c) Protection of endangered species. 

Asarco gets mining lands for continued environmental buffering. 

This exchange allows the rural economy of Pinal County to be sustained 
and generates state revenues for schools, etc. 

'Future land LISe is mining regardless of the exchange. 

Asarco has the right to mine with/or without the exchange 

Land exchange would allow the orderly planning for future land uses. 

Private lands acquired by BLM YlOuld be open for public use and benefit 

. This is a win-win situation. 

The exchange win be a benefit to all parties involved. 

Sincerely. 

.J. f,J:.-a~,li;;d-.' .. 
T. E. Scartaccini 

TES/mck 

7-96 

.. Thank you for your comments 
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In !!<:ply llc< .... To: 

AESOIFA 

Lt: I I t:n ff'UU 

United States Department of the Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 

Arizona. Ecologic:!l Services F1e.!d Officc 
2321 W. Ra}'2i him Rood., Suits 103 

Pboenix. Ati= 8$021-4931 
(602J 640-27'-0 Fu. (602) 64O-ZT.IQ 

January 26, 1999 

MEMORANDUM 

"

.0;:-........ .. """'. 
,.., .. 

TO: Project Manager. Bureau of Land Management. Arizona Slate Office. Phoenix. 
Arizona 

FROM: Field Supervisor 

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Ray Land Exchange/Plan 
Amendment 

The Fish and Wildlife Service has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for 
the proposed Ray Land ExchangelPlan Amendment prepared by the Arizona State Office and 
Tucson Field Office of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) [0 fulfill responsibilities under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). ASARCO Inc. proposes to acquire approximately 
10.976 acres of BLM administered lands in Pinal and Gila counties in exchange for 7.300 acres 
of privately owned lands located within Pinal and Mohave counties. The Service offers the 
following comments for your consideration. 

General Comments 

We believe the purpose and need for the proposed action has nor been appropriately identified. the 
scope of analysis has been too narrowly defined. the alternatives analysis has dismissed reasonable 
alternatives that should receive more thorough consideration. potential impacts on biological 
resources including listed species have not been sufficiently analyzed. and the totality of project 
related impacts have not been adequately assessed. 

We believe foreseeable management activities on selected lands. as well as indirect and cumulative 
effects. should be more thoroughly described and potential impacts to biological resources 
assessed. We believe the DEIS should identify mitigation measures that provide mitigation for 
impacts to vegetation communities. wildlife communities. and water resources. 

Specific Comments 

Section 1 3 I>uqJOse Qf And Need For Action: This section slates the purpose of the Ray Land 
Exchange/Plan Amendment is to exchange ownership of federal lands for private lands. We 
believe the proposed land exchange is the subject federal action. We believe the purpose of this 
action is to allow ASARCQ to consolidate its land holdings within and adjacent to areas of ongoing 

Bureau of Land Management 

c-----------::-_-__ -=- -~ .. :---_------
-------

~ Lines 38-40. The purpose and need statement in Section 1.3 includes 
your statement and re~ects both FLPMA and FLEFA. 
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Ray Land Exchang'elPlan Amendment EIS 

LETTER 60 (continued) 
mineral development and to use the selected lands to suppon and expand current and future mining 
related operations. We reconunend the purpose and need statement be modified accordingly. 

Section 1 8.2 Minimi Issues: We disagree with the statement that current regulations applicable 
to the proposed project do not require analysis of less envirorunentally damaging alternatives to 

development of the Copper Butte/Buckeye ore body . We also disagree with the statement that 
development of a mining plan of operation (MPO) caMot be evaluated in this DElS. One of the 
main purposes of NEPA is to provide an evaluation of all reasonable alternatives that could be 
implemented and still meet the underlying purpose and need for the proposed action, including 
those not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency. This section of the DElS further states that 
BLM has determined that analysis of the iri1.pacts of the land exchange and the foreseeable I.and 
uses do not require analysis of effects on geochemistry, groundwater, and wetlands as requested 
by the Envirorunental Protection Agency (EPA). The NEPA directs federai agencies to consider 
the effects of proposed actions, including indirect impacts such as changes in foreseeable land uses 
and effects on biological resources. We believe the analyses requested by EPA are critical for 
determining the effect of the proposed action on biological resources. We recommend that BLM 
compile and assess this information prior to making a decision on the proposed action. 

SectioD 1.8 4 Other Issues: We are concerned with the statement that current and past 
environmental practices of ASARCO are beyond the scope of this DElS and will not be analyzed. 
This section also states that it is the responsibility of several other federal and state agencies to 
ensure compliance with envirorunental laws and regulations. We believe an uncoordinated 
regulatory approach unnecessarily burdens the regulatory agencies and ASARCO. The EPA and 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) have responsibility under Sections 402 and 404 of the 
Clean Water Act related to ASARCO's Ray Mine. As you are aware, ASARCO is required tQ 
implement a work plan at the Ray Mine in accord;mce with a consent decree emered into with the 
United StateS and the State of Arizona. Cumulatively, at least three federal agencies are currently 
involved in three separate but related actions at the Ray Mine. We believe a coordinated 
regulatory approach would be more appropriate and result in a more adequate analysis of project 
related impa(ltS. We recommend that BLM contact the Corps and EPA to work cooperatively to 
assess the cumulative impact of federal involvement and mining activity at the Ray Mine. The 
feasibility of preparing a joint NEPA document should be evaiuated. 

Section '2 2 Actions Common To All Alternatives: This section states that mining on the selected 
lands would occur regardless of which action is approved because ASARCO has indicated that in 
the furore it would submit a MPO if the no action alternative were chosen. However. in Section 
1.8.2 the DEIS states that an MPO alternative does not exist and cannal be evaluated in the DEIS. 
We believe these twO statementS are inconsistent and recommend tbat BLM clarify whether the 
development of a MPO is a viable alternative or not. If an MPO is not an alternative. we believe 
that under the no action alternative the expansion of mining operations would nOI occur. 

. Section 2.3.4 Minin~ Plan of Operations Alternative: This section states that BLM rejeCted this 
alternative from further consideration because ASARCO has not submitted a MPG. We do not 
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Lines 5-16. Please see general response no.5, MPO. Please see 
responses to Letter #40 concerning an alternatives analysis for a 
land exchange. 

Lines 19-20. Current and past environmental practices of Asarco 
are incorporated into Section 4.7 of this EIS. Current 
environmental practices including the Mineral Creek Project are 
discussed, as well as 1993 activities relating to pollution control 
along Mineral Creek. See general response no.6, MPO. BLM 
has requested cooperating agency status for the Mineral Creek 
Consent Decree/Work Plan Project and will process any 
requested uses of public lands related to this project. 

Lines 33-38. Please see general response no. 6, MPO. Please 
see Section 2.7.3 for the Solicitor'S opinion on the likelihood of no 
mining. 

Bureau of Land Management 
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LETTER #60 (continued) 
believe The submittal of a MPO is necessary to analyze this alternative. We recommend that This 
alternative be more fully analyzed as it represents a reasonable alternative thm would still meet the 
underlying purpose and need for The proposed action. 

SecliOD 4 1 5 Federallv Threarened and Endao&,ered SDecies: This section states thaI no federally 
listed species are known to occur on any of the selected lands and implementation of the exchange 
or the foreseeable mining uses are not expected to impact listed species. We believe the DEIS has 
not fully analyzed potential impacts to listed species, especially those resulting from indirect 
effects of the proposed action. BLM's analysis of effects should nOt be limited to direct impacts 
occurring on the selected lands. Effects on listed species resulting from future actions that would 
not be subject to a furore section 7 consultation should be considered. Exchange lands, onc~ in 
private ownership, may be used for a variety of purposes that under current BLM management 
may not occur. The BL\1 should evaluate the potential effects of these possible activities on listed 
and proposed species and critical habitat in all areas potentially affected by the proposed action. 
Of particular concern are possible effects to the southwestern willow flycatcher and cactus 
fenuginous pygmy owl. It may be prudent to coordinate with the Corps and EPA as they also 
have section 7 responsibilities related to the Ray Mine. 

Section 4.2.2. Grouodwater: This section states the foreseeable mining uses on the selected lands 
will likely affect groundwater but it is not possible to describe the impacts because ASARCO has 
not developed detailed mining plans that describe the type. location. and size of mining facilities. 
We believe this does not allow the assessment of potential project related impactS to water supplies 
and biological resources. We believe ASARCQ should develop a mining plan that not only 
describes the type, location. and size of mining facilities, but also includes a hydrologic analysis 
of the impact of groundwater pumping on local water supplies, including springs and the Gil~' 
River. We recommend that BLM not approve a land exchange until thiS information has been 
provided and the necessary assessments have been performed. 

Section 5.2.3. Coordination with State and Federal Agencies: This section states that BLM will 
continue to coordinate with the Service regarding potential impacts to threatened and endangered 
species. In Iune of 1997 our office received a letter from the BLM in which we were invited to 
attend public scoping meetings. We responded by providing BLM with a list of endangered. 
threatened, proposed, and candidate species. To date, we have not received a biological 
assessment or evaluation containing species analyzes nor BLM's determinations of effect. 

The Service appreciates the opporrunity to provide comments on the DEIS If vou have any 
questions or concerns please contact Mike Martinez or Don Metz. • 

1J~'1~ 
David L. Harlow 

Bureau of land Management 

.. 

.. 

.. 

Lines 6-17. Direct, indirect and cumUlative effects on potential 
habitat for T& E species occurring on the selected and offered 
lands are discussed in the Biological Assessment, submitted 
June, 1999 to USFWS. 

Lines 19-27. Requiring ASARCO to produce a detailed mining 
plan with exact locations and specifications for each 
facility is beyond the scope of a land exchange (please see 
general response no. 5, MPO). In addition, an analysis of 
specific impacts to surface water sources based on initial 
proposed engineering designs of mining facilities would not be 
accurate. This is because the environmental permitting 
process for any new mining facilities, required by the Clean 
Water Act (CWA) and State of Arizona, will likely modify the 
initial proposed engineering designs of mining facilities so as to 
reduce impacts to surface water and groundwater. For these 
reasons, Section 4.2.1.1 of the EIS discusses general impacts 
to surface water sources after ASARCO obtains the required 
CWA and Aquifer Protection Permits. 

Lines 29-33. A Biological Assessment was submitted to 
USFWS in June, 1999 and BLM intends to continue 
coordination with USFWS regarding potential impacts to T&E 
species. Following our understanding of the USFWS's 
preference for Section 7 consultation, the BA was not submitted 
until the Preferred Agency alternative was fully identified. 
Please see BlM's determinations for the BA under Section 
4.1.5. 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

e1tern Land Exchange Project 

January 28, 1999 

Shela McFarlin 

LETTER #61 
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Bureau of Land Management 
Arizona State Office 
222 N. Central Avenue 
Phoenix •. A..Z 85004 
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SUBJECT: Comments on Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment ~ 
l:§ 

Dear Ms. McFarlin: 

The Southwest Center for Biological Diversity is a non-profit conservation organization with over 4,000 
members dedicated to the protection and recovery of threatened and endangered species and their 
habitats within the American Southwest and northern Mexico. The Western Land Exchange Project 
(WLXP) is a non-profit, membership organization conducting research, outreach, and advocacy toward 
reform in federal land exchange policy. This letter comprises our joint comments on the Draft EIS for 
the Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment. 

The Southwest Center aDd WLXP are opposed to all of the action alternatives for this project. 

. The Ray project is pan of a larger phenomenon that threatens public lands throughout the West. Each 
year, more than 300 land exchanges take place between the federal government and private interests. 
The law requires that they be implemented only where they serve the public interest. but it is 
increasingly evident that many land swaps are of questionable benefit to the public and ultimately bener 
serve the private entities involved. 

In the Southwest, mining companies are pursuing land exchanges with alacrity, because outright 
acquisition of the public lands on which they wish to operate allows them to avoid federal mining 
regulations. Acquisition through land trades· where the companies exchange private inholdings to the 
public-creates the illusion that they are acting in partnership with the goverrunent toward a public good. 
These trades can be made to appear as much in the public interest as they are in the interest of mining 
company expansion and profit. In reality, they are most often initiated by the private panies and they are 
driven by corporate objectives. 

Our comments address concerns we have regarding federal land exchange policy that are relevant to the 
Rav proposal. 

~ Lines 34-38. It is true that some mining companies are 
proposing land exchanges, and were successful, which does 
relieve them of one federal layer of management. 
However, numerous permitting actions apply regardless of 
land ownership (see Table 1-5). 

Bureau of Land Management 
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LEITER #61 (continued) 
'In the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA), "Congress declares that it is the 
policy of the United States that. .. the public lands be retained in Federal ownership, unIess'Hit is 
determined that disposal of a particular parcel will serve the national interest (43 USC 1701 (a).· The 
public interest is the central issue in land swaps, yet this seemingly simple concept is easily lost in the 
complexities ofland exchange proposals. It is very difficult for citizens to evaluate the public benefits 
of these actions. The tradeoff's and impacts associated with land trades can rarely be assessed with 
confidence. because agencies generally do an inadequate job of analyzing and disclosing ecological 
impacts. 

. Moreover, a large number ofBLM land exchanses yield a net loss ofpuhlic lands. Despite FLPMA's 
clear intent that decisions favor the retention of public lands, the BLM continues to dispose of public 
lands at an alarming rate. Tmdes such as the Ray proposal, in which the public receives considerably 
less acreage than the private party, are very common. .. .. . 

Ditta recently obtained by the Western Land Exchange Project indicate that in fiscal years 1990 through 
1997, BLM land exchanges with private partics resulted in a net loss of 3 7,721 acres of public land in all 
the states for which data were available. During that time period. Arizona had the third-highest gain in 
BLM acreage, but this trend may change if current exchange proposals are any indication. Three land 
swaps currently proposed in Arizona (Ray,Dos Pobres/San Juan, and Morenci) would yield a net loss of 
19,376 acres of public land. 

While land exchange regulations require that the public interest be "well-served," they also define land 
exchanges as "real estate transactions between the Federal and non-Federal parties." This business 
relationship between the two parties may inherently conflict with the public interest, because the 
conditions of an agreement beneficial to the public is unlikely to meet the economic demands of the 
non-federal PartY .. 

Regulations state that the agency "shall reserve such rights or retain such interests as are needed to 
protect the public interest or shall otherwise restrict the use of Federal lands to be exchanged, as 
appropriate (43 CFR Ch. II 2200.0-6 (i»." However, even where deed restrictions could greatly improve 
a land exchange and protect values on public land to be traded, the agency seldom attaches conditions to 
land swaps, usually protesting that this would alienate the interests of the private party. The bottom line 
as to what constitutes an acceptable proposal is almOSt always established by the private proponent. 

. FLMP A regulations also require the BLM to consider a number of specific factors in determining 
whether or not a proposed exchange is in the public interest. These factors include: the need to achieve 
better management of federal lands, the needs of state and local residents, protection of fish and wildlife 
habitats. cultural resources, watersheds. and wilderness and aesthetic values, enhancement of recreation 
opportunities and public access, consolidation of lands. and promotion of multiple use values. In 
addition. the intended use of the selected lands may nol "significantly conflict with established 

'Other land exchanges with mining companies in Arizona include: 

(l Dos Pobn:. Land Excbange (Phelps DodgeH 7.000 publlcl3.8S8 private (public net loss. 78 percent). 

Morenci Land Exchange (Phelps Dodger 3.758 publicl960-1.200 prillllle (plibUe nClloss, 69 percent) 
2 

Bureau of Land Management 
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Lines 3-8. Please see general response no.4, Public Interest 
Determination. 

Lines 10-12. It is true that exchanges are rarely balanced for 
acreage. Nowhere in FLPMA is it stated that acres acquired 
through exchange must be greater than acres disposed. 

Lines 14-18. Please see Table 4-20. 

Lines 20-23. Please see general response no.4, public interest 
determination. 

Lines 25-29. Please see Table 4-21 in Section 4.10. 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

I. 

LETTER #61 (continued) 
IIllII1Bgcmcnt objectives on adjacent Fedetallmds and Indian trust lands." Both of these requirements 
must be documc:nted by written findings and supporting rationale. 

The stated purposc and need for the proposed exchange is primarily for Asarco to consolidate its 
holdings around minemI dcvclopment 1U'ta5 at the Ray Mine. The BLM would IU;quiIc $Ome desUable 
lands that lIlC1::t objectives ill the Kingman and Phoenix RMPs. However, the lands to be traded to 
Asarco are !1Q! identified for disposal ill the Safford and Phoenix RMPs. so the proposal actually requires 
an RMP amendment 

As is now typical offederalland c,'(changes. 'j; ~ Asarco. not the BLM, that initiated this proposal. and 
Asarco will reap the beDefitS. 

Asar'co has already profited immeas=y WIder patenting and lax. mining laws and regulations. While this 
land e:tchanic may allow further ;md gr=tcr profits. sucb private profi~ do nOl necessarily 1mlSlate into 
the bc:ncfit for the public interest required by FLPMA and its implementing n:gulations. 

This bmd cxchange will f"ciliw.te expansion of an open pit copper mine, which will have disastrous 
implClS on both people and wildlife. 

Appraisal Proc~!Is/EquaJ Valu~ 

. The appraisal. process is the most controversial aspect of the land excbange program. Under the 
Fn:cdom of Infonnation Act, the BL'v1 $bields private parties Iitlm releasing full appraisal infomla'lion. 
Land values are not released to the public until a decision notice is issued for the exchange, leaving little 
time for citizem; to evaluate the assumptions U$cd ill thc apptaisa1, review the fmal values, or challengc a 
decision on that basis. 

I. 

While we strongly believe that the agency's practice of withholding private land values should cease. the 
short-term solution is for private parues to land exchanges to open appraisal records to the public i\.S 

soon as appraisals are complete. Any enfity wishing to exchange property with the public should 
com;jder this pan of me protocol, and should be willing to dcmollSlIate to citizens that the appraisal is 
fai.c-lUld accurate. The public should. and will. continue to demand that appIBisaJ criteria and x=U1$ be 
available for review throughout the pianninlr process. In the case of rnining-related exchanges, data 
released to the public must include minml reports and valuation. 

There is l solid basis for concern about the imegrity of me appraisal process. Both the Department of 
Interior Inspector GmeraI's Office and the General Accounting Office have found faulty appraisals to be 
an ongoing problem in land exchanges. Agency appnUsers often assign overly low values to public 
lands to be traded and inflated values to privilte lands. resulting ill the loss of millions of dollars to the 
public. Other aspects of land exchange nego1iationrum: given the non-federal parties various 
advantages that render the trades unequal. ~ 

Z These fmdinSS ate documented in AjlOIU from llIe GeneRi A~coUll\inl Ofli~c {GAO).1!Ic Oepanmcnl oftlle Interior Office 
of Inspector General (OIG). and USDA OIG lmod below. 

(a) GAO llC'pon 1/ \:iAOIRCEO-87-9. "fcd~r.aI Land Acquisition: lAnd Extb.nl\c Process Working 8m Can Be lIIIprovcd.
FebrulllY 1987. 

~ 

~ 

~ 

Lines 7-8. The EIS is a combined plan amendment and land 
exchange analysis per 43 CFR 1600 planning regulations. 

Lines 15-16. The land exchange does not approve mining which is 
the foreseeable use under all the alternatives. 

Lines 20-35. Appraisals are available for public examination, and 
copying, when they are complete, and reviewed and accepted by 
BLM. If the appraisal contains proprietary geologic or financial 
information protected under 43 CFR 2.13, only that information is not 
available for public inspection, in keeping with the legal rights of 
others under the Freedom of Information Act. 
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LETTER #61 (continued) 
. Due to BLM's policy of making exchange appraisals public knowledge only when a decision notice is 
issued, it very difficult for the public to cover all substantive issues on this or any other land exchange. 
However, based on the information contained in the DEIS, we are very concerned that the federal 
government is not entering into a fair and equal exchange as required by Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act regulations at 43 C.F.R. § 2200.6 (c). 

While we understand that federal exchanges must obtain equal value rather than equal acreage, we are 
concerned about the fact that the public would acquire 2.876 fewer acres than Asarco. This obviously 
means that a lower per-acre value has been assigned to the land in the mining area. Land exchange 
regulations require that appraisals be based on the "highest and best use of the land." What has been 
determined to be the highest and best use of the selected land? Does this appraisal take into account the 
millions of dollars that Ph,?lps Dodge will save by acquiring this land? 

Conflict of Interest 

Environmental analysis, surveys, appraisals, and other data collection may be tainted by undue influence 
on the part of the private proponent. It is standard practice for the non-federal party to pay at least half 
the cost of processing the exchange. The BLM Handbook actually advises staff to get "maximum 
funding from the proponent." Under these policies, the private traders assume a son of "ownership" of 
the land exchange process. Any component of the project that they fund has the potential to be weighed 
in their favor. 

Worse, the Western Land Exchange Project learned last year that the salaries of Arizona BLM land 
exchange staff (including those assigned to this project) are paid by Asarco and the other private parties 
working on land exchanges with the agency. At the very least, this creates the appearance of conflict of 
interest, as staff may have a built-in incentive to decide in the interest of the private party funding their 
positions. 

'Purcirase Altert/alive 

Purchase of lands through Land & Water Conservation Fund (L WCF) money is an alternative to be 
considered in any federal land exchange, yet in the rare environmental analysis that mentions an L WCF 
alternative, it is invariably dropped from thorough evaluation. The BLM has an L WCF "mantra" which 
says that funding is too uncertain for purchase to be seriously considered as an alternative to land 
exchange. This self-fulfilling prophecy prevents the public from being able to compare the benefits of 
purchase to the drawbacks of exchange. 

(b) GAO Report # GAOfRCE[)'90·5. "Federal Land Management: Cbandler Lake Land Exchange Not in th. Government's 
Best Imerest." October 1989. 

(c) OIG Audit Report No. 91-1-968. "Land Exchange Activities. Bureau of Land Management." June 199\. 
(d) CIG Audit Report No. 92-1-833. "Depamnent ofth. Interior Land Acquisitions Conducted With the Assistance of 

Nonprofit Organizations." May 1992. 
(el USDA OIG Audit Report No. 08003-02-SF, "Forest Service. Humboldt-Toiyabe National Fores! Land Adjustment 

Program. Fiscal Years 1990 to 1997, Sparks. Nevada." August 1998. (These Forest Service exchan~es also involved the 
Bureau of Land Management). 

4 
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~ 

~ 
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Lines 7-11. The highest and best use of the selected lands is 
addressed extensively in the appraisals. It varies by parcel, but 
includes mine support property for the lands that are not 
mineralized or valuable for mineral extraction, and mineral 
development for the properties with economically viable mineral 
resources. 

Line 11. Phelps Dodge is not involved in the Ray Land Exchange. 

Lines 21-23. BLM has set up a contribution fund paid by Asarco for 
salaries and other costs related to the exchange under a 
Memorandum of Agreement. The ID Team independently reviews 
all baseline studies and draft EIS documents for acceptability. 

Lines 27-31. The ID Team considered whether offered lands could 
be acquired by LWCF funding given the availability of LWCF funds 
and the overall priority list for such funding. If the exchange is not 
approved, the offered lands may be re-considered for LWCF 
funding provided that parcels have not already been sold by Asarco. 
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II. 

Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

LETTER #61 (continued) 
We believe that if the BLM provided citizens with this clear choice. LWCF would have a growing 
constituency among Americans. Indeed, the 1998 congressional budget appropriated $699 million of the 
approximately $900 million LWCF. the highest appropriation since 1978. 

Moreover. the Clinton Administration has =:ently announced a Lands Legacy initiative that would 
appropriate one billion dollars for land protection.. including more than 5413 million for fedealland 
acquisition. Rather than treat the Fund as a lost cause, the BLM should actively promote L WCF 
purchase as an alternative to land swaps .. 

Regulatory Impacts. of the Land £Xc/lange." • 
. \. :~;' 

The DEIS operates under the false assumption that no environmental impacts will result from the 
proposed land exchange. Because Asareo has the right to mine this area under the 1872 mining law, the I ~ 
argument goes, the land eXchange will not create any effects that WOUldn't occur under the No Action 
alternative. 

Table 1-5 on page I-II outlines pennilS and approVals that would be required once Asarco acquired the 
federal lands. However, the OEIS soft-pedals the removal of protection found in BLM's mining 
regulations at 43 CFR § 3809. Even a cursory comparison of these regulations with Arizona's state 
mining regulations demonstrates that the effect will be significant 

Following is a list ofrequirernents and prohibitions found at 43 eFR § 3809 which would no longer 
apply to !\Sarco' s mining operations if the land exchange were completed: 

-. The overriding purpose behind § 3809, "to prevent wmecessary or undue degradation of 
F ederallands." 

• Plan of operations to ensure wmccessary or undue degradation does not occur, including 
reclamation requirements. This plan must be approved by a federal official before mining 
can commence. 

'. Amendments to the plan of operations which are required when a significant 
modification to the approved plan is necessary. NEPA public participation under 
required for plan amendmenlS would also be lost. 

• Reclamaticn requirements. 

• Financial guarantees such as bonding, to ensure that proper reclamation occurs. 

• Noncompliance penalties. including fines and jail time 

• Periodic inspections to ensure compliance by federal officials. 

• Maintenance of data on the mine, accessible to the public through the Freedom of 
Infonnation Act (FOlA). 

It is clear that the land exchange would fundamentally shift the legal framework surrounding mining 

5 

Lines 11-37. In the absence of detailed mmmg plans and 
environmental permits, which are not required for a land exchange, 
the level of environmental protection that will occur in the Ray Mine 
area with and without BLM oversight is highly speculative. As a 
result, such a discussion is limited to Chapter 1. 

Reclamation of private lands is regulated by the Arizona State Mine 
Inspector through the Mined Land Reclamation plan. Table E-1 in 
Appendix E, provides a comparison of federal and state standards 
including approval and compliance, site reclamation standards, 
acres, timing and bonding on financial assurance. In addition to 
state reclamation regulations, key federal laws will continue to apply 
to mining operations, permit processing and approvals under major 
environmental laws such as the CAA, CWA and will continue to be 
under the jurisdiction of these agencies. Additionally, under private 
land, local county and state regulations such as APP still apply as 
these do currently. The loss of BLM regulations does not reduce the 
other federal and state regulatory provisions to mining on private 
lands. 

Bureau of Land Management 
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LETTER #61 (continued) 
An example of how such differences will result in tangible, on-the-ground effects pertains to reclamation 
requirements. While federal regulations at 43 CFR § 3809 are fairly comprehensive. Arizona's 
reclamation laws have been largely wrinen by the mining industry and are acrually more of a "safety" 
than an "environmental" act. Acceptable post-mining land uses under state law include: grazing and 
other agricultural land use objectives, developed water resources and water management projects, fish 
and wildlife habitat, foresuy, tourism, or !llining or re-mining. In addition, mining operators are 
frequently granted variances from reclamation if they don't fall into any of the above categories. 

Unreclaimed mining operations can have devastating effects upon wildlife: the number of birds alone 
that would be killed by acid generating pit lakes and cyanide heap leach piles is staggering. Yet none of 
the environmental effects of using state rather than federal mining regulatiorts are discussed in the DEIS. 
1hls failure constitutes a serious violation ofNEP A. 

Conclusion 

We do not believe that the Ray Land Exchange would serve the public interest. We are opposed to the 
net loss of public land that would result from this proposal. We do not believe bringing the "offered" 
lands into public ownership justifies relinquishing ownership and federal land management authority on 
the "selected" lands. 

Federal mining laws are archaic and regulations are inadequate. However. outright acquisition of the 
public lands by Asarco would allow the company to operate under state mining regulations thaI are even 
less protective of the environment. The DEIS fails to address the significant impacts of reduced 
regulation on the lands proposed for trade and does not provide sufficient rationale for exchanging 
public lands to Asarco. 

. Yours truly 

Janine Blaeloch 
Director 
Western Land Exchange Project 
PO Box 95545 
Seattle, WA 98145-2545 
(206) 325-3503 

cc Senator John McCain 
Senator John Kyl 
Secretary of Interior Bruce Babbitt 
BLM Director Tom Frv 
BLM Arizona State Director Denise Meredith 

-b 

Bureau of Land Management 

~~~ 
Brian Segee 
Appeals Coordinator 
Southwest Center 
PO Box 710 
Tucson, AZ 85702 
(520) 623-5252 
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GLOSSARY 

Agreement to Initiate a Land Exchange (ATI). 
A legal document that outlines the agreement 

between the BLM and the proponent (for this 
project, the proponent is Asarco) regarding the 
initiation of a proposed land exchange. 

Activity Plan. A more detailed plan of actions to 
implement planning decisions over a specified 
time period; e.g., allotment management plans; 
recreation area management plans; habitat 
management plans; or cultural resource project 
plans. 

Adit. A nearly horizontal passage in an 
underground mine, driven from the surface, by 
which a mine may be entered, ventilated, and/or 
dewatered. 

Allotment. A land area where one or more 
operators graze their livestock. The allotment 
generally consists of public land but may include 
parcels of private and state-owned lands. The 
number of livestock and season of use are 
stipulated for each allotment by the landowner. 

Alluvial. Made of soil and sand left by rivers or 
floods. 

Animal Unit Month (AUM). The amount of 
forage needed to sustain one cow or its equivalent 
for one month. 

Annual (Ephemeral) Plant. A plant that 
completes its life cycle and dies in one year or 
less. (Range Term Glossary Committee 1974.) 

Appraisal. Act of placing an estimated value on 
an asset or assets. 

Aquifer. A body of rock that is sufficiently 
permeable to conduct groundwater and to yield 
economically significant quantities of water to 
wells and springs. 

Artifact. Any object showing human 
workmanship of modification especially from a 
prehistoric or historic culture. 

Class 1\1 Survey. An archaeological survey 
covering 100% of an area. Transects walked are 
no more than twenty meters apart. 

Bureau of Land Management 

Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). The 
compilation of federal regulations adopted by 
federal agencies though a rule-making process. 

Critical Habitat. Defined in Section 3(5)(A) of the 
Endangered Species Act as: "(I) the specific areas 
within the geographic area occupied by a 
species ... on which are found those physical or 
biological features (I) essential to the conservation 
of the species, and (II). that may require special 
management considerations or protection; and (ii) 
specific areas outside the geographical area 
occupied by the species at the time it is listed .,. 
upon a determination by the Secretary that such 
areas are essential for the conservation of the 
species." 

Cultural Resources. Those fragile and 
nonrenewable remains of human activity, 
occupation or endeavor, reflected in district, sites, 
structures, building, objects, artifacts, ruins, works 
of art, architecture and natural features that were 
of importance in past human events. These 
resources consist of: 1) physical remains, 2) 
areas where significant human events occurred, 
even though evidence of the event no longer 
remains, and 3) the environment immediately 
surrounding the actual resource. 

Cumulative Impact. The impact on the 
environment which results from incremental 
impact of the action when added to other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions; cumulative impacts can result from 
individually minor but collectively significant 
actions taking place over a period of time. 

Development Rock. Also called overburden; 
rock of low economic value that is removed 
during mining operations. It is typically stockpiled 
and used to construct roads, yards, building pads, 
dams, and embankments. 

Direct Impact. Effects that are caused by the 
action and that occur at the same time and place. 

Dispersed Recreation. Recreation activities that 
do not require developed sites or facilities, e.g. 
hiking, birdwatching. 
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Disposal. Transferring of land out of federal 
ownership by various methods such as exchange, 
sale, Recreation and Public Purposes Act, and/or 
state indemnity selection. 

District. A BLM-administrative area comprised of 
one or more resource areas. 

Effects. "Effects" include a) Direct effects, which 
are caused by the action and occur at the same 
time and place. b) Indirect affects, which are 
caused by the action and are later in time or 
farther removed in distance, but are still 
reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may 
include growth inducing effects and other effects 
related to induced changes in the pattern of land 
use, population density or growth rate, and related 
effects on air and water and other natural 
systems, including ecosystems. Effects and 
impacts as used in these regulations are 
synonymous. Effects includes ecological (such as 
the effects on natural resources and on the 
components, structures, and functioning of 
affected ecosystems), aesthetic, historic, cultural, 
economic, social, or health, whether direct, 
indirect, or cumulative. Effects may also include 
those resulting from actions which may have both 
beneficial and detrimental effects, even if on 
balance the agency believes that the effect will be 
beneficial. 

Endangered or Threatened Species. Any 
species in danger of extinction throughout all or a 
significant portion of its range. This definition 
excludes species of insects that the Secretary of 
the Interior determines to be pests and whose 
protection under the Endangered Species Act 
would present an overwhelming and overriding 
human risk. A threatened species is any species 
likely to become endangered within the 
foreseeable future throughout all of a significant 
part of its range. 

Environmental Impact ~Statement. A detailed 
statement required by the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) when an agency proposes a 
major federal action significantly affecting the 
quality of the human environment. There is 
usually a Draft EIS followed by a Final EIS. 

Eoliansoil material. Earthy parent material 
accumulated through wind action; commonly 
refers to sandy material in dunes or to loess in 
blankets on the surface. 
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Equal Monetary Value. The dollar value of the 
selected and offered lands must be within 25 
percent of each other. 

Full Estate. Includes the mineral and surface 
estate of a parcels of land. 

ID Team. Interdisciplinary Team. A group of 
agency resource specialists with various 
backgrounds who are responsible for preparation 
and review of the NEPA document for a proposed 
action. 

Impact. A modification in the status of the 
environment brought about by the action. 

Indirect Impact. Effects caused by the action 
and are later in time or are farther removed in 
distance but are still reasonably foreseeable; 
indirect effects may include growth inducing 
effects and other effects related to induced 
changes in the pattern of land use, population 
density, or growth rate and related effects on air 
and water and other natural systems, including 
ecosystems. 

LTMA. Long-Term Management Area. A 
designation used by the Safford District for 
geographic areas within the district as identified in 
the amended RMP in which the BLM seeks to 
retain or acquire lands in order to maintain its 
long-term management presence. 

Leaching. Extracting a soluble metallic 
compound from an ore by selectively dissolving it 
in a suitable solvent, such as sulfuric acid. 

Leasable Minerals. Those minerals or materials 
designated as leasable under the Minerals 
Leasing Act of 1920. They include coal, 
phosphate, asphalt, sulphur, potassium, sodium, 
oil, and gas. Geothermal resources are also 
leasable under the Geothermal Steam Act of 
1970. Development of these minerals on public 
lands requires that a royalty be paid to the U.S. 
government. 

Loam. A fertile soil that is made up of organic 
matter mixed with clay, sand, and silt. Loams 
differ in their ratios of clay, sand, and silt, which 
influences which types of plants they can support. 

Locatable Minerals. Any mineral that can have 
a mining claim filed on it under the Mining Law of 
1872 as amended, e.g. copper, gold, silver. 
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Mineral Entry. Authority to enter public lands for 
the purposes of exploring for and developing 
minerals in an orderly, organized manner. 

Minera lized Area. An area that has exposures or 
sub-surface deposits of potentially valuable 
minerals. 

Mining District. A section of country, usually 
designated by name, that has described or 
understood boundaries where minerals are found 
and mined under rules and regulations prescribed 
by the miners, consistent with the Mining Law of 
1872. 

Mining Notice of Intent (NOI). Similar to a 
Mining Plan of Operations but involves no more 
than five acres of surface disturbance. 

Mining Plan of Operations (MPO). As required 
by 43 CFR 3809; Operators submit plans of 
operation to the BLM that outline the name and 
add ress of the operator; location of the proposed 
area of operation; and information sufficient to 
describe the type of operation proposed, the type 
and standards of roads, the means of 
transportation to be used, the period when the 
proposal will take place, and measures to be 
taken to meet the requirements for environmental 
protection. 

Mitigate, Mitigation. Mitigation includes (a) 
avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a 
certain action or parts of an action, (b) minimizing 
impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude ofthe 
action and its implementation, (c) rectifying the 
impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the 
affected environment, (d) reducing or eliminating 
the impact over time by preservation and 
maintenance operations during the life of the 
action, (e) compensating for the impact by 
replacing or providing substitute resources or 
environments. 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 
Legislative act passed in 1969 as the national 
charter for analysis of impacts of federal actions 
upon the quality of the human environment. 
NEPA establishes policy, sets goals, and provides 
means for carrying out the policy. Regulations 
from 40 CRF 1500-1508 implement the act. 
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National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 
A list, kept by the Secretary of the Interior, of 
districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects 
significant in American history, architecture, 
archaeology, and culture. 

Notice of Decision. A formal notification of an 
agency decision published in the Federal 
Register; e.g., the agency decision in the realty 
process regarding the disposal or acquisition of 
lands. Notice of Exchange Proposal. Notification 
of a realty action, a proposed land exchange, that 
is published in the federal register per the 
requirements of FLEFA and FLPMA. 

Notice of Intent. First formal step in the EIS 
process, consisting of a notice published in the 
Federal Register that an Environmental Impact 
Statement will be prepared and considered for a 
proposed action. 

Offered Lands. The privately-owned lands that 
are being offered in exchange for public lands in 
a land exchange; ct. "selected lands." 

Ore. A mineral deposit of high enough quality to 
be mined at a profit. 

Patent. A document conveying title to land from 
the U.S. government to private ownership. 

Patented Claims. Federal mineral claims that 
have become private lands secured from the u.S. 
government by a private entity through 
compliance with the Mining Law of 1872. 

Ph. A measure of the acidity or alkalinity of a 
solution. 

Priority Species. Animal and plant species and 
habitats having special significance for 
management. These include endangered, 
threatened, and special status species; species of 
high economic or recreational value; and aquatic, 
wetland, and riparian habitats. Also included are 
populations of animals or plants recognized as 
significant for one or more factors such as 
density, diversity, size, public interest, remnant 
character, or age. 

Record of Decision. A public document that 
reflects the agency's final decision on a proposed 
project, rationale behind that decision, and 
commitments to monitoring and mitigation. 

Resource Area. The smallest administrative 
subdivision of a BLM district. 
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Resource Conservation Area. A management 
designation that provides management 
consideration to areas with special resource 
values. 

Resource Management Plan. A planning 
document developed by the BLM that provides 
guidelines and direction for making land tenure 
decisions for short-term and long-term 
management of public lands and resources within 
a district. 

Right-of-way (ROW). A legal right to use, 
occupy or access land or water areas for specified 
purposes. 

Riparian. Plant communities occurring in 
association with any spring, lake, river, stream, 
creek, wash, arroyo, or other body of water or 
channel having banks and bed throUgh which 
waters flow at least periodically. These habitats 
are generally characterized or distinguished by a 
difference in plant species composition or an 
increase in the size and/or density of vegetation 
as compared to upland areas. 

Saleable Minerals. Common variety minerals 
used mostly for construction projects (e.g. sand 
and gravel). These are disposed of by the 
government either through sales or special 
permits to local governments. 

Saline. Containing salt or salts 

Scope. Scope consists of the range of actions, 
alternatives, and impacts to be considered in the 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

Scoping. The process of involving potentially 
interested and/or affected parties in identifying the 
issues of concern that will be addressed in the 
EIS. 

Section. A 1-squar.¢ mile area (640 acres) 
forming one of the 36 subdivisions of a township. 
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Selected Lands. The publicly-owned lands that 
have been selected by the project proponent for 
acquisition in a land exchange; ct. "offered lands". 

Sensitive species. Those species designated by 
a BLM State Director, in cooperation with a state 
agency responsible for managing the species, as 
sensitive. Sensitive species are those species (1) 
under status review by the Fish and Wildlife 
Service/National Marine Fisheries Service; (2) 
whose numbers are declining so rapidly that 
federal listing may become necessary; (3) with 
typically small and widely dispersed populations, 
or; (4) inhabiting ecological refugia or other 
specialized or unique habitats. 

Shaft. A vertical opening to an underground 
mine. 

Solution Extraction/Electrowinning. A process 
to extract practically pure copper from sulfuric 
acid solution that has been percolated throUgh 
stockpiles of copper-bearing rock. The process 
consists of four steps: leaching stockpiles with 
acid, extracting copper from leaching solution to 
produce "loaded organic," mixing electrolyte with 
loaded organic to produce "rich electrolyte," and 
passing electric current through rich electrolyte to 
winnow out the pure copper. This process 
replaces the need for a smelter for oxidized ores. 

Special status species. A grouping of wildlife 
species that includes proposed species, 
threatened and endangered species, candidate 
species, state listed species, and sensitive 
species. 

Split Estate. Includes only the surface estate of 
a parcel of land. 

Stockpile. An accumulation of ore, stone, or 
other mined or quarried material, which provides 
a steady source of supply for the processing plant. 

Tailings. The remains of milled ore that are 
regarded as too poor to be treated further. 

Upland Vegetation. Vegetation outside riparian 
zones. 

Valid Existing Rights. Legal interests attached 
to land or mineral estate that cannot be divested 
from the estate until that interest expires or is 
reli nq u ished. 
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Visual Resource Management (VRM) Classes. 
Classification containing specific objectives for 
maintaining or enhancing visual resources, 
including the kinds of structures and modifications 
acceptable to meet established visual goals. 

Visual Resources. The visible physical features 
on the landscape (land, water, vegetation, and 
structures); scenery. 

Water Table. The level in the saturated zone at 
which the pressure is equal to the atmospheric 
pressure. 

Watershed. The geographic region from which 
water drains into a particular stream, river, or 
body of water. A watershed includes hills, 
lowlands, and the body of water into which the 
land drains. Watershed boundaries are defined 
by the ridges or divides separating them. 

Wetlands. Areas that are inundated by surface or 
ground water with a frequency sufficient to 
support (and under normal circumstances do or 
would support) a prevalence of vegetation or 
aquatic life that required saturated or seasonally 
saturated soil conditions for growth and 
reproduction. 
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Wilderness. An area formally designated by 
Congress as part of the National Wilderness 
Preservation System. A wilderness, in contrast 
with those areas where people and their works 
dominate the landscape, is recognized as an area 
where the earth and its community of life are 
untrammeled, where people visit but do not 
remain. It is an area of undeveloped land 
retaining its primeval character and influence, 
without permanent improvements or human 
habitation, that is protected and managed so as to 
preserve its natural conditions and which (1) 
generally appears to have been affected primarily 
by forces of nature, with the imprint of human's 
work substantially unnoticeable; (2) has 
outstanding opportunities for solitude or a 
primitive and unconfined type of recreation; (3) 
has at least 5,000 acres of land or is of sufficient 
size as to make practicable its preservation and 
use in an unimpaired conditions; and (4) may also 
contain ecologic, geologic, or other features of 
scientific, education, scenic, or historic value. 

Xeroriparian. Riparian habitats associated with 
an ephemeral water supply. These communities 
typically contain plant species also found in 
upland habitats, however, these plants are 
typically larger and/or occur at higher densities 
than in adjacent uplands. 
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Monetary Values .................................................................. 1-1 ° 
Mount Tipton Wilderness ......................... S-1, 2-8, 3-82, 4-23, 4-26, 4-28, 4-36, 4-37, 4-53 

NEPAAnalysis ........................................... 1-10,1-12,2-14,4-4,4-8,4-10, E-6 
News Release ..................................................................... 5-1 
No Action Alternative .... S-2, 1-17, 1-18,2-1,2-10,2-13,2-24,4-3,4-5,4-7,4-8, 4-11-4-13, 4-16-4-23, 

4-26,4-28,4-30, 4-33, 4-36, 4-37, 4-39, 4-44, 4-52 
Noise ............................................................... 1-13,4-5,4-6,4-36 

Patent Application Process. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-1 ° 
Physical Resources ................. S-3, 1-14,3-1,3-6,3-21,3-78,4-4,4-13,4-45,4-46,4-48,4-51 
Places of Traditional Importance to Native Americans ........................ 3-61, 3-86, 4-39, 4-55 
Plan Amendment .. S-1-3, 1-1-1-4, 1-7, 1-8, 1-12-1-14, 1-16-1-19,2-8,2-10,2-15,2-18,3-1,3-33,3-62, 

4-34,4-45,4-46,4-49,4-50,4-52,4-53,5-1-5-3,6-1, 6-2, 7-1,7-5,7-9, R-3-5, D-2, D-3, G-2, 
1-1 

Plan Amendment Authority ............................................................ 1-8 
Pollutants .............................................. 3-30,3-33,3-34,4-18,4-19, E-2, E-3 
Population and Demographics ...................................... 1-14,3-62-3-64,3-86,4-39 
Production Lands Alternative ......................................................... 2-18 
Project History and Background ........................................................ 1-2 
Proposed Action ... S-1-4, 1-1, 1-2, 1-4, 1-8, 1-10, 1-16-1-18,2-1,2-3,2-8,2-24,2-26,4-1,4-3,4-4,4-6-

4-13, 4-15-4-17, 4-19-4-24, 4-26-4-28, 4-30, 4-32-4-34, 4-36-4-38, 4-41, 4-43-4-45, 4-47, 
4-50,4-53,4-55,5-1,5-3,7-2-4,7-8, 7-9, GL-2, GL-3, E-2-4, E-7, G-2, G-3 

Public Interest ............................................ S-4, 1-8, 1-9, 1-15, 1-16, 7-3, 7-7-9 
Public Outreach Activities ............................................................. 5-3 
Public Participation and Scoping ....................................................... 5-1 
Public Scoping/Open House .......................................................... 5-3 
Publication of Notices ................................................................ 5-1 
Purpose of and Need for Action ............................................. S-1, 1-1, 1-2,2-1 

Ray Complex .. 1-2,1-4,1-11,1-17,1-19,2-2,2-14,2-15,2-18, 2-19,3-1-3-3,3-6,3-9,3-10,3-12-3-15, 
3-18-3-21, 3-23, 3-25, 3-28, 3-30, 3-32-3-38, 3-41-3-43, 3-46, 3-48-3-51, 3-54, 3-56-3-58, 

3-61-3-68,3-88,4-2-4-5,4-7-4-9,4-12,4-17-4-22, 4-24, 4-27, 4-28, 4-30, 4-31,4-33,4-34, 
4-36-4-41, R-3, R-6, D-3 

Ray Land Exchange. . .. S-1, S-3, 1-1-1-4, 1-7, 1-8, 1-10, 1-12-1-14, 1-17-1-19, 2-1-2-3, 3-1, 3-33, 3-62, 
4-45-4-47,4-51-4-53,5-1-5-3,6-1,6-2,7-1,7-8,7-9, R-3, R-4, D-2, D-3 

Record of Decision ...................................................... 1-2,1-4,2-18,7-8 
Recreation .. S-1, 1-12, 1-13,2-10,3-28,3-29,3-38,3-42,3-43,3-46,3-48, 3-49, 3-59, 3-81-3-84,4-27, 

4-28,4-36,4-40,4-49,4-52,4-53,6-1,7-2, 7-7, 7-8, R-3, GL-1, GL-2, GL-5, G-2 
Regional Overview .................................................................. 3-1 
Resource Management Plans ................. S-1, 1-2, 1-7, 1-8, 1-13, 1-19,2-3,7-8, R-4, R-5, H-1 
Rights-of-Way ...... 1-13,2-14,2-17,3-38,3-42,3-43,3-49,3-50, 3-52, 3-81-3-84,4-24,4-28-4-30, R-4 
Riparian Plant Communities ....................................... 3-3,3-6, 3-69, 3-70,4-3-4-5 
RIVIPs ... S-1, S-2, 1-1, 1-3, 1-4, 1-8, 1-10, 1-15, 1-19,2-1,2-3,2-8,2-10,2-15,4-3-4-5,4-7,4-10,4-12, 

4-13,4-20,4-36,4-37,4-50,4-51,7-8, E-6 
ROD ....................................................... 1-2,1-10,2-18,4-54,7-8, G-2 
Route #1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 2-1,2-14,4-24,4-27,4-36,4-38,4-44,7-3 
Route #2 .................................. 2-1,2-14,4-24,4-27,4-36,4-38,4-44,4-55,7-3,7-7 
ROW(s) ........................................... 2-18,3-49,3-49-50,4-24,4-29,7-3, GL-4 

Bureau of Land Management IX-3 
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Sacramento Valley Parcel .... S-1, 2-3, 2-5, 2-8, 2-13, 3-2, 3-69-3-71, 3-74, 3-75, 3-77-3-79, 3-81, 3-82, 
3-85,3-89,4-26, A-16 

Scoping Issues ................................................... 1-12, 2~10, 4-45, 5-1, 5-3 
Section 24 ................................. 2-1,3-9,3-42,3-46,3-48,3-61,4-27,7-3-5, A-2, A-5 
Silver Creek Community .................................... 2-1,2-14,4-27,4-36,4-44, 7-2, 7-3 
Socioeconomic Resources ............................ S-3, 1-14,3-1,3-62, 3-86,4-39,4-46,4-52 
Soils .......................... 1-14,3-12,3-19,3-35,3-36,3-69,3-80,4-19,4-20, 4-45, 4-48, R-2 
Special Management Area. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 3-81-3-84 
Special Status Fish and Wildlife .......................................... 3-12,3-13,3-74,4-8 
Special Status Plants .............................................. 3-11,3-71, 3-73,4-7,4-8 
Split-estate .................................. 1-1,2-3,2-8,2-17,3-6,3-14,3-38,3-79,4-6,4-22 
Springs .... S-1, 1-14,2-3,2-8,2-18,3-1,3-10,3-23-3-25,3-28,3-36, 3-43, 3-48, 3-78, 3-81, 3-82, 3-84, 

3-85,4-14,4-15,4-17,4-23,4-26-4-28,4-32,4-33, 4-36, 4-37, 4-48, 4-53, GL-1 
State and BLM Special Status ................................... 3-11,3-13,3-71,3-74,4-7,4-8 
Surface Water ............... 1-7,1-17,3-21,3-23,3-25,3-28,3-29, 3-78-3-80,4-13-4-18,4-48, R-1 
Surface Water RightslWell Permits .......................................... 3-28,3-79,4-17 

Taxes ................................... 1-14, 3-67, 3-68, 3-88, 3-89, 4-40-4-44, 4-50-4-52, 7-2 
TCP ............................................................................ 3-62 
Threatened and/or Endangered Species (T&E) .................... 3-15,3-19,3-75,3-77,4-47,4-51 
Tomlin Parcels ..... 2-2,2-3,2-6,2-8,2-13,3-2,3-69-3-71, 3-73-3-75, 3-77-3-79, 3-83, 3-85, 3-89, 4-7, 

A-18 
Unavoidable Adverse Impacts ................................................ S-1, S-3, 4-53 
Upland Plant Communities ................................................ 3-3, 3-69, 4-2, 4-3 
Visual Quality ...................................... 1-13,3-57,3-81-3-84,4-33,4-34,4-36, R-4 
Walnut Creek .......... S-2, 2-8, 2-14, 3-9, 3-14, 3-15, 3-20, 3-23, 3-25,3-59,4-4,4-9,4-10,4-15,7-5 
Warm Springs Wilderness ........................ S-1, 2-3, 3-81, 4-23, 4-26, 4-28, 4-36, 4-37, 4-53 
White Canyon Wilderness . S-4, 1-4, 1-13,2-1,2-10,2-14,3-42,3-43,3-46,3-48, 3-57-3-59,4-24,4-25, 

4-27,4-28,4-34,4-36-4-38,4-44,4-46,4-55,7-3-5,7-7, R-4, G-3 
Wild and Scenic Rivers ............................... 2-8, 3-42, 3-58, 3-81, 3-84, 4-54, E-5, E-6 
Wilderness/Special Management Areas ........................................... 3-58, 4-36 
WildlifelWildlife Habitats ............................................ , 3-3, 3-9, 3-69, 3-70,4-5 

.; 
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED AND OFFERED ~ANDS 
e'" ,'), F 1L" (" .,- ;-17. ~. ,\ " ::\: i· .:) 0 11 

Mineral Estate Only. Surface estate owned by the State of Arizona./ 
f\ ; ~ C: \/ • Tl1' '; l0 !·l~:;;'~ ,';-". /, j" r ,'~-'.(:-; /< "~," 

PARCEL CB-5 Township 3 South, Range 12 East G&S.R.B.& M. 

Section 24 Acres Total Acres 

SE;4 160.00 

160.00 

PARCEL RM-7 Township 2 South, Range 13 East G&S.R.B.&M. 

Section 35 Acres Total Acres 

WYz.NWX 80.00 

80.00 

PARCEL RM-8 Township 3 South, Range 13 East G&S.R.B.&M. 

Section 9 Acres Total Acres 

lot 1 34.89 

lot 2 17.46 

E~NEX 80.00 

SWXNEX 40.00 

W%SEX 80.00 

252.35 

,.",: Section 10 Acres Total Acres . 
Jot 1 51.10 

lot 2 37.97 

lot 4 21.06 
,,' 

N%NW;4 80.00 

SW;4NW;4 40.00 

230.13 

Bureau of Land M::tru'ln~'mpnt 
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PARCEL RM-9 Township 3 South, Range 13 East G&S.R.B.&M. 

Section 11 Acres Total Acres 

lot 3 29.97 

29.97 

PARCEL RM-11 Township 3 South, Range 14 East G&S.R.B.&M. 

Section 6 Acres Total Acres 

lot 4 35.29 

lot 5 35.25 

lot 12 17.60 

88.14 

Township 2 South, Range 14 East G&S.R.B.&M. 

Section 31 Acres Total Acres 

lot 3 35.42 

lot 4 35.34 

70.76 

PARCEL RM-14 Township 3 South. Range 13 East G&S.R.B.&M 

Section 12 Acres Total Acres 

lot 1 21.11 

lot 2 26.63 

lot 5 39.31 

lot 6 39.93 

lot 7 excluding patent 5.26 
Nos. 02-62-0014, 
02-64-0243 and 
02-69-0016, 

SE% excluding patent 96.51 
No. 02-64-0243 

228.75 

Bureau of Land Management A-3 
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PARCEL RM-15 

Township 3 South. Range 14 East G&S.R.B.&M. 

Section 7 

lot 2 

lot 3 

lot 4 

lot 8 

Township 3 South. Range 14 East G&S.R.B.&M. 

Section 17 

lot 4 

SWYt.SWYt. 

Section 18 

lot 5 

lot 6 

(at 7 

lot 8 

(ot 9 

SEYt.SEYt. 

Mineral estate only. Th~ surface estate owned by Asarco Inc. 
r'.,: 

I 

PARCEL CB-4 ;.Township 3 South. Range 13 East G&S.R.B.&M 

Section 30 

lot 1 

lot 2 

lot 3 

lot 4 

A-4 

22.73 

35.19 

35.21 

28.28 

39.51 

40.00 

Acres 

32.66 

31.90 

39.99 

19.92 

42.10 

40.00 

Acres 

28.32 

25.36 

29.32 

37.41 

Total Acres 

121.41 

Total Acres 

79.51 

Total Acres 

206.57 

Total Acres 

Bureau of Land Management 
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Section 30, continued Acres Total Acres 

lot 5 37.49 

lot 6 37.56 

EXNE% 80.00 

SW%NE% 40.00 

SE%NW% 40.00 

E%SW% 80.00 

SE% 160.00 

595.46 

Mineral estate only. The surface estate owned by Asarco Santa Cruz Inc., (ASCI) owned by ASARCO 
Incorporated (ASARCO) and Freeport-McMoRan Inc., doing business as the Santa Cruz Joint Venture 
(SCJV). 

PARCEL CG-1 Township 6 South, Range 4 East G&S.R.B.&M 

Section 12 Acres Total Acres 

lot 1 38.62 

lot 2 38.25 

WhNE% 80.00 

156.87 

PARCELCG-2 Township 6 South, Range 4 East G&S.R.B.&M 

Section 23 Acres Total Acres 

NW% 160.00 

160.00 

PARCEL CG-3 Township 6 South, Range 4 East G&S.R.B.&M 

Section 24 Acres Total Acres 

WX 320.00 

320.00 

TOTAL ACREAGE FOR MINERAL ESTATE 2,779.92 

Bureau of Land Management A-5 
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Surface and Mineral Estate 

PARCEL CB-1 Township 3 South. Range 12 East, G&SRB&M 

Section 25 

SW% 

E% 

Section 26 

ALL 

PARCEL CB-2 Township 3 South. Range 13 East. G&SRB&M 

Section 8 

S%SE%SE% 

SE%SWhSE% 

E%SW%SW%SE% 

SE%NW%SWhSE% 

S%NE%SW%SE% 

SWhNW%SE%SE% 

Section 17 

E% 

,,",:: SW% 
~ 

SE%NW% 

S%S%SW%NW% 

N%SW%SWhNWh 
~. 

E%NE%NW% 

SW%NE%NW% 

A-6 

160.00 

320.00 

Acres 

640.00 

Acres 

20.00 

10.00 

5.00 

2.50 

5.00 

2.50 

Acres 

320.00 

160.00 

40.00 

10.00 

5.00 

20.00 

10.00 

Total Acres 

480.00 

Total Acres 

640.00 

Total Acres 

45.00 

Total Acres 

Bureau of Land Management 
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Section 17, continued Acres Total Acres 

N%S E'!4SW'!4NW'!4 5.00 

570.00 

PARCEL C8-3 Township 3 South, Range 13 East, G.&S.R.B.&M 

Section 19 Acres Total Acres 

lot 1 47.87 

lot 2 37.37 

lot 3 37.35 

lot4 32.15 

lot 5 39.64 

lot 6 49.12 

lot 7 48.03 

lot 8 26.34 

lot 9 0.03 

lot 10 24.07 

NE'!4NW'!4 40.00 

NEXNE'!4 40.00 

EY:zSE'!4 80.00 

501.97 

Section 20 Acres Total Acres 

WhNW'!4 80.00 

W%EY:zNW'!4 40.00 

NW~SW'!4 40.00 

W%N E'!4SW'!4 20.00 

W%WhSW'!4SW'!4 10.00 

190.00 

Bureau of Land Management A-7 
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PARCEL CH-1 

PARCEL CH-2 

PARCEL CH-3 

PARCEL CH-4 

PARCEL CH-5 

Township 4 South, Range 15 East, G&SRB&M 

Section 22 & 27 

Tract 37 

Township 4 South, Range 15 East, G&SRB&M 

Section 27 

Tract 39 

Township 4 South, Range 15 East, G&SRB&M 

Section 27 

Tract 38 

Township 5 South, Range 15 East, G&SRB&M 

Section 11 

N%NE% 

Township 5 South, Range 15 East, G&SRB&M 

Section 28 

S% 
f"'; 
~ 

NW% 

Total Acres 

262.72 

Acres Total Acres 

7.55 

Acres Total Acres 

1.91 

1.91 

Acres Total Acres 

80.00 

80.00 

Acres Total Acres 

320.00 

160.00 

480.00 

Bureau of Land Management 
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PARCEL RM-1 Township 2 South, Range 13 East, G.& S.R.B.& M. 

Section 34 Acres Total Acres 

W%NE~ 80.00 

NW~ 160.00 

N%SW~ 80.00 

SW~SW~ 40.00 

lot 2 32.96 

lot 3 28.09 

lot 4 1.62 

lot 8 0.36 

423.03 

PARCEL RM-2 Township 2 South, Range 13 East, G&SRB&M 

Section 34 Acres Total Acres 

Lot 9 5.23 

5.23 

PARCEL RM-3 Township 3 South, Range 13 East, G&SRB&M 

I 

Section 2 Acres Total Acres 
:! , 

lot 12 5.15 

5.15 

PARCEL RM-4 Township 3 South, Range 13 East, G&SRB&M 

Section 2 Acres Total Acres 

lot 13 2.06 

2.06 

PARCEL RM-5 Township 3 South. Range 13 East, G&SRB&M 

Section 10 Acres Total Acres 

lotS 0.02 

0.02 

Bureau of Land Management A-9 
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PARCEL RM-6 Township 3 South, Range 13 East, G&SRB&M 

Section 11 Acres Total Acres 

lot 11 0.08 

lot 12 0.49 

lot 13 0.39 

lot 14 0.02 

0.98 

PARCEL RM-10 Township 3 South, Range 13 East, G&SRB&M 

Section 13 Acres Total Acres 

lot 4 24.62 

lot 8 38.81 

lot 8 21.58 

lot 10 6.04 

lot 11 11.62 

lot 12 8.50 

lot 13 35.69 

lot 14 20.57 

SEXNEX 40.00 

207.43 

Township 3 South, Range 14 East, G&SRB&M 

Section 18 Acres Total Acres 

j"'.~ lot 1 35.20 ~ 

lot 2 35.10 

lot 10 33.38 

lot 11 34.84 .,. 
EYzSWX 80.00 

WYzSEX 80.00 

378.52 

A-10 Bureau of Land Management 
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Section 19 Acres Total Acres 

lot 1 34.86 

E%NW% 80.00 

NE% 160.00 

274.86 

PARCEL RM-12 Township 3 South, Range 13 East, G&SRB&M 

Section 1 Acres Total Acres 

lot 3 39.73 

lot4 39.61 

S%NWI4 80.00 

159.34 

PARCEL RM-13 Township 3 South, Range 13 East, G&SRB&M 

Section 1 Acres Total Acres 

lot 5 34.59 

lot 6 37.87 

lot 7 6.50 

NW%SE% 40.00 

118.90 

PARCEL RM-14 Township 3 South, Range 14 East, G&SRB&M 

Section 7 Acres Total Acres 

lot 11 0.21 
!I 

0.21 r' 

PARCEL RM-16 Township 3 South, Range 14 East, G&SRB&M 

Section 20 Acres Total Acres 

NW%NW% 40.00 

40.00 

Bureau of Land Management A-11 
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PARCEL RM-17 Township 3 South, Range 13 East, G.&S.R.B.&M 

Section 22 

S% 

Section 23 

W%SWX 

Section 26 

W%W% 

Section 27 

E%NWX 

E% 

Section 34 

E%NEX 

NWXNEX 

Section 35 

W%NWX 

SW~ 

A-12 

80.00 

320.00 

80.00 

40.00 

80.00 

160.00 

Total Acres 

320.00 

Total Acres 

80.00 

Total Acres 

160.00 

Total Acres 

400.00 

Total Acres 

120.00 

Total Acres 

240.00 

Bureau of Land Management 



PARCEL RM-18 Township 3 South, Range 14 East, G&SRB&M 

Section 33 

NWX 

S% 

Section 34 

S%SWX 

Township 4 South., Range 14 East, G&SRB&M 

Section 3 

lot 3 

lot4 

S%NWX 

SWX 

Section 4 

lot 1 

lot 2 

lot 3 

lot 4 

lot 5 

lot 6 

lot 7 

S%NEX 

SEXNWX 

E%SWX 

SEX 

Bureau of Land Management 

160.00 

320.00 

Acres 

80.00 

Acres 

30.74 

30.51 

80.00 

160.00 

Acres 

35.04 

35.13 

35.23 

26.94 

30.73 

30.95 

31.17 

80.00 

40.00 

80.00 

160.00 

Appendix A 

Total Acres 

480.00 

Total Acres 

80.00 

Total Acres 

301.25 

Total Acres 

'Iii 
1:1 

III 
iii 
ill I 
I 
I, 

1'1 
iii 
,iii 

585.19 
i! ! 
i 
Ii 

A-13 
Ii! 
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Section 5 Acres Total Acres 

lot 1 36.12 

lot 2 41.52 

lot 3 38.51 

lot 4 39.94 

Section 5, continued Acres Total Acres 

lot 5 38.52 

lot 6 38.52 

lot 7 43.44 

lot 8 40.00 

lot 9 39.67 

lot 10 40.12 

lot 11 39.13 

lot 12 39.67 

475.16 

Section 8 Total Acres 

EYzNE1/3 

80.00 

TOTAL ACREAGE 8,196.48 

TOTAL SELECTED ACREAGE 

MINERAL ESTATE ONLY 2,779.92 

SURFACE & SUBSURFACE 8,196.48 

TOTAL 10,976.40 

A-14 Bureau of Land Management 
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF OFFERED (PRIVATE) LANDS 

KNISELY RANCH 

Township 25 North, Range 18 West, G&SRB&M 

Section 4 Total Acres 

SW%NW% 

40.00 

Section 17 Total Acres 
(surface estate only) 

E'~NE% 

80.00 

Section 20 Total Acres 

SE%SE% 

40.00 

GILA RIVER PARCEL AT COCHRAN 

Township 4 South, Range 12 East, G&SRB&M 

Section 6 Total Acres 

S%SE% 

N%SE% 
(surface estate only) 

160.00 

Section 7 Total Acres 

NE% 

160.00 

Bureau of Land Management A-15 
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SACRAMENTO VALLEY PARCEL 

Township 19 North, Range 19 West, G&SRB&M 

Section 23 
(surface estate only) 

WY2SEX 

NEXSEX 

MCCRACKEN MOUNTAIN PARCELS 

Township14 North, Range 14 West, G&SRB&M 

,,".: 
'" 

Section 19 

lot 1 

lot 2 

lot 3 

lot 4 

EY2Wh 

EY2 

Section 31 

lot 1 

lot 2 

lot 3 

lot 4 

EY2WY2 

EY2 

80.00 

40.00 

Acres 

37.93 

38.05 

38.15 

38.27 

160.00 

320.00 

Acres 

38.27 

38.43 

38.57 

38.73 

160.00 

320.00 

Total Acres 

120.00 

Total Acres 

632.40 

Total Acres 

634.00 

Bureau of Land Management 



Township 14 North, Range 15 West, G&SRB&M 

Section 3 

lot 1 

Bureau of Land Management 

lot2 

lot 3 

lot 4 

S%N% 

S% 

Section 9 

ALL 

Section 11 

ALL 

Section 15 

ALL 

Section 23 

ALL 

Section 25 

ALL 

Acres 

39.35 

39.40 

39.46 

39.51 

160.00 

320.00 

Appendix A 

Total Acres 

637.72 

Total Acres 

640.00 

Total Acres 

640.00 

Total Acres 

640.00 

Total Acres 

640.00 

Total Acres 

640.00 

A-17 
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Section 27 

ALL 

Section 35 

ALL 

TOMLIN PARCELS 

Township 15 North, Range 13 West, G&SRB&M 

Section 19 

lot 3 

lot 4 

E%SW~ 

Section 35 

SW~SW~ 

N%SE~ 

SE~SE~ 

TOTAL OFFERED LANDS 

A-i8 

7,297.92 

Acres 

640.00 

Acres 

36.85 

36.95 

80.00 

40.00 

80.00 

40.00 

Total Acres 

640.00 

Total Acres 

640.00 

Total Acres 

153.80 

Total Acres 

160.00 

Bureau of Land Management 
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PHOTOGRAPHS FOR SELECTED AND OFFERED LANDS 
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Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

VIEW LOOKING TOWARD COPPER BUTTE 

VIEW LOOKING SOUTHEAST TOWARD CHIUTO/HAYDEN AREA 

u of Land Manaoement 



AppendixB 

VIEW LOOKING SOUTHWEST OVERLOOKING HIGHWAY 1 77 AND PARCEL RM-l 7 

VIEW LOOKING SOUTHWEST TOWARD GILA RIVER ON PARCEL RM-18 

Bureau of Land Management 



Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment ElS 

VIEW OF RAY MINE FROM PARCEL RM-13 

VIEW TOWARD WEST ON PARCEL RM-15 



Selected Lands 

VIEW LOOKING TOWARD RAY MINE 

VIEW LOOKING TOWARD RAY MINE 

Bureau of Land Management 



Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

VIEW LOOKING OVER GILA RIVER PARCEL AT COCHRAN 

u of Land Manaaement 



Offered Lands 

VIEW OVERLOOKING KNISELY #3 TOWARD THE CERBAT MOUNTAINS 

,,' 

VIEW OVERLOOKING THE MCCRACKEN MOUNTAINS PARCELS 

Bureau of Land 
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t 
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VIEW LOOKING OVER THE SACRAMENTO VALLEY PARCEl 

VIEW OF BIG SANDY RIVER AND ADJACENT WETLANDS ON TOMLIN #4 

f Land Manaoement 
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DEIS MAILING LIST 
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AppendixC 

RAY LAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT MAILING LIST 

First Last Title Organization Name 

ELECTED OFFICIAL· FEDERAL 

J.D. HAYWORTH REPRESENTATIVE 

JON KYL SENATOR 

JOHN MCCAIN SENATOR 

BOB STUMP REPRESENTATIVE 

ELEc"rED OFFICIAL· LOCAL 

CAROL ANDERSON MOHAVE BOARD OF SPRVSRS 

LES BYRAM CITY OF KINGMAN 

WANDA DALTON CITY OF KEARNY 

JIMMIE B. KERR PINAL CO. BOARD OF SPRVSRS 

CRUZ SALAS GILA CO. 

JIM ZABORSKY MOHAVE CO. BOARD OF SPRVSRS 

ELECTED OFFICIAL· STATE 

KEN BENNETT REPRESENTATIVE 

LINDA BINDER REPRESENTATIVE 

BARBARA BLEWSTER REPRESENTATIVE 

DEBRA BRIMHALL REPRESENTATIVE 

JACK BROW~.: SENATOR 
~ 

JIM CARRUTHERS REPRESENTATIVE 

HARRY CLARK REPRESENTATIVE 

FRANKLIN FLAKE REPRESENTATIVE 

,,' 
HERB GUENTHER SENATOR 

JOE HART REPRESENTATIVE 

JANE HULL GOVERNOR 

BOB MCLENDON REPRESENTATIVE 

REBECCA RIOS REPRESENTATIVE 

Bureau of land Management 
C - 1 
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......... _ ..... -_ .. '-" -"-' . ---'" =====:':.:=:':':-==--=======:======.=== 
RAY LAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT MAILING LIST 
'-=============--==:.========-"--===--.-------
First Last Title Organization Name 

PETER RIOS SENATOR 

JOHN VERKAMP REPRESENTATIVE 

JOHN WETTAW SENATOR 

ELECTED OFFICIAL· LOCAL 

RONALD CHRISTENSEN GILA CO. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

BUSTER JOHNSON MOHAVE CO. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

LIONEL RUIZ PINAL CO. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

SANDIE SMITH PINAL CO. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

ELEECTED OFFICIAL· LOCAL 

EDWARD GUERRERO GILA COUNTY BO. SUPERVISORS 

GOVERNMENT· FEDERAL 

PRESCOTT NAT'l FOREST 

DIV OF ENV. CONTAMINANTS 

U.S. FISH & WilDLIFE SERVICE (USFWS) 

MINERALS MANG. SERVICE 

U.S. DEPT. OF ENERGY 

DIRECTORATE OF ENV. QlTY 

U.S. ENV. PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA) 

U.S. BUREAU OF LAND MGMT (BlM) 

U.S. DEPT OF ARMY. CORPS OF ENG (COE) 

LAKE MEAD NAT'L RECREATION AREA 

TONTO NAT'L FOREST 

AIR FORCE PENTAGON 

NAT'l PARK SERVICE 

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

U.S. FOREST SERVICE (USFS) 

U.S. NATIONAL PARK SERVICE (NPS) 

MESA R.D. TONTO NAT'l FOREST 

Bureau of Land Management c ~ 2 



Appendix C 

RAY LAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT MAILING LIST 

First Last Title Organization Name 

U.S. BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS (BIA) 

U.S. GEOLOGICAl. SURVEY (USGS) 

U.S. DEPT. AGRICULTURE (USDA) 

KAIBAB NA T'L FOREST 

U.S. AIR FORCE 56 CES/CEVN 

U.S. BUREAU OF RECLAMATION (BOR) 

GOVERNMENT-LOCAL 

MARICOPA CO. SOLID WASTE MGMT 

MARICOPA CO. 

LA P/>Z. CO. 

YUCCA FIRE DEPT. 

PIMA NATURAL RES CONSERVATION DIST. 

GLOBE LIBRARY 

CITY OF PRESCOTT 

CITY OF BULLHEAD CITY 

PRESCOTT VALLEY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

PARKS RECREATION & LIBRARY DEPT. 

PINAl. CO. DEVLP BRD & VISITOR CENTER 

CITY OF PEORIA 

CENTRAL />Z. ASSOC OF GOV. 

MOHAVE CO. 

LAKE MOHAVE FIRE DIST. 

MARICOPA CO. PARKS & REC. 

EASTERN />Z. COUNTIES ORG 

PIMA CO. WASTEWATER MANG. 

BLACK CANYON CITY LIBRARY 

MOHAVE CO. ECONOMIC DEV. 

LA P/>Z. CO DEPT OF COMMUNITY DEV 

Bureau of land Management C· 3 
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RAY LAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT MAILING LIST 

First Last Title 

GOVERNMENT-STATE 

Bureau of Land Management 

Organization Name 

TOWN OF KEARNY 

CITY OF FLAGSTAFF 

CITY OF PHOENIX 

PINAL CO AIR QUALITY CONTROL 

BLACK CANYON FIRE DEPT. 

WESTERN LAND EXCHANGE PROJECT 

NAVAJO CO. 

MOHAVE CO. OFFICEI UofA 

PINAL CO. DEPT OF CIVIL WORKS 

PIMA CO. PARKS & RECREATION 

MOHAVE CO. DISTRICT LIBRARY 

TUCSON LIBRARY 

MARICOPA CO. RECREA nON SERVICES DEPT. 

PIMA CO. SHERIFF'S MOUNTED POSSE 

MARICOPA co. DEPT. OF TRANSPTN. 

LEAGUE OF AZ CITIES & TOWNS 

MOHAVE CO. LAND USE COMMITEE 

SOUTHEASTERN AZ GOV. ORG. 

CHARLES ROYALL LIBRARY 

YAVAPAI CO. PLANNING & BLDG. DEPT. 

PINAL CO. 

SOIL & WATER CONSERVATION 

AZSTATEPARKS 

UofA, COLLEGE OF LAW 

ASU, CENTER FOR ENV. STUDIES 

ASU AZ MINERAL ASSN. 

ASU 

c - 4 
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RAY LAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT MAILING LIST 

First Last Title Organization Name 

NORTHWESTERN UNIVERSITY 

UofA ADMINISTRATION 412 

UCDAVIS 

ASU·DEPhOFANTHROPOLOGY 

AZ. STATE PARKS BOARD 

AZ. DEPT OF MINES & MINERAL RESOURCES 

ASU·AZ. MINERAL ASSN. 

AZ. GAME & FISH DEPT (AGFDI 

OFFICE OF ATTORNEY GENERAL 

AZ. COMMISSION OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

AZ. DEPT OF WATER RESOURCES 

UNIVERSITY OF AZ. (U of A) 

AZ. GAME & FISH DEPT. WM-HB 

GR& CANYON UNIVERSITY 

AZ. STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 

AZ. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

AZ. ASSN. OF COUNTIES 

AZ. STATE LAND DEPT (ASLD) 

AZ. STATE MINE INSPECTOR'S OFFICE 

ASU, OFFICE OF CULTURAL RESOURCE MGMT 

AZ. DEPT OF ENV. QUALITY 

ASU CHAPTER OF THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY 

NATURAL RESOURCES 

.," CENTRAL AZ. PROJECT 

ASU, DEPh OF ZOOLOGY 

OLYMPIC STATE PARK 

NAU. SCHOOL OF FORESTRY 

NAU. CLINE LIBRARY 

Bureau of Land Management C - 5 
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RAY LAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT MAILING LIST 
~~--===--~-...... ---_ .. _=----._-._---

First Last Title Organization Name 

UofA SCHOOL OF RENEWABLE NAT. RES. 

GOVERNMENT - TRIBAL 

FT MCDOWELL MOHAVE-APACHE INDIAN CO MM. 

BODAWAY/GAP CHARTER·WESTERN NAVAJO AGE 

OFFICE OF HOPI LANDS, THE HOPI TRIBE 

PASCUA YAQUI TRIBE 

KAIBAB·PAIUTE COUNCIL 

AK-CHIN INDIAN COMMUNITY ENV 

SALT RIVER PIMA·MCPA INDIAN COMM. 

GOVERNMENT-STATE 

RUSSELL HAUGHEY AZ GAME & FISH DEPT 

CAROL HEATHINGTON STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

JONI SAAD AZ CLEARING HOUSE 

MEDIA 

BUMPY ROAD NEWS 

AZ DAILY SUN 

TUCSON CITIZEN 

LAKE POWELL CHRONICLE 

FREELANCE WRITER 

PHOENIX GAZETTE 

AZ DAILY STAR 

GREEN VALLEY NEWS & SUN 

MESA TRIBUNE 

COPPER BASIN NEWS 

ANRN 

DAILY DISPATCH 

ASSOCIATED PRESS 

NON-GOVERNMENT ORGANIZATION 

Bureau of Land Management C - 6 
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RAY LAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT MAILING LIST 

First Last Title Organization Name 

ARI·VADA 4 WHEELERS 

HASSAYAMPA RIVER PRESERVE 

FOREST GAURDIANS 

ORACLE TRAILS COALITION 

AZ ASSOC OF 4 -WHEEL OR CLUBS 

MESA 4 WHEELERS 

AZSTATE RIFLE 

COCONINO SPORTSMEN 

GREATER AZ BICYCLING ASSN. 

NORTH AMERICAN BEAR SOCIETY 

HORSESHOE RANCH PARTNERSHIP 

DESERT CABALLEROS 

ASA4WDC 

AZ DESERT BIGHORN SHEEP SOCIETY 

RESOURCE ADVISORY COUNCIL 

MINERALS EXPLORATION COALITION 

HAUCHUCA HIKING CLUB 

WESTERN LAND GROUP 

COLORADO RIVER 

PLUMBERS LOCAL 469 

INTERNAT'L SONORAN DESERT ALLIANCE 

AZ TRAIL ASSOC 

TUCSON ROUGH RIDERS 

FRIENDS OF ANIMALS 

WALAPAl4 WHEELERS 

AZ CATILE GROWERS ASSN. 

CO LINE RIDERS 

THE FUND FOR ANIMALS 

Bureau of Land Management c· 7 



AppendixC 

RAY LAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT MAILING LIST 
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First Last Title Organization Name 

SOUTHWEST CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY 

HUACHUCA HIKING CLUB 

GARRETT 4 WDCfAWA4WDC 

MOHAVE SPORTSMAN CLUB 

AUDUBON SOCIETY 

CO. SPRVSRS ASSN. 

BOYCE THOMPSON ARBORETUM 

AZ WILDLIFE FEDERATION 

FRIEND OF AZ RIVERS 

CASA GR&E 4 WHEEL DRIVE CLUB 

DEFENDERS OF WILDLIFE 

YUMA VALLEY ROO & GUN CLUB 

AZ MINING ASSN. 

GLENDALE HIKING CLUB 

SIERRA CLUB 

AZ STATE ASSN. OF 4-WHEEL DRIVE USERS 

ROADRUNNER4-WHEELERS 

BULLHEAD 4 WHEELERS 

PARKER 4-WHEELERS 

VERDE VALLEY 4 -WHEEL DRIVE CLUB 

CHAMBERS GROUP 

AZ WILDERNESS COALITION 

MOUNTAIN STATES LEGAL FOUNDATION 

ZENECA SPECIALTIES 

HUMANE SOCIETY OF THE US 

LIONS INTERNA rL (AZ) 

CREEPY CRAWLERS 4 WHEELER OR 

LANDS FOUNDATION 

Bureau of Land Management C - 8 
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RAY LAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT MAILING LIST 

First Last Title Organization Name 

SUPERSTITION AREA LAND TRUST 

PEOPLE FOR THE WEST 

INT'L SOC. OF PROTECTION OF MUSTANGS & BUR 

THE AZ TRAIL 

STATE LAND INTERFACE & UNITED DIR 

COUNCIL FOR SUSTAINABLE LIVING 

WILDERNESS LAND TRUST 

HAVASU 4·WHEELERS 

WILDERNESS SOCIETY 

AZ RURAL WATER ASSN. 

IMPRINTING FOUNDATION 

AZ SMALL MINE OPERATORS ASSN. 

SAHUARO 4 X 4'S 

HUALAPAI 4 WHEELERS 

COCHISE CO ROUGH RIDERS 

AZ ANTELOPE FOUNDATION 

SOUTHERN AZ GUIDES & OUTFITTERS ASSOC. 

AZ WOOL PRODUCERS ASSN. 

THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY· AZ CHAPTER 

NATURE CONSERVANCY 

PEBBLE PICKIN POSSE 

AZ ROUGH RIDERS 

MOHAVE CO. TRAILS ASSN., INC. 

MOHAVE PROSPECTORS ASSN. 

SO. AZ WILDLIFE CALLERS 

COPPERSTATE 4 WHEEL OR. CLUB 

VARNELL SENIOR CITIZENS CENTER 

SOUTHERN AZ HIKING CLUB 

Bureau of Land Management C - 9 
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RAY LAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT MAILING LIST 

First Last Title Organization Name 

AMIGOS 

MOTOROLA DUST DEVILS 4 WHEEL DR. 

PRIVATE 

APACHE CO DEV. & COMM sves. 

ECOLOGY & ENVIRONMENT, INC. 

SMITH WALSH ALLOTMENT 

ESCUDILLA OUTFITTERS, LLC. 

WESTERN RESOURCE DEV. 

FLYING DIAMOND RANCH 

EL PASO NATURAL GAS CO. 

DAMES & MOORE,INC. 

AMERICAN WILDLANDS 

MANG. CONSULTANT. MINERAL RESOURCES 

CENTURY CABLE 

FLETCHER ASSOCIATES 

ASC HYDROLOGICAL & ENVIRON SERVICES 

POUDRE ENV. CONSULTANTS, INC. 

RAYCO ENTERPRISES 

CEDAR CREEK ASSOCIATES 

ANGELS RANCH 

MOTIVATED INVESTMENTS REALTY 

GREYSTONE 

ZENECA SPECIALTIES 

SANTE FE PACIFIC GOLD CORP. 

SOUTH BRANCH RESOURCES 

CYPRUS AMAX MINERALS CO. 

HCR'()2 

BIOIWEST, INC 

Bureau of Land Management c - 10 
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RAY LAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT MAILING LIST 

First Last Title Organization Name 

GALLAGHER & KENNEDY 

ENV. MANG. ASSOCIATES 

AQUATIC & WETLANDS CONSULTANTS 

TRANSWESTERN PIPELINE CO (ROW DEPT.) 

U.S. WEST COMMUNICATIONS 

CHEMEHUEVI 

LEVY TRUCKING 

AT&T 

WALNUT CREEK RANCH 

HORNER MOUNTAIN RANCH 

ASARCO 

HOLME, ROBERTS & OWEN 

PHOENIX AIRWAY FACILITIES SECTOR 

APS 

BERT SLATER AUTO PARTS 

MURPHY & POSNER 

HAROLD LINDNER ASSOC., INC. 

MONEY MOUNTAIN MINING 

J BARJRANCH 

HEADWATERS WEST LTD. 

WF CATTLE CO. 

BLACK MOUNTAIN OUTFITTERS 

GROSS FAMILY PARTNERSHIP 

AZ TOXICS INFORMATION 

MCTA 

PARSENS, BEHLY & LATIMAR 

CONSTRUCTECH CONSULTING GROUP 

BELL, SELTZER, PARK, & GIBSON 

Bureau of Land Management c - 11 
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RAY LAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT MAILING LIST 

First Last Title 

Bureau of Land Management 

Organization Name 

KELLIS RANCH 

CENTURY 21 HEINEMAN REAL TV 

WESTERN AREA POWER ADMIN. 

SUNBURST PROPERTIES 

PREFFERED AQUISISTIONS 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONSULTING SERVICES 

SIMPSON, THACHER & BARTLETT 

FLORENCE REMINDER 

UNITED METRO MATERiAlS 

TERRAVEST, INC. 

A DIAMOND ALLOTMENT 

HOMESTAKE MINING co. 

KERR MCGEE CORP. 

H & J SHUMWAY FARMS 

56CESfCERR 

OLD PUEBLO ARCHAEOLOGY CENTER 

GIVENS PURSLEY & HUNTLEY 

R.E.!. 

WEST VALLEY VIEW 

WALe,INC. 

SUN STATE ROCK & MATERIALS, CORP. 

STANFIELD-RURAL LTD PARTNERSHIP 

RED CREEK RANCH PARTNERSHIP 

PARKER DAIRY FARMS 

JOHNSON CATTLE CO. 

WEAVER MINING DISTRICT ASSN. 

MARICOPA MINES 

GSA RESOURCES,INC 

c - 12 
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RAY LAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT MAILING LIST 

First Last Title Organization Name 

MOHAVE ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE 

BLUE SKY EXPEDITIONS INC. 

ENV. IMPACT SERVICES 

BRIMHALL RANCH 

DUGAS RANCH 

COMBINED METALS 

ARMSTRONG MINING 

BELL HENRY GROUP 

TUCSON ELECTRIC POWER CO. 

TULSA ROCK & MINERAL SOC. INC.fTULSA. OK 

TODD 2Y RANCH 

HODGES REALTY & BUILDING 

MINERALS MANAGMENT SERVICE 

SUNWALKER DEV. 

CENTER FOR LAW IN THE INTEREST 

THE ONE LAW GOLD MINING CORP. 

SALT RIVER PROJECT 

NEW MEXICO & AZ LAND CO 

AGRA EARTH & ENV •• INC. 

FARM CREDIT SERVICES SOUTHWEST 

BATTLE MOUNTAIN EXPLORATION CO. 

O.K. MARTIN & ASSOCIATES 

CASA GRANDE COTTON FINANCE CO 

C & L INVESTMENTS 

E & N MINING & CONSTRUCTION, INC. 

ERICKSON LAND & CATTLE CO. 

APKER, HAGGARD & KURTZ. P.C. 

MINERAL MGMT ASSOC. 

Bureau of Land Management c - 13 
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RAY LAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT MAILING LIST 

First Last Title 

PRIVATE· CITIZEN 

JOHN AKERS 

GARY ALBIN 

Bureau of Land Management 

Organization Name 

WE HALL CO. 

WHICKER & ASSOCIATES 

SOUTHWESTERN MINERAlS EXPLORA nON ASSN. 

ANDERSON CLAYTON CORP. 

AZ ELECTRIC POWER COOPERATIVE,INC 

DESERT NURSERY 

OSDA 

SEC,INC 

MARCOE MINERALS CO 

BARS RANCH 

LAND SERVICES 

MGT. CONSULTANT-MINERAL RESOURCES 

HIGH JINX RANCH 

NORANDA EXPLORATION,INC. 

BATEMAN ENGINEERING,INC. 

D4J CATTLE CO LLC 

THREE RIVERS AGRICULTURE INVESTMENTS 

DYNAMIC CORP. 

FARM CREDIT SERVICES 

RAFTER SIX ALLOTMENT 

AZSERVICE 

PHELPS DODGE CORP. 

BENEDICT FEEDING CO. 

DE LILLO & SUTTON ENTERPRISES 

ENVIROTECH SOLUTION, INC. 

c - 14 
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RAY LAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT MAILING LIST 

First Last Title Organization Name 

GARY ALLEN 

GARRY ANDERSON 

CAROL ANDERSON 

BERNARD ANDERSON 

DAVID J ANDERSON 

GUILLERMO ARDON 

KATHY ARNOLD 

TONY ASTORGA 

DANIELP. AUX 

SANDY BAHR 

MICHAEL BAKER 

SUE BAUGHMAN 

JOAN BECK 

MARK BELLES 

STU BENGSON 

BETTYE. BINGMAN 

WILLIAM S BIRDSONG 

JANINE BLAELOCH 

MARJORIE BLAINE 

LEONARD E BLAKESLEY 

~'," 

NANCY BLUMLEtR 

PATRICKH. BOLES 

JOHN BOWSHER 

BRIAN BOYLAN 

ROSEE. BRADFORD 

MARK BREN 

STEVE BROPHY 

GEORGE BROWN 

Bureau of Land Management c - 15 
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RAY LAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT MAILING LIST 
.---.. ------.------.--.----.. --~ .. -------------

First Last Title Organization Name 

ALLISON BROWNING 

GINA L. BULLOCH 

JAMES P. BURKE 

GLYNN BURKHARDT 

GEORGE BURNS 

WILLIAM BURRELL 

RONDA BURRELL 

LEONARDW BYERLY 

LES BYRAM 

RAY CALDERA 

MARGARET CALDERA 

ANNIE & CAMPACHO 
RAMON 

TILFORD CANTRELL 

ROBERT CANTRELL 

REYNALDO CANTU 

VICTORIA CARELLA 

DWIGHTL CAREY 

JACK CARLSON 

N.T. CARTER 

JUNE CASTELHANO 

CYNTHIAM CHANDELY 

ALAN & CHATFIELD 
BARBARA 

JOE CHOn 

JUCK CHRISTIANA 

CHRISTOPHER CHRISTIE 

ANDY CLARK 

MARK CLEVELAND 

BENJAMIN CLINGAN 

Bureau of Land Management c - 16 
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RAY LAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT MAILING LIST 

First Last Title Organization Name 

ANNE COE 

MASON COGGIN 

GLEN E COLLINS 

JEAN COLLIS 
CARDWELL 

THOMAS F COPE 

RUSSELLM. CORN 

GENE CORYELL 

DONALD E. COX 

JOSEPH & COX 
PHYLLIS 

RODNEYL CRICK 

CHRISTINE & CRUESS 
ED 

SALAS CRUZ 

CHERIE CRUZ 

MARY DAHL 

GEORGEE DANIELS 

JERRYW. DANNI 

VIRGINIA DAVILLA 

STEVEN D. DAVIS 

RUSSELL DAVIS 

STEVEN DAY 

f".: 
DAVIDA DEKO~~ 

TERRYC DEARBORN 

TOMMY DEEN 

LINDA DEEN 

JERSY DEPONTY 

PETER A DOW 

GARRY DUFFY 

JAMESW DUGAN 

Bureau of Land Management C - 17 
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RAY LAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT MAILING LIST 

First Last Title Organization Name 

GEORGE EARLY 

GARYA. EIDE 

T.E.E. ERSKINE 

RAUL ESTRADA 

ROBERTC EULER 

MICHAEL FAICCA 

DANIELM. FELIX 

LARRYD. FELLOWS 

GEORGE FERGUSON 

LANDI FERNLEY 

GENE FISHER 

DENNIS FORMAN 

NOEL FRANK 

GLENN FREDRICK 

JOHN FREEMAN 

PAUL FRIESEMA 

STUART FULLER 

MIKE FUSON 

DONALDP GABRIELSON 

ALJINKS GAINER 

KIP GAM BEE 

NElLA. GAMBEL 

CHRIS GARCIA 

MARY GARCIA 

JOSEPH L GENDRON 

REX GENNICKS 

HANK GONZALES 

BILL GOODALE 

Bureau of Land Management c - 18 
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RAY LAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT MAILING LIST 

First Last Title Organization Name 

ALEX GORT 

STEVE GRAHAM 

TAMMIE GREGORY 

GAIL GRIFFIN 

DAVID GRISEZ 

JOHN & PAULA GRISWOLD 

ANDY GROSETA 

JERRYL, HAGGARD 

RICHARDC HALL 

ROBERT HANLEY 

WILLIAM HATFIELD 

PHILIP HECKER 

BARBARA HESLIN 

TERRY K HESLIN 

THOMAS HEYN 

DONR HICKS 

ROSSL HOBOBY 

SYDNEY HOFFHAY 

TIM HOGAN 

DAVID HOGAN 

KENNETH HUNT"~ 

WESLEY HUNTER 

EDWARDJ. HUSKINSON 

BILLC IFTIGER 

RICHARD A ISAACSON 

JACKB JACKS 

JANETL JACOBSEN 

SCOTT JARVIS 

Bureau of Land Management c - 19 
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RAY LAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT MAILING LIST 

First Last Title Organization Name 

SENON JAURIGUE 

BILL JEWETT 

THOMAS JOHN 

JAN JOHNSON 

MARKS. JOHNSON 

FRANKLIN R JONES 

THOMAS R. JONES 

BILL JORDAN 

BRUCE KABANA 

RICK KANEEN 

WENDI KAWA 

JAMES KAWA 

ELLIOTT KELLE 

GARYE. KELLER 

JOHN KENNEDY 

JIMMIE B. KERR 

JOHN KEVIN 

HENRY KREIS 

RETA LAFFORD 

NICHOLAS LAFONZ 

DANIEL P LAUX 

TOMH. LAZZElLE 

BERNARD LEMME 

LAIN1E LEVICK 

GAIL LlCHTENHAN 

PETE LOMELI 

CONRAD LOPEZ 

GARY LUBERS 

Bureau of Land Management c - 20 
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RAY LAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT MAILING LIST 

First Last Title Organization Name 
- --

UNDAM. LUIK 

CHARLES MAES 

MIKE & MARY MAJESKI 

BETH MANN 

BRETI MARSH 

JIM MARTIN 

DOUGLAS K MARTIN 

PAUL MARTIN 

MIKE MARTINER 

MOLLY MAYER 

LARRY MCBILES 

TRICIA MCCRAW 

JOHN & MCCULLEN 
SANDIE 

WALTER MCCULLOCH 

STEVE MCGHEE 

LARRY MCKRACKEN 

ROBERTR. MCNICHOLS 

MATHEWW. MCWENIE 

P.K. RANA MEDH! 

OLLIE MILLER 
(\~. 

EDWINW MINCH 
~ 

DAVID MINKE 

LARRY MISSAL 

... LEO MOBLEY 

RICK MOHR 

JANE ELLEN MOODY 

MARTIN MOORE 

ZAHES MORGAN 

Bureau of Land Management c - 21 
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RAY LAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT MAILING LIST 

First Last Title Organization Name 

MICHAEL MOSS 

JAMES MURPHY 

ROBERTR NICHOLS 

FRANK & JOAN NOEL 

JAMES & NORINE 
SHEILA 

DON NORTON 

JAMES E NOTESTINE 

KAY NOWATZKI 

JAMES H NYENHUIS 

MARLENE O'HARA 

BILL OPPENHEIMER WINTERS GROUP 

RICK OVERSTREET 

FRANK PACHACO 

ERIC PARKER 

STEVE PARKER 

DONALDJ. PINKAVA 

JAMES PLASTER 

DONALDJ. POCK 

DANIE PRANDSEN 

RAY PRENDERGAST 

EDITH PRICE 

DEAN PRICHARD 

TRUMANC PUCHBAUER 

RICHARD PUSCH 

PHYLLIS RALLEY 

MELODEE RAMEY 

RICHARDS RHOADES 

MICHAELJ RICE 
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RAY LAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT MAILING LIST 

First Last Title Organization Name 

BILL RICHARDSON 

DAVID E. RICHERT 

ROLLINW. ROBERTS 

JOHNG ROSCOE 

CHARLES ROSE 

PATRICK A. RUINN 

FERNANDO RUIZ 

EARL RUNTE 

STEVE A SAWAY 

TOM SCARTACCINI 

LOIS SCHERBER 

RANDY SCHROEDER 

PAUL SCHRUPP 

JOAN SCOTT 

BRIAN SEGER 

JAMES D SELL 

RONALD SERVANT 

LYNN SHEPPARD 

CHUCK SHIPLEY 

RAYMOND SHOUGH 

DUANE L SHROlJi4: 

PHIL SIEGEL 

MICHAELS. SIEGEL 

ALBERT SLATER 

PAUL SMITH 

SAM SPILLER 

LEONARD STAFF 

LAWRENCEO. STALLCUP 
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RAY LAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT MAILING LIST 

First Last Title Organization Name 

DON STEUTER 

WILLIAM P. STRtTTMA TTER 

SARAH A STRUNK 

JAMES H. SULLIVAN 

KAREN SUSSMAN 

JODY SWINGLE 

RHEAL D TETRENAUTT 

RAY THOMPSON 

RUTHM THOMPSON 

ROBERT THOMPSON 

JAMES TOON 

KENNETH TOWNSEND 

PATRICK TRUSTY 

THOMAS TWEDT 

JIMR. VAALER 

THOMAS VACHUDA 

CHARLES P VANEPPS 

GREGORY VERNON 

DAVID L WALKER 

BRUCE WALKER 

WILLIAM WELLS 

FRANCESW. WERNER 

JOHN E. WHICKER 

JOSEPH WILHELM 

TIMMY WILLIAMS 

RICHARD WILLIAMSON 

CATHY WILSON 

JACK WILSON 
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RAY LAND EXCHANGE/PLAN AMENDMENT MAILING LIST 

First Last Title Organization Name 
.----_. 

ROBERTA. WITZEMAN 

TERRY WORMAN 

THOMAS E. WRIGHT 

JIM ZABORSKY 

GABRIEL P. ZINSLI 
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Table 0.1. NRHP Site Eligibility Status for Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

Site Surface Temporal 
Number NRHP Eligibility Status Site Type Ownership Affiliation 

AZ U:16: (ASM) All sites except 254-258 are in the Copper Butte/Buckeye Area 

246 Data Recovery Completed" Pictographs; Rockshelter Private Prehistoric 
247 Data Recovery Completed Pictographs; Rockshelter Private Prehistoric 

275 Data Recovery Completed Possible Habitation State Prehistoric 
279 Data Recovery Completed Limited Activity State Prehistoric 
280 Data Recovery Completed Limited Activity State Prehistoric 
281 Data Recovery Completed Rockshelter State Prehistoric 
282 Data Recovery Completed Rockshelter State Prehistoric 
283 Data Recovery Completed Rockshelter State Prehistoric 

274 Not Eligible Grinding Slick BlM Prehistoric 
268 Not Eligible Habitation? Camp? BlM Prehistoric 
273 Not Eligible Petroglyph private Prehistoric 
264 Not Eligible Limited Activity BlM Prehistoric 
271 Not Eligible Limited Activity BlM Prehistoric 

36(BlM) Not Eligible Limited Activity BlM Prehistoric 
239 Not Eligible Petroglyph Private Prehistoric 

236 Eligible Habitation? Private Prehistoric 
241 Eligible Limited Activity Private Protohistoric? 
256 Eligible Rockshelter Cave BlM Prehistoric 
257 Eligible Rockshelter Cave BLM Prehistoric 
254 Eligible Rockshelter BlM Prehistoric 
258 Eligible Rockshelter BlM Prehistoric 
255 Eligible Rockshelter BlM Prehistoric 
265 Eligible Habitation? BlM Prehistoric 
253 Eligible Habitationl Ag? BlM Prehistoric 
260 Eligible Habitation? BlM Prehistoric 
233 Eligible Limited Activity? BLM Prehistoric 
259 Eligible Limited Activity BlM Prehistoric 
263 Eligible Limited Activity BlM Prehistoric 
262 Eligible Habitation? BlM Prehistoric 
261 Eligible r· •.. - Habitation? BLM Prehistoric .. 
269 Eligible Limited Activity BlM Prehistoric 
270 Eligible Habitation? BlM Prehistoric 
285 Eligible Rockshelter Private Prehistoric 
286 Not Eligible Tent Pad? Private Historic 
287 Eligible Rockshelter Private Pre & Historic 
240 Eligible Limited Activity Private Prehistoric 
242 Eligible Mining Camp Private Pre & Historic 
272 Not Eligible Mine BlM; private Historic 

5(ASU)I294 Eligible Limited Activity BLM Pre & Historic 

238 Eligible Habitation! Ag? Private Prehistoric 
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Table 0.1, continued. NRHP Site Eligibility Status for Ray Land Exchange/Plan Amendment EIS 

Site Surface Temporal 
Number NRHP Eligibilitv Status Site Type Ownership Affiliation 

AZ V:13: (ASM) All sites are in the Ray Complex 

105 Not Eligible Road BLM Historic 
188 Not Eligible Trail State Historic 
106 Not Eligible Limited Activity BLM Historic 

108 Not Eligible Limited Activity BLM Historic 
110 Not Eligible Temporary Habitation? BLM Historic 

193 Not Eligible Trail BLM Historic 

182 Eligible Habitation State Pre & Historic 

107 Eligible Limited Activity BLM Prehistoric 

109 Eligible Limited Activity BLM Prehistoric 
115 Eligible Temporary Habitation? BLM Prehistoric 

195 Eligible Mining Complex BLM Historic 

102 Not Eligible Camp BLM Historic 
103 Eligible Habitation BLM Historic 

104 Not Eligible Limited Activity BLM Prehistoric 

111 Eligible Limited Activity BLM Prehistoric 

112 Not Eligible Limited Activity BLM Prehistoric 

113 Not Eligible Limited Activity BLM Prehistoric 

114 Not Eligible Limited Activity BLM Prehistoric 

116 Eligible Limited Activity BLM Prehistoric 
117 Not Eligible Limited Activity BLM Prehistoric 

118 Not Eligible Limited Activity BLM Prehistoric 

119 Eligible Camp BLM Pre & Historic 
120 Eligible Limited Activity BLM Prehistoric 

121 Not Eligible Habitation BLM Historic 

122 Not Eligible Limited Activity BLM Prehistoric 

123 Not Eligible Limited Activity BLM Prehistoric 

124 Eligible Limited Activity BLM Prehistoric 

125 Eligible Trail BLM Pre & Historic 

126 Not Eligible Limited Activity BLM Prehistoric 

183** ~ Tefflperaf)' Ilebitetiefl? llisterie 

184 Not Eligible Limited Activity State Pre & Historic 

185 Eligible Limited Activity State Pre & Historic 

186 Eligible Limited Activity State Pre & Historic 

187 Eligible Mining Camp BLM Historic 

189 Eligible Limited Activity/Road BLM Pre & Historic 

190 Eligible Limited Activity BLM Prehistoric 

191 Not Eligible Limited Activity BLM Pre & Historic 

192 Not Eligible Mining Camp BLM Historic 

194 Not Eligible Limited Activity BLM Prehistoric 

* No longer eligible for information potential 
-Site outside project boundary 
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RELATED LAWS, RULES, REGULATIONS, AND EXECUTIVE ORDERS 

CEQ Regulations (40 CFR 1500.2 and 1502.25) require that related environmental laws, rules, regulations, 
and executive orders be integrated into an environmental impact statement. Although the CEQ regulations 
do not specifically indicate that the discussions of related laws are required in an EIS, the BlM has opted 
to include them in this document in an effort to fully disclose any and all potential impacts associated with 
the Proposed Action. 

Aquifer Protection Program. In Arizona, groundwater quality is regulated by ADEQ under the Aquifer 
Protection Program (APP). For all new facilities that discharge or have the potential to discharge to an 
aquifer, discharge limitations are prescribed by APP permits on a site-by-site basis, based on Arizona 
Revised Statutes §49-243 (A), (B), (C), and (D). APP permits determine best available demonstrated control 
technology (BADCT) to achieve the greatest degree of discharge reduction. In addition, pursuant to Arizona 
Administrative Code R 18-11-406, APP permits req uire that all groundwater discharges meet Aquifer Water 
Quality Standards at the boundary of the permit holder's land. 

American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA). AIRFA establishes the protection of Indian tribes' 
inherent right to the free exercise of traditional religions. This right Includes access to spiritual places, one 
kind of traditional cultural property. The courts have generally determined that while AIRFA does not require 
agencies to defer to the wishes of tribes regarding spiritual places and other aspects of religious practice, 
it does require that tribes be consulted, and that their concerns be given serious consideration. AIRFA thus 
requires agencies to consider the effects of their actions on Native American spiritual places and on access 
to such places by religious practitioners. It also requires consideration of effects on other aspects of religious 
practice-for example, the use of plants, animals, and other natural resources, and the practice of ceremonial 
activities. 

Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA). APRA requires notification of the appropriate Indian 
tribe before approving a cultural resource use permit for the excavation (testing and data recovery) of 
archaeological resources (more than 100 years old), if the responsible Federal/and manger determines that 
a location having cultural or religious importance to the tribe may be harmed or destroyed. 

Clean Air Act, Title V. Under the Clean Air Act amendments of 1990 and A.R.S. 49-401 et seq., ADEQ and 
Pinal County Air Quality Control Division (PCAQCD) are responsible for the Title V permit program, which 
covers virtually all significant sources of air emissions, regardless of land ownership within Pinal County, 
Arizona. The permit program sets standards for pollution control and monitoring reqUirements, source 
emission limits, and impacts to local and regional air quality. 

Clean Water Act Permitting Programs. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE), the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) and the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) administers the 
compliance programs associated with Sections 401, 402, and 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). These 
provisions are designed tapontrol impacts to surface waters. 

~ Section 401 requires project proponents to receive water quality certification from the appropriate state 
agency before they are granted any federal permits under CWA. In the State of Arizona, the responsible 
agency is the ADEQ. 

~ Section 402 prohibits discharge of pollutants into waters of the United States56 without a permit issued 
through the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). In developing NPDES permits 
for copper mines, EPA distinguishes between three types of discharges which must be regulated: 
process wastewaters such as heap leach pile runoff or seepage and pregnant leach solutions; mine 
drainage and stormwater. The discharge of process wastewaters is prohibited under the NPDES 
program. Mine drainage, which is defined as any water drained, pumped or siphoned from a mine, must 

S6 Waters of the U.S. are defined at 33 CFR 323.2(a). 
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meet technology-based effluent limitations for specific pollutants which include suspended solids, 
copper, zinc, lead, mercury, cadmium, and pH. The effluent limitations apply on a nationwide basis and 
were developed for specific industries, such as the mining industry. Mine drainage includes among other 
things, pit drainage and runoff from areas used for storage of are or tailings, as well as the active mining 
area in general. The only active mining area discharges exempted from the definition of mine drainage 
are runoff from certain kinds of access roads, runoff from tailings dams or dikes not constructed of waste 
rock or tailings, and runoff from certain ancillary structures or reclaimed areas. These discharges are 
subject to EPA's industrial stormwater regulations. These require monitoring of the runoff for certain 
pollutants and development, and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
containing Best Management Practices (BMPs) to achieve the highest practicable reduction in pollutant 
loading. 

• Section 404 permits are required for all dredging activities and discharge of dredged or fill material to 
waters of the U.S. This program requires the project proponent to 1} obtain a permit from the COE for 
impacts to waters of the U.S, including wetlands, regardless of land ownership, and 2) avoid, minimize, 
and/or mitigate all such impacts. 

Endangered Species Act. The Endangered Species Act (ESA) provides protection for animal and plant 
species in danger of extinction (endangered) and those that may become so in the foreseeable future 
(threatened). Section 7 of the ESA requires Federal agencies to ensure that all Federally associated 
activities in the United States do not have adverse impacts on the continued existence of threatened or 
endangered species or on designated areas that are important in conserving those species. Action agencies 
must consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to determine the potential impacts that a project may 
have on protected species. This EIS (supported by BE studies) has disclosed all impacts related to biological 
resources in the project vicinity .. 

Farmland Protection Policy Act. Under the Farmland Protection Policy Act (PL 97-98; 7 U.S.C. 4201 et 
seq.), impacts to prime or unique farmlands must be assessed in implementing NEPA. If prime or unique 
farmland is identified in an area that may be affected by a proposed action, alternative actions must be 
considered and appropriate mitigation measures must be developed. The Natural Resources Conservation 
Service (NRCS), which is responsible for administering the Farmland Protection Policy Act, has not identified 
any prime or unique farmland in the project area. 

Federal Land Exchange Facilitation Act of 1988 (FLEFA). This act facilitates and expedites land 
exchanges pursuant to the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 and other laws applicable to 
exchanges involving lands managed by the Departments of the Interior and Agriculture by: 1) providing 
more uniform rules and regulations pertaining to land appraisals which reflect nationally recognized appraisal 
standards; and 2) establishing procedures and guidelines for the resolution of appraisal disputes. FLEFA 
also provides sufficient resources to the Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture to ensure that land 
exchange activities can proceed consistent with public interest. FLEFA requires a study and report 
concerning improvements in the handling of certain information related to Federal and other lands. 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA). FLEFA includes thirteen points of policy declared 
by Congress which develop the concept of multiple land use. The first is that public lands be retained in 
Federal ownership unless it is determiQed that disposal of a particular parcel will serve the national interest. 
Following this is a call to inventory public lands and project their present and future use through land use 
planning. This is to be coordinated between Federal and state efforts. The Act provides for review of lands 
without designated uses to be considered. The lands designated as public must be managed in a manner 
that will protect various ecological and educational values. Further, the act addresses areas of critical 
environmental concern by requiring regulations and plans for such are:::lS to be promptly developed. 

Mining and Mineral Policy Act of 1970. This act declares that it is the continuing policy of the federal 
government to foster and encourage private enterprise in the development of a stable domestic minerals 
industry and the orderly and economic development of domestic mineral resources. This policy was 
reaffirmed by the National Materials and Minerals Policy, Research, and Development Act of 1980, which 
additionally required the Secretary of the Interior to improve the quality of minerals data in federal land use 
decision-making. 
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Mining Law of 1872, as amended. The Mining Law of 1872 is an act to promote the development of the 
mineral resources of the United States. Under this law individuals are permitted to enter open Federal public 
lands to explore for valuable mineral deposits such as gold, silver, copper, etc. Individuals can stake a claim 
on the land which is found to have any ofthese valuable minerals. These claims are to be physically located 
and the value of the mineral deposit has to be assessed. A title or patent to both surface and subsurface 
areas containing a valuable mineral deposit can be obtained for a set fee. 

The Mining Law of 1872 has remained virtually unchanged since its approval date. However, there have 
been two acts that have significantly affected the 1872 law. These "amendments" are the W,!neral Leasing 
Act of 1920, and the Materials Act of 1947 (3). These two amendments were enacted primarily to remove 
fuel minerals from the 1872 Mining Law's jurisdiction, and to apply some limited environmental provisions, 
but with no requirements to restore mined lands after mineral production has ceased (3). 

Claimants can patent (buy) 20 acre plots (per claimant) of land for $5 per acre if it is a lode (vein) claim, and 
$2.50 per acre if the claim is a placer claim. Mill sites cannot be any larger than 5 acres and have to be 
purchased as well. Once the claim is patented, the actual ownership of the land changes from the Federal 
government to the buyer(s). 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). NEPA was one of the first laws ever written that establishes 
the broad national framework for protecting our environment. NEPA's basic policy is to assure that all 
branches of government give proper consideration to the environment prior to undertaking any major federal 
action that significantly affects the environment. 

NEPA requirements are invoked when airports, buildings, military complexes, highways, parkland purchases, 
and other federal activities are proposed. Environmental Assessments (EA's) and Environmental Impact 
Statements (EIS's), which are assessments of the likelihood of impacts from alternative courses of action, 
are required from all Federal agencies and are the most visible NEPA requirements. 

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). The NHPA establishes as Federal policy the protection of 
historic sites and values in cooperation with other nations, states, and local governments. The Act 
designates the SHPO as the individual responsible for administering programs in the states and creates the 
President's Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP). Federal agencies are required to consider 
the effects of their undertakings on historic resources and to give the ACHP a reasonable opportunity to 
comment on those undertakings. This EIS has disclosed all impacts related to historic resources in the 
project vicinity, including the protection of archaeological sites under the Proposed Action, Buckeye or 
Copper Butte Alternatives. / 

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA). NAGPRA contains two main 
provisions. The first requires federal agencies and museums receiving federal funds to inventory collections 
of human remains and associated funerary objects, and develop written summaries for unassociated 
funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural patrimony that are in the collections they own or 
control. The second provision involves the protection of Native American graves and associated cultural 
items. Avoidance of cir.bhaeological sites containing graves is encouraged, as are intensive surveys to 
identify such sites. ArChaeological investigations for planning or research purposes on federal and tribal 
lands, or other land modifying activities on federal lands that inadvertently discover such items, require the 
federal agency or tribe to consult with affiliated Native Americans. 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). RCRA gave EPA the authority to control hazardous 
waste from the "cradle-to-grave". This includes the generation, transportation, treatment, storage, and 
disposal of hazardous waste. RCRA also set forth a framework for the management of non-hazardous 
waste. 

The 1986 amendments to RCRA enabled EPA to address environmental problems that could result from 
underground tanks storing petroleum and other hazardous substances, focuses only on active and future 
facilities and does not address abandoned or historical sites 
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Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA). The SDWA was established to protect the quality of drinking water in 
the U.S. This law focuses on all waters actually or potentially designated for drinking use, whether from 
above ground or underground sources. 

The Act authorizes EPA to establish safe standards of purity and required all owners or operators of public 
water systems to comply with primary (health-related) standards. State governments, which assume this 
power from EPA, also encourage attainment of secondary standards (nuisance-related). 

Superfund Amendment and Re-Authorization Act of 1986 (SARA), as amended. SARA reauthorized 
CERLA to continue cleanup activities around the country. Several site-specific amendments, definitions 
clarifications, and technical requirements were added to the legislation, including additional enforcement 
authorities. 

Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act (SMCRA) 30 USC 1201 et seq. Whether mining activities 
occur on public or private lands, Asarco must receive a number of federal and state authorizations to 
implement foreseeable mining uses. These authorizations are summarized in Table E-1. Furthermore, 
many of these permits (such as the Title V air quality permit and the Aquifer Protection Program permit) and 
the proposed Arizona state reclamation rules provide for public notification and review prior to issuance of 
the permits. They also require review and reauthorization for any proposed major modifications of the mine 
activities for which a permit has been issued. The following discussion clarifies the speCific regulatory 
responsibilities of the BlM and other federal and state' agencies in regard to mining and mine-related 
activities on public versus private lands. 

With regard to reclamation reqUirements for mining on public versus private lands, there is no significant 
difference between state and federal mined land reclamation policies. The recently passed Arizona Mined 
land Reclamation Rules on July 20, 1996, applies to the mining activities proposed by Asarco for the 
selected lands. Should the exchange be denied, federal reclamation policy that would apply has been 
established in several pieces of legislation, including the Mining and Minerals Policy Act, FlPMA, and 43 
CFR Section 3809. The state policy tends to be more site-specific, for example, applying different 
reclamation standards to exploration activities than to mineral recovery activities, whereas the federal policy 
makes no such distinction. Table E-1 below briefly summarizes some of the similarities and differences 
between the requirements of state and federal reclamation poliCies. 

It is important to note that under either federal or state jurisdiction, all mining operations must be conducted 
in compliance with the substantive laws that protect environmental quality, such as the Clean Water Act, 
Clean Air Act, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, and the Aquifer Protection Program under Arizona 
Revised Statutes Title 49 and Arizona Administrative Code Title 18. These laws require a proponent to 
reclaim in some manner disturbances to the land and natural resources resulting from their activities. Thus, 
even prior to passage of the state's implementing regulations for reclamation, some form of reclamation, 
such as stabilization of slopes, was required for mining activities on private lands in Arizona. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (WSRA). This act selects certain rivers of the nation possessing remarkable 
scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historic, CUltural, or other similar values; preserves them in 
a free-flowing condition; and protects their local environments. 

This act establishes three classes of river areas: 
1. Wild river areas characterized as: 

Being free from impoundments 
Generally inaccessible except by trail 
With essentially primitive watersheds or shorelines 
Unpolluted waters 

2. Scenic river areas characterized as: 
Being free from impoundments 
Accessible in places by road 
Having shorelines or watersheds still largely undeveloped 
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Table E-1. Comparison of Federal and Arizona State Mine Land Reclamation Standards 

Applies to: 

Compliance 
Officer: 

Acreage 
criterion: 

Acreage 
exemptions: 

Grandfather 
clause date: 

Post-closure 
. reclamation 

objective: 

Applicable 
start-date for 
reclamation: 

Bondingl 
Insurance: 

Reclamation 
standards: 

Compliance 
review: 

Public reviewl 
notification: 

Federal Reclamation Standards 

Federal lands 

Authorized Officer (AO) at BlM 

Requires reclamation plan for disturbances 
over five acres 

Requires reclamation for disturbances under 
five acres, under FlPMA Section 302(b) 

Applies to mining operations constructed on 
or after January 1, 1981 

Requires reclamation plan to be suitable for 
conditions consistent with BlM land use 
plans and RMPs 

Requires reclamation to occur concurrently 
with mining activity when possible, or else to 
begin within one year from closure 

Requires a bond or cash in a Federal 
depository account to cover reclamation costs 

Includes reclamation standards for waste 
management, subsurface stabilization, site 
stability, water management, soil 
management, erosion prevention, 
revegetation, visual resources, site protection, 
and site-specific standards 

Allows the AO to inspect operations 
periodically to determine compliance 

Provides for public disclosure of the plan 
through the NEPA analysis of the MPO 

(", ' 

3. Recreational riv~r. areas are characterized as: 
Being readily accessible by road or railroad 
May have some development along their shoreline 

State Reclamation Standards 

Private lands in Arizona 

Arizona State Mine Inspector 

Requires reclamation plan for disturbances 
over five acres 

Does not apply to disturbances under five 
acres 

Applies to mining operations constructed on 
or after January 1, 1986 

Requires reclamation plan to meet post
mining land use objectives approved by 
State Mine Inspector 

Requires reclamation to occur concurrently 
with mining activity when possible, or else to 
begin within two years of cessation of mining 
activity 

Requires a financial assurance mechanism 
for reclamation costs (e.g., surety bond) 

Includes reclamation standards for waste 
management, subsurface stabilization, site 
stability, soil management, erosion 
prevention, revegetation, site protection, and 
site-specific standards. Water management 
standards are covered under the state 
Aquifer Protection Program. 

Allows the State Mine Inspector to inspect 
operations periodically to determine 
compliance 

Requires public notification prior to approval 
or major modification of an approved plan 

May have undergone some impoundment or diversion in the past. 

Selected rivers and streams have been placed into the National Rivers Inventory by acts of Congress. Other 
rivers and streams have been proposed to be included into the system. Rivers and streams included or 
proposed for inclusion into the system must be considered during project planning and project impacts 
identified in and EA or EIS. If there are no impacts to wild and scenic rivers, this fact should be noted in the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act summary. There is no legal requirement to consider state-listed Wild and Scenic 
Rivers and streams or unique areas during project planning or in an EA or EIS. However, it is recommended 
that any impacts to state-listed, or proposed-for-listing, rivers and streams and unique areas be considered 
and addressed at levels comparable to consideration given to rivers and streams protected by the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act. 

E-6 Bureau of land Management 



Appendix E 

Wilderness Act (WA). Mindful ofthe increasing population's impact on the amount of remaining wilderness 
lands, the Wilderness Act was created to secure an enduring resource of wilderness America. The Act 
establishes a National Wilderness Preservation System. The system is meant to reserve wilderness areas 
for the use and enjoyment of the American people in such a manner as will leave them unimpaired for future 
use and enjoyment of wilderness, .... the protection of these areas, the preservation of their wilderness 
character, and for the gathering and dissemination of information regarding their use and enjoyment as 
wilderness. 

Executive Order 11593-Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment. Executive Order 
11593 mandates that all Executive Branch Elgencies, bureaus, and offices preserve and protect their cultural 
resources; and insure that agency activities contribute to the preservation and protection of non-federally 
owned cultural resources. 

Executive Order 11988 -- Floodplain Management. Executive Order 11988 requires a construction 
agency to "avoid to the extent possible the long- and short-term impacts associated with the occupancy and 
modification of floodplains and to avoid direct and indirect su pport of floodplain development wherever there 
is a practicable alternative" within the 100-year floodplain. Under this directive, Federal agencies are 
required to reduce the risk of flood loss; minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health, and welfare; 
and restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by floodplains in carrying out agency 
responsibility . 

Executive Order 11990 -- Wetlands. Executive Order 11990 requires a construction agency to "avoid to 
the extent possible the long-term and short-term adverse impacts associated with the destruction or 
modification of wetlands and to avoid direct or indirect support of new construction in wetlands wherever 
there is a practicable alternative .... " 

Executive agencies, in carrying out their land management responsibilities, are to take action that will 
minimize the destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands and take action to preserve and enhance the 
natural and beneficial values of wetlands. Each agency shall avoid undertaking or assisting in wetland 
construction projects unless the head of the agency determines that there is no practicable alternative to 
such construction and that the proposed action includes measures to minimize harm. 

Executive Order 12898 - Environmental Justice. Executive Order 12898, "Federal Actions to Address 
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations," was signed on February 11, 
1994 and amended on January 30, 1995. In general, Federal agencies shall make achieving environmental 
justice part of their missions by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and 
adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority and low
income populations in the United States and its territories and possessions. 

In accordance with the Executive Order SAd ReelsfflstioR f)oliey (PEP No. ECM 9S 3), all NEPA documents 
shall consider the effects of Federal actions on minority and low-income populations, as well as the equity 
of the distribution of benefits and risks of those actions. A minority population consists of individuals who 
are African American, Hispanic, Asian American, Pacific Islander, American Indian, or Alaskan Native. Low 
income populations may be identified by utilizing the Department of Health and Human Services poverty 
guidelines or other similar indices. In addition to considering these populations, female heads of households, 
disabled/mobility-impaired, and elderly (60 or more years of age) populations also are considered. These 
populations collectively are referred to as protected populations. 

To comply with environmental justice policy, NEPA documents should identify and evaluate any anticipated 
effects, direct or indirect, from the proposed project, action, or decision. If any Significant impacts to low
income and/or minority populations are identified, the environmental document should clearly evaluate and 
state the environmental consequences of the proposed project, action, or decision on the low-income and/or 
minority populations. If a project, action, or decision is expected to have either an inSignificant impact or 
no impact on low-income and/or minority populations, the document should specifically state that the 
proposed project or action was considered and is expected to have either insignificant impact or no impact, 
direct or indirect, with reasons given under an appropriate section. 
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Executive Order 13007 -Indian Sacred Sites. Executive Order 13007 requires agencies to accommodate 
access to sacred sites on Federal land by Indian tribes, and to try to avoid damaging the physical integrity 
of such sites, in consultation with the groups involved. 

Secretary of the Interior Order 3175 --.Indian Tr~st Assets. U.S. Department of the Interior policy 
(Secretary of the Interior Order 3175) reqUIres that actions under NEPA consider potential effects on Indian 
Trust Resources, or Indian Trust Assets (IT As). UAder ReelamatioR's IAdiaR Trust Asset Poliey of 1993, ITA 
tdeRtifieatioR shotlld iflvohre eORsultation "lith potentially affected triBes, IRdial'l orgaRizatiol'ls or ifldividuals, 
BIA Office of Amerieal'l Indial'l Trust, Solicitor's Office, ReelsmatioA's Nati'te American, Affairs Office, or 
RegioAal Nati'9'e Am8f'icaA Affairs GooreiiAator, Reelamatiol'l's policy reqtlires direct consultetioA .. viti'! tl'!e 

teAtislly affected triBes to ideAtify aAd s~~o:~~i~H~P~~ ~~~~ r~lit!:;:~~~t~~~u~i~1>e 
:serilged iA tJ:ie NEPA eompli81'1ce dOCUffieflt~;vitl=l tr~teffiCAt i:lf~Atfal t_ etT~, 
Furthermore, Reelamatiol'l's policy requires ReclamatioA to carry' out its scti'v'ities iA a mSflRefwhich protects 
ITAs aAd avoids adverse impacts 'NAeA possible, 

ITAs are "legal interests" in "assets" held in "trust" by the United States for Indian tribes or individual Indians. 
Assets are anything owned that has monetary value. The assets need not be owned outright, but could be 
some other type of property interest, such as a lease or a right of use. Assets can be real property, physical 
assets, or intangible property rights. Common examples of ITAs may include lands, minerals, hunting and 
fishing rights, water rights, other natural resources, money, or claims. The United States, with the Secretary 
of the Interior as the trustee, holds many assets in trust for Indian tribes or Indian individuals. 

"Legal interesf' means there is a primary interest for which a legal remedy, such as compensation or 
injunction, may be obtained if there is improper interference. IT As do not include things in which a tribe or 
individual has no legal interest, such as off-reservation sacred lands in which a tribe has no legal property 
interest. it should ee neted, hO'v'.'ever, tJ:iat ether Federalla>.vs JgerteiAins to religious or eulturall8't'ls should 
be sddfessed if imJ9aets to sueh lal'lds were to occur from other Reelsmation eetioHs. 
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DlltEC1'OR'S P!.EFACE 

:Because the desert tortoise oe.curs largely 011 lands adDdDis'Cered by 'Che 
1'1. S. :Bureau of Land. Management J Bureau managers and staff specialists have 
a unique oPPo1:'1:unity to manage habits: so as to ensure that viable popula
tioc.S of this species erl.st 1:a. perpetuity. :Building 011 past and ongoing 
accomplisbments that benefit deser'C tortoises alUl their habitats J we 
1:a.tend to focus on this oppo:rtuni'Cy 1:a. a new and important', ~re811 iuitia
tive outlined in the fol.low1ug Desert Tortoise Raugerlde Plan. 

A year ago, through endorsement of the 1987 Desert Tortoise Rabitat Team 
report, I issued a directive to BIM suff 1:a. Ar.tzoua, California, Nevada, 

'alUl Utah to develop strategies to beg1:a. implementation of the recOllllllenda
tious in that report. The result of their effort is this Raugewide P1a.u 
which provides Goal.s, Objectives, and Management Acdema to be used., by 
Bureau managers to improve the status of the desert tortoise. The Pl.a:n 
also foma.l.1:es several. eoorcUnatiou mechan i s1lZS 'Co ensure effective plan
ning and decisiomDa.1d.IlI whenever and wherever the desert tonoise is 
1:a.volved. 

In. the BIM we are obligated to opeste withiu the prov1sions of the 
Federal. Ia.nd Pollcy and Management Act whieh malUlates a 1IIl1t1ple-use/ 
sustained yield. approach to managiug and using renewabl.e and tlOueuewable 
publie land resources. In. this proeess there is 8lII.ple opponuuity to 
implement the Hanagement Actions presented 111 the ia:a.gewide Plan which 
collectively provide a measure of our resolve to improve the status of the 
desert tortoise and it8 habitat. Ree are a few e:amples: 

-Complete and maintain au 1nvento:y of tortoise populatious and habi'Cats; 

-Develop a system to t:ack dese::-t tortoise habitat quantity and qual:Lty 
through time to allow analysis of c:umulative impacts; 

. 
-Participate fully on a mauagement oversight group and all techn.ical eom
mittees and coordination groups actively considering tortoise issues; 

-Implement research and studies to resolve 'Cortoise management issues; . . . 
-Manage tortoise habitats using an ecosystem lllUtagemeut approach with 
emphasis on ma1ntaining or restoring natural. biological diversity; and 

--'ilb.ere practicable, allow no net loss in quantity or quality of important 
desert t01:'1:0i8e habitats. 

In translating these action statements :!:uto on-the-g:round acccmplisbmeuts, 
we in the Bureau solicit the help of aJ.l. itdividuals, groups, and agc
eies. 'For the nell' initiative to wo:k effectively, coope::-4tive thought, 
work, aDd fu:ad.ing 1I"ill. be vital.. Simply put, the 1uitiative is the !u:eau fS 

but the responsibility is sha:ed by all who wish to conserve the tortoise 
and a.l.l ll'ho wish to d.evelop land aud use resources vithin the range of the 
desert: t:ort018e! 

November 14, 1988 
Date 
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The purpose of this Rangew1de Plan is to implement the recolII:IIendations 
contained in the BLM report entitled "Management of ,Desert Tortoise Habi
tat." The BLM Director approved t~~~ ~~~i~a~ Teac report and 1ts overall 
tortoise management Goa1 on October 15, 1987. This Goal is: " ••• to man
age habitat so as to ensure that viable desert tortoise populations exist 
on public lands. This will be accomplished through cooperative resource 
management aimed at protecting the species and its habitat." 

Most tortoise habitat exists on the public lands. It is the Bureau'S 
responsibility to manage this resource pursuant to the Pederal Land Polic7 
and Management Act, the Bureau's multiple-use/sustained-y-ield mandate. 
Established policies and procedures for w11dl1!e inventory, planning, 
environmental anessment, monitoring, interagency- coordination 'and coop
eration, and research and studies allow appropriate consideration of 
desert tortoises and their habitats in the Bureau'S land-use planning and 
decision-making processes. 'rbis Rangew1de Plan also provides Objectives 
and Management Actions derived from these po.licies and .procedures to be 
used bT the Bureau to improve the status of the tortoise and its habitat. 

Recent studies on the genetiCS and morphometrics of desert tortoises 
describe three main populations in the Uni ted States: Sonoran Desert, 
Western Mojave Desert, and Eastern Mojave Desert populations (Map 1). 
Each of these populations have different shell shapes, occur in different 
habitat types, have differing behavioral patterns, and are afi'ected b7 
particular sur£ace disturbing activities to vary-ing degrees. Management 
for viable populations ot each ot these genetic/morphometric ty-pes is 
necessary. 

One management strategy for providing future protection and management of 
desert tortoise habitat will be to categorize tortoise Habitat Areas 
according to i'our criteria: (1) importance of the habitat to maintaining 
viable populations, (2) resolvabilit7 of conflicts, (3) tortoise density-, 
and (4) population status (stable, increasing, decreasing). D1!i'erin& 
levels ot management, consistent with Category Goals, will be applied to 
Habitat Areas in each Category (Ta.ble 1). The Bureau is coum1tted to 
maintaining, viable tortoise populations in Category I and II habitats 
through implementation ot specific Management Actions. The placing ot an 
area ot habitat in Category- III means that these areas are ot lower value 
in sustaining viable populations ot tortoises on the public lands, and 
thus can be subjected to lower management intensi ty specifically- tor 
tortoises than habitats in the other Categories. 

Management Actions are grouped under tourteen Management Objectives. 
These Management Objectives and accomp&n7ing Management Actions represent 
"where the Bureau in tends to go" during the coming decade to meet the 
Bureau's overall Goal tor preserving and managing tortoises and their 
habitats. 

Objective 1. Develop increased awareness of tortoise resources on the 
public lands. 

Objective 2. Complete and maintain on a continuing basis an inventory- and 
monitoring program tor tortoise populations and habitats to 
assist in making management decisions on the public lands. 
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Objectlve 3. Develop and mainta1D. a monitoring program specl£icallr tor 
lazm-use actlvlties that ad.verselr &tfect tortolse habl
tatl.. ~11S program will be used in the analysis o~ and 
response to the cumulatl ve impact. ot land-use decls10ns on 
tortoise habitats. 

Objective 4. Comply tullr vith the Indangered Species Act ot 1973. 1.1 

amended, as lt relates to tortoise population &1'1d habitat 
mana&ement on the publlc lands. 

Objectlve 5. Develop &1'1d maintain ettectlve coordlnatlon &1'1d cooperation 
with outside agenCies &l'ld Bureau constituents concerning 
tortoise populatlon and habltat management. 

Objectlve 6. Conduct research &l'ld studles sufficlent to develop and docu
ment the knowledge &l'ld techniques needed. to ensure the vla
blllt7 of tortoise populatlons and habltats in perpetult,r. 

Objectlve 7. M'.&l'lage the publlc l&l'lds, on a continulng ba.ls, to protect 
the sclentlflc, ecologlc&1., and envlronmental quallty ot 
tortolse habitats conslatent with the Categorr Goals and 
other Objectlves of thls Ranlewide Plan. This implies 
manage.ment for' the existence of "an adequate number ot 
healtbr &l'ld vlgorous tortoise populations ot luttlclent slze 
and resl1ience to" withstand the most severe environmental 
impacts, and with appropriate lex and age ratios and 
recruitment rates to maintain viable populatlons in per
petult)'". 

Objectlve 8. When the need 1. identitled through the Bureau plannlng 
8),"stell, acqulre and/or consolldate, under Bureau 
ac!m.1n1stra.tlon, management units with hlgh tortoise habitat 
values, and m1 tlgate the ettects ot i~suing rlghts-ot-wa.r 
&Cro~s publlc lands. 

Objectlve 9. Insure tha.t oft-hlghwa.r vehicle use ln desert tortoise 
ha.bita.ts ls conslstent with the Categorr Goall, Objectlves, 
and Management Actlons ot thls Rangevide Plan. 

Objectlve 10. Ensure that livestock use ls consistent with tbe Categorr 
Goal., '::Object1ves. and Management Actlons of this Rangewide 
Plan. : "'nUs mar include 11.m1ting, precluding, or deterring 
livestock use as documented ln site-specific plans. 

Objectlve 11. PrOVide for berd management for wild horses and burro I wbich 
il consistent wlth the Categorr Goals, Objectlves, and M:n
agement Actions of th1s Rangewide Plan. 'this may include 
limitlng or precluding wild horse and/or burro use, as 
appropriate. 

Objective 12. Provide for management ot wildlite other than desert tor
toises on the public lands consistent with the Categorr 
Goals, Objectlves, and Management Actions of this Rangewide 
Plan. 
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Objective 13. Cooperate Vith state v1141it'e aaeDcie. and. APHIS to ettect 
appropriate types aDd levels of predator cODtrol to meet the 
Catel017 GOal. aDd Objective. of thi. lta:D.&ew1de Plan. !hi. 
Vill be con.idered on17 where predat10D 1. 1Dterfering with 
ma1Dta1Ding viable tortoi.e populations. 

Objective 14. Manaae the Bureau·. eDergJ' aDd mineral. program in a mazmer 
cons1atent with the Catego17 Goal. aDd. Objectives of th1a 
RaD&ewide Plan. 
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INtRODUCTION AID PURPOSE 

~e e.e~ert tortoise (Xerobates agassiz!.i) is one of' the most poll t1callr 
sensitive an1mals with wh1ch Pederal asencies mst be concerned, because 
tortoises are particularly- suscept1ble to surtace-disturb1.ng activities. 
Normal tortoise populations are characterized br a long period . to repro
ductive maturitr, low reproductive output, and. low survival of' J'0ung. 
These characteristics, which portend. an 1nabilitr to adapt to rapid. 
environmenta.l changes, have led to v1d.elpread Bureau ot Land Management 
(BLM) and public recognl tion ot the need to manage tortoise populations 
and habita.ts effectivelr. 

Bureau authorities exlllt through which protection and conservation of' 
tortoises and their hab1tats can be implemented, particularlr it cooper
ation and anistance 111 provided br state, countr. and other Pederal 
agencies, as well al private landowners, where mixed ownership is a major 
problem. Ma.ny ot these authori t1es have been applied br the Bureau to 
address tortoise habitat management issues with varying degrees ot inten
si ty and success. Other author! ties and ma.tl7 important ma.na.&ement oppor
tunities remain to be 1mplemented, 

The popular appeal ot tortoises and their susceptibilitr to urban 
encroachment, agricultural development, ofr-highway vehicle use, livestock 

. grazing, and mining continue to place extreme demands on some wild popu
lations. The results have been that maa.r tortoise populations have 
declined; local extirpations have occurred; and other populations are no 
longer viable. Declining habitat quantitr and quality- are major causes or 
these conditions, and aggressive conservation and management program. are 
needed to counter the negative torces acting against tortoises and their 
habitats. 

Recognizing these declines, the U.s. Pish and Vildlife Service (FWS) ofri
cially- listed tortoises on the Beaver Dam slope or Utah as threatened and 
classitied the desert tortoise elsewhere as a candidate tor Pederal list-
1.ng. Bureau policy requires that habitats ot Pederal candidate species be 
managed and/or conserved to ensure t\lat BLM actions do not contribute to 
the need to list the species. In 1985 the PWS determined that the "desert 
tortoise warranted tinal Pederal listing as a species t but the l1sting 
proposal was set aside because ot other higher priorities in the FWS. 

"'. ~ 
~ 

The purpose of' 'this Rangewide Plan 1s to implement the recoamendations 
contained in the BLM report entitled "Management ot Desert Tortoise Habi
tat." That 1987 report vas prepared by a Tortoise Habitat Team consisting 
ot representatives of' several BLM State, D1strict, and Area Otf.'ices and 
the Nevada Department of' Wildlite. The BLM DireQtor approved the Habitat 
Te~ report and its overall tortoise management Goal on October 15, 1987. 
This Goal is: " ••. t~ manage habitat 150 as to ensure that viable desert 
tortoise populations exist on public lands. Thill will be accomplished 
through cooperative resource management aimed at protecting. the species 
and its habitat." 
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Further, thls RaDaew14e Plan waa prepared to provlde Objectlves and Man
&cement Actlons to be used by the Bureau to improve the status of' the 
tortolae on the publlc lands, bclu41ne e£t1clent plannlq an4 research, 
cost ef't'ectlve on-the-groun4 lmplementation ot' plana and reaearch recom
men4atlons, and approprlate awareness of' the species in the land-use 
plann1ng and 4ecls1on-mak1ne processes relatlq to other publlc land 
resources. It is also the intent of' the BLK to coordinate an4 cooperate 
with interested publlcs an4 constltuents, state wildll!e agencies, and 
other rederal -cencles 1n implementing on-the-ground tortolse. habltat 
Manaaement Actlons. 

'There are also a f'ew thlngs this Rangew1.de Plan 11 not intended to do. It 
does not address slte-speclf'ic, population-speclt'lc, or lndlv1dual on-the
ground management actlons. ~e.e are beine or will be developed In indl
vidual slte-specif'ic activlty plans, such &I Habltat Hanaaement Plans tor 
wildllf'e, Allotment Manasement Plans f'or 11vestock, Area of' Critlcal 
Environmental Concern Ma.ua.gemen't Plans tor speclal areas, etc. Develop
ment . ot proposals tor budget and work e£tort requlred to implement thla 
Rangew1.de Plan are on-going through the normal annual work plannlng pro
cess and will be developed turther follOwing comple't1on of' state-level 
desert tort01se habl tat management lmplementation strategles/plans. 
Hational En,1roJlJDental Pollcy Ac't compllance will occur when ind1vidual 
actions are proposed. 
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BACKGROUNl) 

Inherent in the Bureail' I authorities il a mandate to which the Bureau 
strives in its wildlife programs. The Federal Land PolicY' and Kanagement 
Act of 1916 (FLPMA) formalizes the principles ot multiple use and sustained 
yield as a Bureau mission. Wildlife 1s identified as one of' the princi
pal or major uses of' the public lands. The management and preservation ot 
wildlife as a prinCipal multiple use results in a goal ot maintenance ot 
habitat diversity. In fact, the habitat diversity present on the public 
lands administered by the BLM exceeds that of any other landowner in the 
Nation--governmental or private. High diversity and low human disturbance 
within habitats generally yields healtbT wildli(e populations. Such popu
lations otfer more management options for maintenance or improvement of 
their well-being than do threatened or endangered species tor which strin
gent management strategies necessal:'7 for recoverT d1m1n1sh available 
options. !hus, the identification and maintenance ot management options 
for conservation ot nonlisted species .is of benetit not on11 to the Bur
eau, but also to Wildlife in general, desert tortoises tncluded. 

Authority. 

The past decade has seen great changes in the attitudes ot' the .American 
public towards the lands the BLM admi.nisters under its multiple-use and 
sustained-l1eld mandate, PLPMA.. 'rhese changes have resulted in improved 
management of the natural resources on the public lands, including the 
wildlife resources. The vast expanses ot prairie, deserts, mountains, and 
torests, as well as special habitats (floodplain., illands, clifts, and 
rock outcrops) provide shelter and food for both huntable and nongame 
wildlife, furnish reproductive sites and nourishment for hundreds of 
specles of wildllfe, and fascinate those people who e~joy open space and 
natural settings. 

Indeed, most tortoise habitat exists on the public lands, and therein lies 
th"'elS8ence of the Bureau t 8 respondbili t1 to thi8 resource as set t~rth 
in FLPMA: 
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The Congress declares that it is the policy of the United. States 
that ••• management be on the basis of multiple use and sustained 
yield unless otherwise specified by law; the public lands be man
aged in a manner that will protect the qualit1 of' Icientltic, 
scenic, hiltorical, ecological, environmental, air and atmosphere, 
water resource~ and archaeological values; that, where appropri
ate, will preserve <and protect certain public lands in their 
natural condition; that will provide tood and habitat for 1.'ish 
and wildlite and domestic animals; and that will provide for 
outdoor recreation and human occupanc1 and use •••• 

The Secretar1 shall prepare and maintain on a continuing basis an 
inventory ot all public lands and their resource and other 
values •••• 

In the development and revision of land use plans, the Secretary 
Ihall --

give priorit1 to the designation and protection ot areas of 
critical environmental concern; 



consider the relative 8carcltJ of' the values lnvolved ••• ; and 

coordinate the 1an4 use inventor,r, planning, and management 
activltles of' or f'or such lands with the land use planning 
and management programs of' other Federal departments and 
agencies and of' States and local governmentl withln whlch 
the lands are located •••• 

!he prlnclpa1 wild11fe m&naI8ment responsibl1it7 of the BLK ls for habitat. 
State wildlife agencles and the rws have relponsibillt7 for species manage
ment, though the two responsibilitles cannot--and need not!--be separated 
complete17, partlcu1ar17 ln 11ght of the Bureau'l responsibi11t7 for 
recovet7 of' species under the Indangered Species Act of' 1973 and. recent 
U.S. Supreme Court decisions regarding the authorit7 of' the Federal 
Government over wild11f'e on Pederal lands. 

BLM Procedures and Pollcies Relatins to Vildlife Habitat. 

The f'ollowing il a discussion of' how the Bureau manages ,wildlife in gen
eral, tortoise habitat' lncluded. 'lbe Bureau has not made full use of' 
these processes to manage and protect tortoises and their habitats in the 
past, but the curre~t high intensit7 desert tortOise initiative is a 
positive prospect f'or the future. ' 

A. Inventorz:. It is Bureau polic7 that wildlife inventories be 
conducted to provide inf'ormation needed f'or the management of' BLK
administered lands. Inventories are done ln response to Bureau planning 
ef'f'orts or as part of' the environmental work (NEPA compliance) associated 
with speclfic projects. Through these means, and through monitoring and 
research, the Bureau has amassed 1arge quantities of inf'ormation on 
wildlif'e populations and habitats--and lt will continue to do so. 

B. Planning. The optimal long-term process for BLM consideration of' 
tortoise populations and habitats is the Bureau Planning S7stem. Bureau 
plans are prepared in direct compliance with FLPMA and are based in part 
on the continuing inventor7 'mandated '07 that law. Land-use plans are 
developed to c1ear17 identif'7 means of' protecting w1.ldl1f'e habi tat and 
other resources. Appropriate consldera.tions are made during development 
and ana17si8 of' alterna.tivea. ~hese analyses lead to formal Resource 
Management Plan recoamendations. Older Management Pramework Plans are 
current17,being replaced '07 new genera.tion Resource Management Plans. 

Bureau pla.nning policy includes application of' the principle of multiple 
use/sustained yield; use of' a systematic interdisCiplinary approach to 
achieve integrated considera.tion of' physical, biological, economic, 
aocial, a.nd environmental aspects of' public land mana.gement; giving 
priorit7 to 1dentif'icatlon, designation, protection, and management of' 
Area.s of' Critical lnvironmenta.l Concern (ACKCa); cons1dering the rela.tive 
scarci t1 of' the va.lues involved; weighing the long-term benefi ta and 
detriments aga.lnst short-term benefits and detriments; and extensive 
coordination with other Pederal departments and a.genc1es, state and local 
governments, academia and special interest croups, and Indian tribes. 
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S1te-specitic activity plans, such u Rabl~~it''''Mina.cetDent Plans tor vlld 
lite, Allotment Kanagement Plans tor grazing practices, and Recreation 
Management Plans tor recreation programs. are prepared to implement 
Resource Management Plans (lud-use plans) in part1cular areas. It is 
lmportut to note that in many cases wild11te needs can be considered and 
met as components of nonwildlif'e activity plans. Bxamples would include 
livestock management practices which can reduce competit10n for forage or 
decrease the occurrence of trampling ot tort01ses in certain areu'; ott
highway vehicle restrictions which might decrease the access to iDportant 
tortoise habitats; and the design and siting of campgrounds away trom 
vulnerable tortoise populations. 

This Rangewide Plan will become part ot the routine procedures for the 
multiple-use management ot public lands b~ the BLM. As such it will be 
part ot the guidance used to develop alternatlves addreued in land-use 
plans udwill be carried through the planning process and become a part 
of the selected alternatlves. 

c. Environmental Assessment. '.rb.e Bureau Plann1nc System req,ulres 
continual updating to remain current and to gain greater specltici t:v. 
Updating 11 accomplished at least in part through implementation ot the 
Bureau policy to ensure that Bureau planning and National Snvironmental 
Pollcy Act (NSPA) compliance ettorts are integrated. these processes 
provide a clear and 10&ical pro&resslon trom plannlng throu&h accomplish
ment, thereby avoldin& dupllcation ot ettort to the extent possible. It 
is through the development ot NEPA documents and iDplementatlon of decis
ions resulting trom them that the project-by-project ettorts to manage and 
protect wildlite and wildlife habitats on the public lands are 
accomplished. 

In the absence of complete planning system data and 'document., the Bureau 
often has an 1.amediate need tor better information. with which to make 
project-specific recommendations. Additional inventory is often needed to 
develop wildlite habitat stipulations included in enVironmental compliance 
documents (envlronmental assessments, impact statements, impact reports, 
etc.) req,uireK1 by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) t ~1m1lar 
state laws, and the associated regulations (e.g., 40 CrR Parts 1500-1508). 
Gatherin& data for environmental documents does not, however, Y'ield all 
necessarY' into~tion, such as trend data. 

D. Monitoring. It is Bureau policy to implement monitoring activities 
that retlect a long-term commitment to the management ot renewable resour
ces and that will assist 1.n the evaluation of the cumulative impacts ot 
implementing land-use plans and records of decision. BLM monitoring tor 
the benet1t ot wildlite occurs i.n ti.ve torms: (l) monitorin& to determine 
population trends; (2) monitoring to determine habitat trends; (3) moni
toring ot actions called tor 1.n Habitat Management Plans and other act iv
it~ plans; (4) monitoring compliance with stlpulati.ons contained i.n Bureau
dec1s1on documents; and (5) monitoring to determine if mitigation measures 
are ettective. 
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Interagency Coordination an4 Cooperation. 

Coordination and cooperation are ver,J important attributes ot the Bureau's 
program to manage aD! conserve wildlite an4 wildli!e habitats. Such coor
d1nation an4 cooperation will be accomplished pr1mari17 through compliance 
with the Federal Land Policr and Management Act (see above); the Endan
gered Species Act ot 1973, as amended; the Sikes Act; national level 
interagenc7 cooperative agreements; BLK/state 1ntergove:t'1lZDenta.l memoranda 
ot understanding; Coordinated Resource Management Planning; various other 
Federal environmental and wildlite laws; where enacted, similar State 
legislation; etc. Several specitical17 focused management and technical 
coumittees will also be vital to coordination of' and cooperation on 
tortoise issues. 

A. '!ortoise Management Coumi ttee Structure. As recoDlD.ended in the 
1987 Habitat 'bam report, a structure for ,desert tortoise coDlD.1 ttees has 
been established. 'rhe Desert '.Cortoise Management Oversight Group was 
established to include management level representatives f'rom U.S. Fish and 
'Wildli!e Service Regions 1, 2, and 6; BtH of'f'ices f'rom each of' the f'our 
involved Itates; the tour involved state wildlif'e agencies; and the BLM 
'Washington Otf'ice. this Group is charged with providing a strong leader
ship role to~ implementation ot this plan, as well as ensuring that data 
anal,.ais procedures are standardized, considering f'unding and research 
priorities, ensur1n.g that various rep-orts are prepared, and reviewing 
existing and new laws and plans relating to tortoises. 

A second group ot autonomous state--level Desert '.Cortoise Technical CoDlD.1t
tees exists (or will be established) including representatives f'rom agen
cies t organizations, and groups with special knowledge of' tortoises and 
their habitats. One ot the purposes of' these 'fechnical Coumittees should 
be to advise and put issues betore But managers and/or the Management 
Oversight Group f'or their consideration. '!hese Committees 'fJ:1.a'1' also be 
asked to develop strategy documents tor the consideration ot ~LM State 
Directors in each ot the four states. Such documents should 'be designed 
to ensure that the overall Bureau desert tortoise management Goal is 
reached through ~he implementati"On of' the Objectlves of' this Rangewide 
Plan. 

Final17, as necess&r1, special work groups, coordination coDlD.1ttees, advi
sor,. groups, or task forces will be established to deal with specific tor
toise issues. These groups mal be established b,. involved agencies, the 
Management Oversight Group, or the '!echnical COmmittees, as appropriate. 

B. Implementation or the Silees Act. Most ot' the Bureau's Habitat 
Management Plans are developed under the umbrella of the Silees Act, '.Citle 
2--Con~ervation Programs on Certain Public Land. Strong BLM/state wild
lif'e'agencl cooperation ls mandatorl for all Sllee3 Act Habitat Management 
Plans: 

The Secretarl ot' the Interior ••• shall. in cooperation with the 
State agencies ••• , plan, develop, mainta1n, and coordinate 
programs for the conservation and rehab11itation of' wildlif'e, 
fish, and same .... 
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Bach State m&J enter into a cooperative qreement vi th ••• the 
Secretar.r ot the Interior with respect to those conservation and 
rehabilltation programs to be implemented under this title within 
the State on public land which is under hi. juri.diction •••• 

Bach cooperative agreement entered into under this subsection 
shall ••• provide tor tish and wildlU'e babitat improvements or 
mod.it"ications, or both; provide for range rehabilitation where 
nece.sarl for support ot wildlife; provide adequate protection 
for tish and wildlite otticia111 clanif1ed. as threatene<\. or 
endangered pursuant to section 4 ot the Endangered Species Act 
of 1913 ••• or considered to be threatened," rare or endangered by 
the Itate agency; (and) require the control of off-highway 
vehlcle traffic •••• 

These statements trom the Sikes Act have been 1ncorporated as Bureau pol~ 
ic1'. All Habitat Management Plans are to be prepared. under the" Sikes Act 
authoritl unless the state wildlife agency choose. not to participate. 

Research. Development. and Studies. 

The Bureau has been a leader in tortoise population and.habitat management 
research, ltud1, and intormation transfer for over a decade. the BLK has 
conducted dozens of tort011e research projects, studies, and inventories 
spanning everything from the intensive research necessary to establish 
basic life historJ parameters tor the species to verl specialized. studies 
of desert tortoise foraging habits and movement patterns. Much more needs 
to be done, however. 

A. Research and Development. BLK research and development policy 
states that such projects shall be user-oriented (applled.) and necessary 
to provide progra. (manage- ment) dlrection. Research needs of the Bureau 
are ldentified in Statements of Need prepared bY' field office staff's, pr1-
marll1 Resource Area and D1Itrict Of'flces and the Denver Service Center. 
These statements are reviewed at higher levels, and authorizations to 
develop Project Prospectuses (proposals) are glven, as appropriate. 
Approved. research and development projects are conducted.. and evaluated, 
data are anal1Zed, and reports are wrltten and distributed. 

B. Stud1es. While not generalll considered R&D by the Bureau t studies 
account for much at the Bureau's initial lnf'0r.mat10n gathering effort for 
the beneflt ot tort01ses and their habitats. Studies are distinguished 
trom research projects as being short-te~ed, small 1n scope, site speci
tic, and directl, applicable to immediate management needs. 

Current Tortoise Population and Habitat Status 

Recent stUdies on the genet1cs and morphometries of desert tortoises.. 
provide important intormation for management of the species. Data trom 
mtDNA research indicate that at least two major genetic assemblages exist 
in the United States, separated by the Grand Canyon-Colorado River sYltem 
(Hap 1). These two groups. separated tor 3 to 5 million ,earl, are sub
stantialll difterent trom each other. Additional, minor genetic ditf'er
enees can be tound 1n populations occurring north and west of the Grand 
Canyon-Colorado River. New data on Ihell shapes closell parallel 
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MAP 1. !he three Desert Tortoise genetic/morphometric assemblages 4iscus
Ie( 1D. thil Ran.gew1de Plan. 
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findings ot the genetic stud.ies. 'rhree distinct ehell shapes have been 
identitied: a Calitornia tlpe. a Beaver Dam Slope tne, and a Sonoran 
Desert tlpe. The tollowing descriptions ot tortoiee populations and 
habitats 1ncorporate the new intormation. 

A. Sonoran Desert Populations. Sonoran Desert tortoises ~re very dit
ferent geneticalll and morphologicalll trom those to the north and west ot' 
the Colorado River. 'rhe Sonoran tortoise is generally larger. t'latter, 
and more pear-shaped than its relatives. Populations are verr limited in 
size. distribution, and in selection ot'habitats. They are tound on some 
stee'p, roclq slopes ot mountain ranges, primarily in Arizona Uplands veg
eta tion dominated by palo verde and saguaro cactus • Populations are 
island-like and are separated from each other by valleys. The Black and 
Cerbat mountains of northwest Arizona are more like mounta1ns 1n the 
Mojave Desert (creoeote/bursage), with tortoises 1n less steep area •• 

Because ot the limited nature ot' the populations and habitat, Sonoran Des
ert tortoises are particularly vulnerable to human activities. Popula
tions and habitat have been lost to expansion of urban areas and to 
encroachment ot' uses such as recreation, roads, and energy related rights
of-way. Grazing, mining, and fire also adversely aftect lome areas. 

B. western Mojave Deaert Pot)ulations. ':he West Kojave Desert as 
defined here includes parts ot' the West MOjave, last Mojave. and Coiorado 
Deserts in Calitornia and extreme southern Nevada (Map 1). Western Mojave 
Desert populations have high domed shells, are box-like 1n shape, and have 
plastrons ot normal length. 

The vast majorltl of all extant tortoise populations are in this unit. 
Within the typical geographic boundaries ot' the West MOjave, tortoises 
occur in creosote bush, alkali sink, and tree yucca habitats in valleys, 
on fans. and in low rolling hills at elevations ranging from 2.000 to 
3,700 teet. In the Fenner and Piute valleys ot eastern Calitornia and 
southern Nevada, creosote bush and tree yucca habitats at elevatione ot 
2,200 to 3,500 feet are also preferred. 

Tortoises living in the Colorado Desert utilize habitats ot' (a) creosote 
bush scrub with ocot1110 and cactus, (b) creosote bush scrub and tree 
yuccas, and (c) microphlll woodland washes or washstrlngers at elevations 
ranging from about 500 to 2,700 teet. 

StatuI and hab1tat:':condition vary substantiall,. trom one area to another. 
populations and habitat in the west Mojave area are characterized by 
severe and rapid rates of decline. Study plot data from eight sites indi
cate that populations have declined at rates of 10 percent or more per 
year tor the last six to eight years. Vandalism, collections, raven pre
dation, and disease are a tew ot the many causes tor popUlation declines. 
Habitat is deteriorating and being lost t'rom urban, energy, and mineral 
development, vehicle-orientecl recreation, grazing, and other uses. 

The population in Fenner Valle,. was relatively stable a few years ago but 
is now under pressure from raven predation and continuins livestock graz
ing, recreational use, and yucca harvest on private landl. In Piute Val
ley in Nevada, the popUlation lei in a severe state or decline. Issues 
there include cattle grazing, urban encroachment, recreat,..onal use, and 
mineral development. . 
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In the Colorado Desert, tortoise populations were believed to be the most 
stable and of the h1ghest dens1 t1es 1n the geographic range until 1987. 
Since that time, st"ud7 plot data from the Ward and Chemehuev1 valleys 
indicate decline. in recruitment of juven11es caused by raven predation. 
~e Chuckwalla Valley populations are experiencing increased pressures 
trom vandalism, and 1n the Chuckwalla. Bench Area ot Crit1cal Environmental 
Concern prime populations have declined 60 percent since 1982, probably 
due to disease. 

Problems with habitat deterioration in the Colorado Desert vary consid
erably trolD the Ward and Chemehuevi valleys to the Chuckwalla Velley and 
Bench. Losses are relatively minor in the Ward and Chemehuevi valleys 
compared with the West Mojave area, but pressure is increasing for devel
opment of more power line corridors, agricultural development, arid urban 
development. Habitat is under greater threat of' encroachment in the 
Chuckwalla area trom agricultural and associated urban development, min
ing, and increased recreat10nal use. The Chuckwalla area is particularlr 
vulnerable. because it is relatively small and the tortoise habitat within 
it is fragmented. 

C. Bastern Mojave Desert Populations. Por managelDent purposes, the 
Bast Mojave tortoise populations are best treated by genetic rather than 
by the typ1cal geographical subdivisions. The western-most boundary of' 
the East Mojave genetic unlt occurs in the vicinity of the East Mojave 
Scenlc Area ln eastern Calitornia (Shadow Valley, Ivanpah Valley, and 
Kelso regions). Prom the Calitornla border, East Mojave populations 
extend northeast and north lnto Nevada to the Las Vegas Valley and Coyote 
Spring Valley, and eastward to the Beaver Dam Slope and Paradlse Valley ot 
southwestern Utah and extreme northwestern Arizona. 

Shell shapes of tortoises ln this unit varr trom a hlgh-domed, box-like 
torm in the Ivanpah Valley to a substantiallr f'latter form on the Beaver 
Dam Slope. Beaver Dam Slope tortoises also have a very short plastron 
compared with other tortoises in the geographic range and are a verr 
distinct type. 

East Mojave tortoise populations typically occur in creosote bush-burro 
bush or creosote· bush-tree yucca vegetation typ.es. The forage base con
sists ot native winter and summer annuals, perennial grasses, cacti, a tew 
half-shrubs, and some exotic introduced species. 

In general, East Mojave tortoise populations and habitats are experiencing 
downward trends trom urban development, long-term livestock graz1ng, min
ing, large-scale water development, otf'-highway vehicle use, collecting, 
and many other human-related uses. Populations have been tragmented and 
are 1n the process of' becoming increasingly isolated by urban development, 
highway construction, and development within power line corridors. 

F-17 



CA!IGORIZA!IOtl OF 'r"ORrOISI HABI'lA! ARIAS 

Desert !ortoise Habitat Area. will be delineated by BLK District Manaaers 
(wi th approprlate publlc revlew) to meet the three Category Goals des
crlbed 1n ~able 1. Such categorizat10n of habitats will assist the BLH in 
attaining the overall tortolse habitat management Goal estab11shed by the 
Dlrector (see Introductlon). !hat Goal 1s translated into more speclf1c 
Goals tor each of the three habitat Categories. !hese Category Goals 
will, 1n turn, be reached by implementlng the Objectlves and related Man
agement Actions in the next sectlon of this Rangewide Plan. 

!he purpose ot the categorlzatlon ot habitats Is to provlde tor future 
protection and management ot these areas and thelr assoclated desert 
tortoise populatlons. D1f'ter1ng levels ot management, cons1stent with 
Category Goals, will be applled to Habitat Areas In each Category. !he 
Bureau is committed to maintalning viable tortolse populations in Category 
I and II habitats through implementation ot the Management Actions in the 
next sect1on. !he plaCing ot -an area of habltat In Category l;II means 
that these are.al are ot lower value 1n sustalning viable populations ot 
tortolses on the public lands, and thus can be subjected to lower manage
ment intensity specifically tor tortoiles than habitats in the other 
Categories. 

!he criteria in ~able 1 provide guidelines tor categorization by decls10n 
makers. '%hey are not intended to be used as a cookbook tormula. Por 
example, some modiflcation ot the confllct resolvability criterion mal be 
required in checkerboard or braided land ownership patterns. All con
fllcts may not be resolvable, but the signltlcance of the other three 
crlteria may clearly place the Habitat Area into Category. I. 

!he criteria used to categorize tortoise habitats include the tollowing: 
(1) importance ot the habitat to maintaining viable. populatlons, (2) 
resolvabl1ltl ot contlicts, (3) tortoise densitl. and (4) population 
status (stable, increasing, decreasing). Information concerning all of 
these criteria mal not be available or relevant tor all categorizations. 

Note that tortoise density and population trends will otten be more useful 
in evaluating management progress within Categories than tor actual 
categorization a~ Habitat Areas. Usualll, the overriding cri:teria. tor 
categorization Will be viable population considerations and contlict 
resolvability. The concept ot resolvability includes mitigation; thus, 
conflicts will be judged resolvable whenever the actions required to 
resolve the conflicts are within the Bureau's discretion. 

Where Ichedules permit, areas will be categorized through resource manage
ment planning. • Where schedules do not penni t, categorizatlons will be 
completed using existing data and.will be reconsidered whenever a Resource 
Management Plan 1, prepared or revised. The result, will be documented as 
a part of the approved plan. 
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Table 1. Goals and criteria for three Categories of desert tortoise lIabitat Area8. The 
criteria are ranked by importance to the categorization process, with Criterion 1 beina the 
most important. 

Item8 

Category 
Goals 

Criterion I 

1-

Criterion 2 

Criterion 3 

\, 

Criterion 4 

Category I 
llab1tat Area8 

Maintain stable. viable 
populations and protect 
existing tortoise habitat 
values; increase popula-
tiona, wbere pos8ible. 
_ ,,,,,,,SoI',\tlA'.\., 

r;abitat Ar.~ ••• enti~~ 
to maintenance of large 
viable populations. 

Conflicta re8olvable. 

~edium to hiBh d.n.i~ 
or low density contig-
UOU8 with medium or 
b~gh density. r 
Increasing, 8table, or 
decreasing population • 

Category II 
llabitat Ax:eas 

Maintain stable, viable 
populations and halt 
further declines in 
tortoise habitat values. 

Category III 
lIab1tat Areas ------- .. -.. , ..... ,... ... --,(,.. 

LImit tortoise habitat 
and population decl1nes 
to the extent posaible 
by mitigating impacts. 

.~~~.\ ... :a ~ W~"j llabitat Area may be labitat Area not easen ~ ••• ntial ta mainte.an.. tia1 ta maint.na~ •• 
f viable populations. of viable populations. 

Most conflicts Host conflicta not 
resolvable. resolvable. 

~ J I]f'ediWR to hiBh d ••• i~ Low to medium density 
or low density contig- not contiguous witb 
UOU8 with medium or medium or high density. 
high density. . 

Stable or decreasing Stable or decreasing 
population. population. 
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'lORtOISB KAHAGBMBlrr OBJIC'rIVIS AND ActIONS 

'rhus tar thls Rangew1de Plan has dealt with (1) the overall Goal tor 
tortoiae habitat management on. BLM-adm1 111stered lands; (2) the Bureau' I 
general strategy for implementlnc lts tortolse progrl!L1ll; (3) the Bureau' II 
authoritles, procedures, and pollcies relatins to tortolae populatlon and 
habitat manacement; and categorlzation ot tortoise Habltat Areas. 'nds 
intormatlon, along with what is in the 1981 Habltat !eam report .(aee 
above), represents "where the Bureau ls" with tortoise management on the 
public· lands. 'rhe tollowing list of !W:I.agement Objectives and. Actions 
represents "where the Bureau iDtend.s to go" d.ur1nc the com1ng d.ecade to 
meet the Bureau' s overall Goal for preservinc and m.anag1n.g tortolses and 
their habitats. 

!he overall Goal i. " ••• to manage habltat so &IS to ensure that vlable 
desert tortoiae populations exist on publlc lands. !his will be accom
plished through cooperative resource management aimed. at protecting the 
species and its habitat." 

Management Actions are grouped under tourteen Management. Objectives. 
!hese Objectives are not listed in prlorlty order because man, thlngs may 
well proceed concurrently. and the relatlve importance ot each Objectlve 
may be ditterent between atates or between areas. 

Objectlve 1. 
Objective 2. 
Objective 3. 
Objective 4. 
Objective 5. 
Objectlve 6. 
Objective 7. 
Objective 8. 
Objective 9. 
Objectlve 10. 
ObJectlve 11. 
Objectlve 12. 
Objectlve 13. 
Objective 14. 

Increased Awareness; 
Inventor,r and Honltorlnc; 
Cumulative Impacts; 
Endangered. Populations; 
Coordlnation and Cooperatlon; 
Research and S~ies; 
Management of !ortoise Habitat; 
Lands and Realty Actions; 
otr-highway Vehicles; 
Livestock Use; 
Wild Horses and Burros; 
Vildlife Habitat Management; 
Predator Control; and 
Energy"and Mineral Development. 

this Rangewide Pl~ represents an element ot BLM's Planninc System. Pinal 
categorlzatlons will be accomplished. through the resource management plan
nlng process. ·Speclflc project proposals and other proposed ulSes will be 
subject to envlronmental analysis alS necessary to comply with NIPA and to 
reach lnformed decislons. Because environmenta1analysis withln. the plan
n1ng process will bring about full conslderation ot the ettects ot actions 
resulting trom this Rangewide Plan, an environmental assessment of thls 
plan is not considered to be necessary. 
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Bach Kana&ement Action relatel directlJ' to the Objective above it and 
should not be Uled 1D.conslltent with the intent o~ that Objective. MOlt 
Manaaement ActioDl allO relate to Categ01"7 Goal. lilted in 'fable 1. 
Ul t1matelr. each Ka:aa&ement Action and. Objective relates directlr to the 
overall Goal tor tortoise management stated above. teep1D& these rela
tionships' 1D ID1Dd '1111 allow use 'ot the tollow1n& statements in their 
full. correct contexts. 

'rhe detini tion ot the tem "lid tigation" as used 1n this document 111 tound 
ill the Council tor bv1rolllDental Qualitr (CEQ) gu1delines (40 CPR 1508.20): 

(a) avoi41D& the 1mpact altogether br not tak1D.s a 
certa1D action on parts ot an action; 

eb) 1IdD.1.m1:1n& impacts br 11m! tina the degree or 
macnitude ot the action and itl implementation; 

(c) rectUr1D.s the 1mpact b7 repairing. rehabilitating, 
or restor1Ds the aftected environment; 

(d) re4uc1Ds or el1m!nat1ng the impact over time by 
preservation aDd mailltenance operatl01ll durins the lite 
ot the action; and 

ee> compensat1ng ,tor the impact br replacing or provid
inc substitute resources or environments. 

Objective 1. Develop increased awareness ot tortoise resources on the 
public 1&1141. 

Management Action lAo Develop an overall public education 
program concemine tortoise populations and habitats. 

(1) Develop a desert tortolle public aftairs plan in 
each state br the end o~ rt 1989 that includes time 
trames and fundinc strategies tor th1l1gs ~uch as item. 
2-4 1mmed1atelr following. 

(2) Prepare educational packets tor distribution at 
&gencr of'tic.s and bT ranaers, wardens, deputy sher
iff's, etc. 

(3) Prepare and distribute radio and telev1llion 
aDI1ouncements, videos, slide programs, brochures, pos
ters, decals. Itickers, etc. 

(4) Change and update existing visitor use mapi and 
brochures to 1nclude intormation to protect and con
lerve tort01lles e lee Management Action IB f'or exam
plee). Exclude deneitT information and. categor1:ationl. 
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Maaaaement Action. lB. Increase public awarenen ot impor
tant tortoise is.ues wherever the publ1c micht congregate in 
the tleld. Sllns, brochures, aDd other iDtormatlon mec11a 
should deal with issues such as proper treatment ot tor
toises tound on roads. the d&lllers ot re1easinl diseased 
capt1ve tort01ses 1nto the wild, the senselessness and 
impacts ot' vand.a1.1sm and. shoot1nc, and the lela11t1es ot 
collecting tortoises tor pets. 

Management Action. lC.. Share tortoise management expertise 
and data br ho1d1ng workshops. developing short-term assign
ments tor ker personnel, conduct1ng tra1n1ng, and. providing 
tormal lnt'ormation storage and transt'er. 

Management Action ID. Develop an awareness in other Bureau 
discip11nes of tort01ses and the1r hab1tats, and capitalize 
on this increased awareness throUlh a strons daJ'-to-4a1 

·advocacy t'or tort01se habitat protection and. management, 
particularlr in the BLK plann1nst environmental assessment, 
and budget processes .. 

Management Action lB. Develop an hteragenc1. intergovern
mental, and public awareness ot Bureau tortoise habitat 
Management Actions and related accompUshments through an 
active information and education program, a t1me1r technical 
1ntormat10n transfer process, and other means .. 

Management Action 1'. Distribute this Rangew1de Plan tor 
desert tortoise management to other tortoise habitat 
managers I owners within 90 dqs ot' dgn.1ng, and encourage 
their adoption 01' s1m11ar Goals, Objectlves, and Management 
Actions tor the lands ther a4minlster. 

Objectlve 2. Complete and maintaln on a contlnulns basis an lnventorr and 
monitoring progrmD tor tortoise populatlons and habltats to 
as.lst in making management decisions on the publlc lands. 
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Management Action aA.' Complete and mainta1n an lnventorr ot' 
tort011e populatlons and. habltats occurring on public 
l~ds. Assign Habitat· Areas to Categorles accordlng to 
qriteria set torth elsewhere In this Rangewide Plan as soon 
as adequate intormatioD is available (i.e., ma~ Habitat 
Areas can be categorized loon atter thls Rangewide Plan i8 
approved). the target dates tor completion ot' invent orr and 
categorization are as tollows: 

California 
Utah 
Nevada 
Arizona 

Karch 1989; 
Karch 1989; 
September 1989; and 
September 1992 .. 



Ma.nasetDent Action 2B. Monitor stuq plots to ensure acqul
sition ot adequate intormatloa. to reach the Categorr Goal 
tor each Babl tat Area accord1ng to prescribed schedules 
developed ia. each state during PI 1989. ~. should be doa.e 
1A each stuq plot at least eve1:J four or flve 7ears based 
00. the a.ee4s an4 characterlstlcs of tbe area be1nc monitored. 

MaDaaement Action 2C. Insure that tortoise populatioa. and 
habitat monitoring aa.d ia.ventory are coordla.ated as needed 
&IDODC aU enti ties gathering such information 10. order to 
avoid duplicatioa. ot eftort and undue dlsturb.ance to the 
tortoises involved. 

ManagetDent Actlon 2D. Use tortolse population and habitat 
mca.itor1ng tecb.D.iques and. term1a.ology' (wbere appropriate) 
that. will give sta.n4ard 4ata elements for input lnto the 
Bureau'. land-use p1ana.1ng and envlronmental assessment 
procesaelS. 

(1) Develop a draft tortoise inventor7 and ,monitor1nc 
han4boot b7 tbe end ot PI 1988. No matter what techni
que is used.. d&ta must be ot sufficient qualit1 to 
permit state-to-state, popul&tion-to-popul&tion, and 
Tear-t0-7ear comparl.ons. 

(2) Conduct a workshop in November 1988 to fiuli:e 
the dratt 1Avento1:1 and moni tor1ng handbook for Wash
ington Office and State Director approv&l.. fJ!he 
relatioa.ship between inventory, monitoring, and cate
gorization of' Habitat Areas should &lso be clarif1ed at 
this worksbop. 

MaDaaement Action 2B. Provide training to appropriate ELM 
personnel on a continuing basis on available invento1:J and 
monitoring techniques for tortoise populations and habit&ts. 

Management Action 211'. Bnsure that all t1Pes of monitoring 
are conducted.. These types include monitoring ot tortoise 
populations. tortoise habitats, and pertlnent management 
decisions ln land-use plans, as well as compliance wi th 
relevant stipulatlons in records of decision and monitoring 
to 4etermine the effectiveness of mitigations. 

Objective 3. Develop an4 maintain a monitoring program specifical11 for 
lan4-use actlvlties that adversely aftect tortoise habi
tats. fJ!hls program w1l1 be used in the analysis of and 
response to the cumulative impacts of' land-use decisions on 
tortoise habitats. 

Management Action 3A. Develop a system by the end of FI 
1989 to track desert tortoise habitat qualit1 and quantity 
through time, and report biennially (1990, 1992, 1994, etc.) 
on the cumulative impacts of land-use actions on desert 
tortoise Habitat Areas. 
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Ka.Dagement Action lB.. Determ.1Jle b,. the end. ot n 1989 the 
te&llibllit,. ot us1n& GeosraPhic Int'ormation System techno-
1017 .s part ot the Bureau' 8 LUad Intormation Sr.tem to 
document thit progre8s ot land use &II it atteets tortoise 
habitat quant1tl and quality. !h1s analrsis should cons1der 
the costs ot documenting the land usel eXist1n& as ot Janu
ar,r 1, 1990, and the possibilitr ot reconatruct1n& the con
ditions existing 111 1980 aDd 1985. 

Objective 4. Compll f'ullr with the Bndangered Species Act ot 1973, as 
amended, as it relates to tortoise popUlation and habitat 
management on the public lands. 

Hanagement Action 4A. Comply with' aection 2 of the Endan
gered Species Act which concerns management of populations 
and. habitats. of unlisted species (populations) in a manner 
to ensure that species do not become threatened or endan
gered through man's actions. 

Hanagement Action 4B. 'rake a leaders hlp role in the lII2!IJl&8e
ment ot offici.llr lilted populations of desert tortoises b,. 
developing and carr,ring out programs tor their recovery_ 

Management Action 4C. Assien otficialll determined (pursu
ant to section ~ ot the Bndangered Species Act) desert tor
t01le Critical Habitats to Categor,. I. Cateeor1za.tion ot 
the non-Critical Habitat ot listed population. will depend 
on application ot the criteria set torth in ~able 1 ot this 
Rangew1de Plan. 

Objective 5. Develop and ma1atain effective coordinatj.on and cooperation 
with outside agenCies and Bureau constituents concerning 
tortoise popula.tion and habitat manacement. 
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Management Action SA. Document in adm'ni.trative reports 
and. published pa.per. the results ot all tortoise management 
research/studles/moni toring a.n4 indiVidual tortoi.e Mana.ge
ment Actions to tacilitate intormation transfer and to 
m1n1m1ze duplication ot research efforts. ~is should be 
done throush annual proeres. report. and tinal reports 
v1th;~ one lear of' completion of· the projects • .. 
Management Action 5B. Coordinate and provide BLM aasista.nce 
(logistlc&l, financial, volunteer manpower, etc., as appro
pr1&te) to those conducting non-Bureau studies and research 
involving tortoises and their ha.bltat. on the public lands. 
A •• 1Ited projects must contribute to reaching the Bureauts 
tortoise management Goals, Objectives, and/or Management 
Actions. 

Management Action 5C. Pursuant to "fitle. 2 ot the Sikes Act, 
coordinate the Bureau's tortoise population and habitat 
inventory, planning, management, and monitoring activities 
with s1m11ar activities and programs ot other Pederal 
departments and. agencies and/or appropriate ·state and local 
governments. 



Kanyement Acttoll SD.. Coordinate tortol8e 
ettorts Witb COUDt7 and. other local planning 
restrictions u appropriate and. to the extent 
Federal lawa and regulations. 

JDa.I1a&emen t 
and zon1n& 
a110wed by 

Management Action 51. Participate tull,. on special over-
8igh:t groups, technical committees, and coordination groups 
that deal nth tort018e population and habitat issues and 
manaSement opportunities. 

(1) Prorlde for the f'uDctioniDg of a Desert Tortoise 
Management Oversilht Group consiltina ot management
level representatives from rws Relions 1, 2, and 6; BLK 
ottices trom each ot the four involved Itates; the four 
involved state nldlite aaenciesi a.nd the BLKts Wash
iDg'ton attice.. 'rhe res pon., 1bili ties of this group are 
118ted in the 1981 Habitat Team report. 

(2) Meist 1n establishing (if necess&r1) and help 
provide tor the f'uDctiontng ot tour aUtonomous Itate
level Desert Tortoise Technical Coam1 ttees.. Represen
tat10n should include people With special knowledge ot 
tortoises and their habitats. One of the purposes ot 
these .Tecbn1cal Comm1ttees llhould be to advile and put 
isauel betore BLK managers and/or the Hanage~ent Over
sight Group tor .the1r consideration. All such Cou:m1t
tees Ihould be tormalized b1 March of 1989. 

(3) Bstablish coordination Iroups to deal with speci
tic desert tortoise· iSlues and. the overall program, 
with emphasis on coordination with user groups. BLK 
District Adviso1'1 COUDcils can be u~ed to serve this 
purpose, ~ appropriate. 

Objective 6. Conduct research and studies sufticient to develop and docu
ment the knowledge and techniques needed to ensure the via
bilitr 01' tortoise populations and habitats in perpetuit,. .. 

Management Action 6A. Conduct a workshop during n 1989 to 
clarity the concept ot "viable population" as it relates to 
the desert tortoise in each ot the genetically isolated 
populations. 

Management Action 6B. Implement research and studies to 
answer the questions railed in Appendix 2 ot·the 1987 Habi
tat Team Report. For example, data gaps include the ettects 
ot graztna on torto18e populations and habitats, tortollle 
nutritional needs, acceptable levels ot oft-hilhway vehicle 
activit,. in tortoise habitat, the eftects ot habitat f'ral
mentation and disturbance 1n general, the estimation of' 
viable popUlation levels, the ef'f'ects ot predation (ravens, 
coyotes, etc.) on tortoise populations, the ef'f'ects of' tor
toise collection and subsequent release on wild populations, 
the long-te~ ef'tects ot wildfires on tortoise populations, 
the lenettci ot tortoile populations, and survivors hlp ot 
relocated tortoises. 

F-25 



MaDagetDent Action 6C. Develop a torto18e reaearch and 
studies plan bl the enet ot PI 1989. , 'fh1s should be done 
within the tramework ot the Kanaaement OVersisht Group. 

Objective 1. Kana&e the public l.ands, on a continuiDg buis, to protect 
the eCientitic, ecololical, aDd. environmental qualltl ot 
torioise habltats consistent With the Catelorr Goals and 
other Objectives ot this Banaew1de Plan. !hle implles 
manacetDent tor the' exlstence ot an adequate number ot 
healthJ and vigorous toriolse populations ot suttlclent 81:e 
a.n4 resillence to wi thstand the most severe environmental 
impact I , ,aDd. with appropriate sex, and ace ratlos and 
recrultment rates to maintain viable populatlons 111 per
petuitT. 
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Manyement Action 1A. Develop a stratel1 document ln each 
involved BLK Itate. to ensure that the. overall Bureau Goal 
'tor tortoise hab1.tat management 11 reached throuSh imple
mentation ot the Objectives in this Bangew1de Plan. 'rhese 
documents ahall be completed dur1.a.& PI 1989. 

Management Aetlon TB. Manage tortoise habitats UI1.a.& an 
eco'lst_ management approach .with emphas18 on lII&intain1a.g 
or restorinl natural bioloslcal divers1tJ'. Document 1a. a 
blennial report (1990, 1992, 1994, etc.) how this Management 
Action has been implemented. 

Kanuement Action 1e. Insure adequate consideration ot 
tortoise populations and habitats in the Bureau t I land-use 
planniq and declslon-makiq procesle., and m1.tigate tor 
impacts to the extent mandated bl' law or appropriate under 
existing poliC1'. 

(1) Incorporate the CatesoJ:'1' Goal., Objectives t and 
Kanagement Actions of', th18 Bangew1d.e Plan in new 
Resource lfanagement Plans u·the)" are developed. 

(2) Where appropriate, update completed land-use-plans 
throuSh the amendment process to 1nclude the Cateso%'1' 
Goals, Objectives, and Management Actions ot this 
~ew1de Plan. 

F"j."'; 
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Management Action 1D. Manage all desert tortoise Habitat 
Areas conslstent with the appropriate Catesorf Goals. 'rhis 
should be accomplished. throulh the development and implemen
tation.ot tormal land-use plans that result in on-the-ground 
m&D.acement actions. 

Management Action 1B. Where practicable, allow no net loss 
111 quantitr or quality (vesetation composition and struc
ture, levels ot human disturbance) ot CategotT I and II 
Habitat Areu. Where no reasonable alternatives to proposed 
actions attectinc such tort01se habitats ex18t t loeses 111&1 
oecur on11 lt m1.tlsatlon ls not practlcable. Document thll 
through a biennial analrsis ot cumulatlve impacts (see 
Objectlve 3). 



Management Action 7F. In placiD& tortoise Habitat Areas 
into Catelories, consider historical17 used, high potential 
tortoise hab1tata, the protect;ion o~ which w1ll asl1st in 
meet1D& the Objectives and Categor,r Goals ot this lan&ew1de 
Plan.Categori:e such are.. appropriate17, and protect 
them, where warranted. 

Kanagement Action 7C. 
tortoise manacement 
Hab1 tat Area. 

Identitr specitic and quanti~1able 
objectives within each cate~orized 

(1) Belin habitat planning efforts with a knowledge o£ 
existing conditions of veletat10n and tortolee popula
t10ns throuchout the land area. 

(2) Evaluate the potential of the land area to respond 
to manacement. Explore the ranee o~ habitat conditions 
~or which it 'IIIJII'¥ be possible to manage. Relate these 
potential conditions to the habitat requirements o£ the 
tortol8e. 

(3) Set the tortoise management objectives for the 
laD! area. Speci~~ the features of habitat composition 
and structure desired to meet the habitat requirements 
of the tortoise. 

(4) Communicate the desired tortoise population and 
habitat coD4.1tions in specific and quantitative terms. 
Reach a decision' on the specific management 
prescription to be used in the area. 

(5) Implement the management prescript10n in the field. 

Kanag_nt Action 7B. Provide appropriate input into fire 
manqement plans to minimize the effects of wildfires on 
tortoise habitats. 

Objective S. When the need is identified through the Bureau planning 
s~stem, acquire and/or consolidate, under Bureau a4m1n
ietration, management units with high tortoise habitat 
values, and mitigate the effects of i8suing rights-of-war 
acrose public lands. 

Retention and Acqui8ition of Lands 

Ma!:la2ement Action SA. Use the Bureau t s land exchange 
authorit1es ae opportunities arise to consolidate tortoise 
habitat;s on the public lands, with emphasis on Catesory I 
and II tortoiee Habi~at Areas. 

Kanagement Action SB. Purchase Catesorr I and II tortol8e 
Habitat Areas consistent with the scope and intent of Bureau 
planninS documents. 
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Manyement Action SC. ID.courac~ private 4onations ot laM. t 

tua.dl, and services to facilitate acquisition of laDd. with 
hi,h tortoile habitat values. 

Management Action S]). Reta1ll CateSOJ:7 I aDd. II tortoise 
Habitat Areas unless (a' lt clearlJ' is in the National 
publlc interest· to d.ispos. of' them aDd. (b) 101Se. can be 
III1.ti,ated .. 

R1ght.-o~-VY' 

Management AcUon SI. KaDaae the iSlwmce o~ rightl-ot-V&1 
in a manner that vill JliD~m1 ze their e~f'ectl on tortoise 
populatiolll aDd habitats. 

(1) Gl'aIlt D.eV rightl-ot-.,. through Catesoq I and. II 
tortoile Habitat Areas oDl.J' it no reasonable altern
ative exi.ts. H1ti,ation tor habitat losses 1. 
required. 

(2) K1t1gate aloDe r1ghts-ot-W8I' to lII1.D1m1ze tinct 
1011e. of' tortoises, fragmentation or reduction of' 
habitat, aM. the etfectl of' cODStruction. 

Objective 9. bsure that otf-hiahW8l' vehicle use in desert tortoise 
habitats i. cODaistent vith the CateS0J:7 Goals, Objectlves, 
and Kau&ement Actions of' this BaDgew1.de Plan. 

Objective 10. 
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Manyement AcUon 9A. Where necess&l7 to achieve Categ0rJ 
GOals, close CateS0J:7 I aDd. II tortoise Hab1tat Areas to 

. ott-high.,. vehicle use.. Dse outside of closed areas can be 
allowed. provided. it is not inconsistent. vith the Categ0rJ 
Goals &D4 Ob3ectives ot this Rangew1de Plan. 

Manyement Action 9B. Where iDtormation is 1D.a4equate, 
evaluate the 1IIIpacts of' both ex1st1D& and new oft-highwar 
vehicle usel to cleteJ:'IIIiD.e if' such uses are conslstent with 
the Goals and Ob3ectlves ot this Rangew1cle Plan. 

Management Action 'C.. H1a.1m1ze off-hi&hW&J' vehicle use in 
Categ~f:7 I ancl II tortoise Habitat Areas whenever informa
tion tor decision maJd.Ds 1s adequate. nis 111&1 include 
restriction of' orsanized and casual otf'-hish'" vehicle use 
to del1sDated roads and trails, restriction of' such ule to 
existiq roads aa.cl- trails, plac1D.& limits and coD.clit10ns on 
the authorization of' commercial and competitive events, etc. 

IllIure that livestock use is conststent vi th the CategorJ 
Goals, Objectives, and Management Actions ot this aangew1de 
Plan. '.rh1s..,. include 11m1t1n&, precluding, or -def'err1D.& 
11vestock use as documented in site-specif1c plans. 

!'J&nMement Action lOA. In every Sraziq allot'men t whlch 
includes tort01le habitat, aaanage 11vestock to allow ade
quate . and suitable native torage. space, and cover to be 
available to tortoises throughout the ~ear. 



MaDa&ement Action lOB. Where alte potentlal perm1ta, manaae 
llvestock arazlDc to iDer.... natlve pereDD1al cras.es, 
torbs, aDd sh1:ubs that are required. bj tortolses. 

Kanyement Action 10C. Allow utll1:atlon ot tortol.e torage 
and cover plants bl livestock oDlJ to levela which allow tor 
lona-tem plant vigor and aclequate stand1ll& vegetatlon tor 
late summer-tall tortoise use. 

Kanyement Action 10]). Allow oDlJ thole now ranee 1zriprove
ments tor livestock in Catecor,r I aDd II Habitat Areas whlch 
will DOt create cont'llcts With torto1se populations. H1ti
gation tor such conflicts ls pel'll1l1ible to make the net 
ettect ot the 11Iprovementa poaltive or neutral to d.esert 
tortolse populations. Contllct1ng exlst1D& improvements 
should be eltmtDated. as o~portun1tie. arlse. 

Objectlve 11. Provide tor herd management tor wild horses and burros whlch 
la coD.l1stent with the Categ0:1:7 Goals, Objectives, and Man
&aement ActioD.l ot this llangew14e Plan. rus mq include 
l1.ll1t1ng or precluc11D& wild horse &D4Ior burro use, as 
appropriate. 

Management Action ltA. Continue to maiDtaln appropriate 
management levels or wild horses and burros conslstent with 
exist1ng land-use plans and/or actlvlt1 plana. 

Many_nt . Action llB. Bnsure that appropriate monl torlng 
ot wild horse aDd burro herda occurs, aDd use such monltor
ina data to help develop management prescrlptlons tor desert 
tortoise habitats. 

Management Actlon llC. Where alte potentlal pel'll1ts, manage 
graziD& bl wild horses and burros to increase natlve peren
nlal crusee, torb. , and shrub. requlred. bl tortobes as 
tood and cover. 

Manuement Action 11D. Allow only those new range 11Iprove
JDenta tor wild horses and burroa in Categorl I and II Habi
tat Areas which will not create confllcts with tortolse 
populaUons. Hltlgatlon tor such confllct. 1. pel'll1ss1ble
to make the net ettect ot the 1mprovements posltive or neu
tral to desert tortoise populatlonl. Contllctlng existiDg 
~provements should be el~nated. as opportunlties arlse. 

Objectlve 12. Provlde tor management ot wildllte other than desert tor
tolses on the public l.ands conslstent with the Categorr 
Goals. Objectives, and Hanagement Actlons ot thls Rangewide 
Plan. 

Mapagement Actlon l2A. Kanage wildllte habitat to allow 
adequate and suitable native torage, space, and cover to be 
aval1able tor de.ert tortolses throughout the lear. 
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!!!nYement Action 12B. Allow the introduction or reintro
duct10n ot wildlite species into Cateso1:7 I aDd. II Habitat 
Areas oUl it such actions will not create contlicts with 
tort01se populations. 

Management Action 12C. Allow onll those new range improve
ments tor wildlite that will not create coDt11cts with 
tortoise populations. Mltigation tor such coDt11cts 1s 
permissible to make the net ettect ot the improvements 
positive or neutral to desert tortoise populations. Con
tllct1ng ex1sting improvements should be el1m1Dated. as 
opportunities arise. 

Objective 13. Cooperate with state wildlite agencies and APHIS to etrect 
appropJ:'1ate tfPes and levels ot pred.ator control to meet the 
Catelor" Goals and Objectives ot this Rangewide Plan. This 
will be considered. onll Where predation is interteriDg with 
maintaining viable tortoise populations • 
. 
Management Action 13A. Where predation problems are sus
pected, inventor" predator populations and studf their tood 
habits and behaviors to determine which categorized. tortoise 
Habitat Areas require predator control to meet the CategoJ:'1 
Goals and Objectives ot this Rangew1de Plan. 

Management Action 13B. Evaluate Bureau actions to determine 
whether or not thel encourage the proliferation or range 
expansion of predator populations. Seek alternatives Which 
min1m1ze the increase andIor spread ot predator populations. 

Objective 1 •• Kanage the Bureau's ener&1 and minerals progra1ll in a manner 
consistent with the Categoq Goals and' Objectives ot this 
Rangew1de Plan. 

Management Action 14A. Consider withdrawal trom mineral 
ent1:7 for Categorl I tortoise Habitat Areas. 

Management Action 148. Mltigate the impact. to desert 
tortoise Habitat Areas from locatable mineral exploration 
and deyelopment to the extent possible through judicious 
implementation ot the Bureau'S 3802 arid 3809 surface 
management regulations. 

Management Actton 14C. Use the Bureau's discretion&rf 
authorities relating to leasable and salable minerals to 
meet the Categoq Goals and Objectives or this Rangewide 
Plan. 

Management Action 14D. Mitigate the impacts ot enerl1 and 
mineral development in tortoise habitat to the extent pos
s1ble under existing laws and regulat1ons. 
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Ray Land ExchangelPlan Amendment EIS 

Arizona Wilderness Inholding Acquisition Project. In cooperation with the non-profit group, Wilderness 
Land Trust, BLM seeks to acquire, through purchase, lands that are inholdings within Arizona wilderness. 
Within the portion of Mohave County administered by the Kingman Field Office, 3,400 acres of private land 
are being considered for acquisition into public ownership, mostly in the Mount Tipton and Wabayuma Peak 
wildernesses. The Final EA which analyzes this acquisition was signed in May, 1995. 

BHP Copper Pinto Valley Operations. The Pinto Valley Mining Company acquired patented claims in 
1907 at a site located approximately 5 miles west of the town of Miami. Copper and Molybdenum are 
produced at the Pinto Valley Mine with an estimated reserve of 624 million tons (USDA 1997). Pinto Valley 
Mine is expanding its mine rock disposal areas, tailings dams and miscellaneous facilities over 
approximately 1,200 additional acres. Currently, BHP has submitted a Plan of Operations for pit expansion, 
which environmental assessments are currently being conducted. Based on an application submitted to 
ADEQ, BHP Copper plans to close the mine in 2007. 

Carlota Copper Project. The Final EIS and ROD for the Carlota Copper Project was published in July, 
1997, to approve the Carlota open-pit copper mining and processing facility located approximately six miles 
west of Miami, Arizona in the Tonto National Forest. Of the approximately 3,050 acres of unpatented and 
patented lands in the project area, the Proposed Action would disturb approximately 1,428 acres using 
conventional mining techniques (USDA 1997). 

Cerbat Mountains Land Exchange. On April 23, 1998, a decision was made by the Kingman Field Office 
Manager to exchange approximately 5,144 acres of selected/public lands in the Hualapai Valley north of 
Kingman, Arizona for 5,661 acres of offered/private lands located mostly in the Cerbat Mountains and 
northern Hualapai Valley. 

Cyprus Miami Mine Expansion. The Cyprus Miami Mine began operations in 1912 northwest of the town 
of Miami, near Globe, Arizona. The production rate at the open-pit mine is approximately 127.3 million 
pounds of copper per year, with 213 million tons of are reserves (USDA 1997). Cyprus Miami Mining 
Corporation has recently upgraded its smelter facility and plans to expand leaching facilities at the Cyprus 
Miami Mine on its patented mining claims and public lands administered by the BLM and the Tonto National 
Forest Service. A Plan of Operations was submitted to the Forest Service and the BLM in 1994, and an EIS 
is currently being prepared. Approval of the proposed expansion would result in continued operations for 
the next 17 years beginning in 1997. 

Cyprus State-Wide Land Exchange. Cyprus is currently in negotiations with the BLM to obtain ownership 
of several parcels throughout Arizona that are already being mined through an MPO. Lands included in this 
exchange are in Sierrita, Bagdad and Miami with a total acreage of approximately 9,657 acres. The offered 
lands for this land exchange have not be finalized; however, the Sierrita exchange is scheduled for 1998-
2000 and the Bagdad/Miami exchange is scheduled for 1999-2001. 

Empire-Cienega Resource Management EIS/Plan Amendment. BLM is currently preparing a plan 
amendmentiEIS to the Phoenix RMP which would prescribe management direction for approximately 45,000 
acres of public land in the Empjre-Cienega RCA. The BLM is using a collaborative public process to obtain 
input for this planning effort. Major issues include recreation, livestock grazing. wildlife management, mining 
and ACECs. 

Hualapai Mountains Exchange. The Draft EIS for this land exchange/plan amendment was published in 
April 1998 and involves approximately 70,000 acres of offered/private lands for approximately 70,00011IIII 
selected/public lands in Mohave County. BLM exchanged lands in the Dutch Flat and Antares areas for 

.. portions of the Dutch Flat area and the Hualapai and McCracken Mountains (BLM 1998b). 

Kingman Resource Area Management Plan (RMP). The Kingman Resource Area Proposed Resource 
Management Plan and Final EIS was published in September, 1993, by the BLM Kingman Resource Area. 
The EIS analyzes the impacts expected from implementing the Proposed Kingman RMP and guides the BLM 
in the management of the Kingman Resource Area, covering parts of Mohave, Yavapai and Coconino 
counties. Portions of this RMP can be found in Appendix H. 
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Appendix G 

Mineral Creek Consent Decree/404 Permit Expansion. This project involves the isolation of Mineral 
Creek from Ray Mine's Operations to ensure that water quality standards are met in Mineral Creek under 
the scheme established by the Clean Water Act (CWA) and pursuant to provisions stated in the Consent 
Decree entered into between Asarco Incorporated, the United States and the State of Arizona. Asarco 
intends to satisfy the requirements of the CWA and comply with the Consent Decree in stages throughout 
the next six years. 

Morenci Land Exchange. This land exchange involves approximately 3,758 acres of selected lands for 
approximately 1,040 acres of offered lands in Graham County, Arizona. The Final EIS was published in 
October 1996, the Record of Decision was signed and it is currently under protest. 

Phoenix Resource Management Plan (RMP). The Phoenix Resource Management Plan and Final EIS 
was published in December. 1988, by the BLM Phoenix District. The EIS analyzes the impacts expected 
from implementing the Proposed Phoenix BMP and guides the BLM in the management of the Phoenix 
Resource Area. covering all parts of eight Arizona counties. Portions of this RMP can be found in Appendix 
H. 

Safford District Resource Management Plan (RMP). The Safford District RMP and Final ErS was 
published in August, 1991, by the BLM Safford District. The EIS describes and analyzes alternatives for 
management of approximately 1,400.000 acres of public land in southeastern Arizona and addresses certain 
public issues such as access, areas of critical environmental concern and other special management types, 
off-highway vehicles, and riparian areas. The RMP determines management objectives and identifies 
actions that will be taken to implement the objectives. 

Safford Dos Pobres/San Juan MPO. Phelps Dodge submitted an MPO in 1996 to BlM for the Dos Pobres 
and San Juan ore bodies located in Safford. Arizona. The BlM's preferred alternatives to the MPO includes 
a land exchange alternative that involves approximately 17,000 acres of selected lands in Graham and 
Greenlee counties for approximately 3.858 acres of offered lands in la Paz, Greenlee and Graham counties. 
The Draft EIS is scheduled for publication in summer of 1998. 

Saguaro National Park Land Exchange. The Saguaro National Park Exchange involved the exchange 
of approximately 4.322 acres of BlM-administered selected lands within Maricopa and Pima Counties and 
approximately 711 acres of offered lands within the congressionally designated Saguaro National Park in 
Pima County. The Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and Final EA were completed in June, 1997. 

Silver Bell-Cienega. This land exchange occurred in 1992 and involved approximately 4,953 acres of 
federal lands in Pima and Pinal Counties for approximately 1600 acres of private lands within Pinal and Pima 
Counties. 

Superior Underground Mine. The Superior Mine was the original mine of Magma Copper Company that 
operated from 1912 to 1982 when it closed because of low copper prices. It reopened in 1990 under new 
ownership and has a production rate of 1.000 tons of ore per day. In 1996. the mine closed when proven ore 
reserves were exhausted. however exploration for additional underground ore reserves is continuing. 

Tusayan Land Exchange. The Draft EIS for the Tusayan Growth Project in the Kaibab National Forest was 
published in June, 1997, and consists of a Proposed Action and a variety of alternatives for providing 
improvements to transportation. housing. community facilities, and visitor services outside of Grand Canyon 
National Park boundaries on private or National Forest System lands in the Grand CanyonlTusayan area. 
A supplement to the draft EIS with additional alternatives is expected to be published summer 1998. 

White Canyon RCA Coordinated Management Plan. BLM Tucson Field Office (TFO) is considering 
preparation of an interdisciplinary activity plan (lAP) for the White Canyon Area including the White Canyon 
Wilderness. If the lAP is not feasible. a separate Wilderness Plan will be prepared. 
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Ray Land ExchangelPlan Amendment EElS 

Winkelman Community Expansion. The BlM TFO is considering a proposal by the community of 
Winkelman for sale of approximately 80 acres of public land for community expansion. The proposal would 
necessitate an amendment to the Safford District RMP. 
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Appendix G 

APPENDIX H 

SELECTED TEXT FROM THE PHOENIX AND KINGMAN 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLANS (RMP) 
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PROPOSED 

PHOENIX 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND FINAL 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

DECEMBER 1988 

u.s. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 

Phoenix District· Arizona 
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PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

TABLE 2-4 

Areas Proposed for Special Management 
Bureau of Land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona 

Special Federal, State, 
Management and Prh'llte Current 
Area (SMA) Acres Designation Management Goals Planned Actions 

Coyote Mountains F 5,080 acres BLM Manage to enhance recre- Obtain legal access; develop an 
Recreation S 320 WSA; recommend- ation values; increase activity plan; prohibit land 
Management Area P 320 ed for wilderness public ownership of state use authorizations; limit ve-

5,nO designation in and private holdings hicular travel to designated 
1987 Final Phoe- roads and trails; prohibit sur-
nix Wilderness face occupancy for oil/gas 
ElS development; acquire land. 

Agua Blanco F 14.419 None Improve watershed condition Develop an activity plan; limit 
Ranch Multiple S&P 2.280 to satisfactory; increase motorized vehicles to existing 
Resource Manage- 16,699 soil cover; reduce sediment roads and trails; acquire land. 
ment Area yield; improve ecological 

site condition to good; 
promote recovery of an endan-
gered plant 

Cocoraque Bune- F 34.749 None Improve watershed condition Develop an activity plan; limit 
Waterman Mtns S&PI3,227 to satisfactory; increase motorized vehicles to existing 
Multiple Resource 47.976 soil cover; reduce sediment roads and trails; acquire land. 
Management Area yield; improve ecological 

site condition to good; 
promote recovery of endan-
gered plant 

Silver Bell F 39.170 4.460 acres in- Improve habitat condition Develop an activity plan; pro-
Desert Bighoro S 11,450 cludes Ragged for desert bighorn sheep hibit surface occupancy for oil/ 
Sheep Management P 6,180 Top WSA, recomm- gas development on 800 acres 
Area 56,800 ended not suita- of Ragged Top; limit motorized 

ble for wilder- vehicles to existing roads 
ness in the Ari- and trails except close 800 
zona-Mohave WiI- acres on Ragged Top; acquire 
demess FEIS land. 

Avra Valley F 2.720 Contains Cocora- Manage 14 properties for Develop an activity plan: limit 
Cultural Resource que Butte Na- information potential motorized vehicles to existing 
Management Area tional Register and 1 for conservation roads and trails. 

Historic District values 

Santa Ana del F 20 National Register Manage for public educa- Develop an activity plan; close 
Chiquiburitac Historic Places tion/interpretative values to motorized vehicles. Prohibit 

surface occupancy for oil/gas 
development. 

Picacho F 6.400 6.400 acres a WSA Maintain existing desert Develop a management plan: acquire 
Mountains S 7.980 recommended not tortoise populations; land; prohibit surface occupancy 
Desert Tortoise 14.380 suitable for wil- obtain population data for of oil/gas leases: close 6.400 
Management Area derness in Phoe- high and low elevation ac. to motorized vehicles; limit 

nix Wilderness travel on 7.980 ac. to designated 
FElS roads. 

("," 

~ 

Grayback F 24.045 None Improve watershed condition Develop an activity plan: 
Mountain-Box 0 S&PI6.581 to satisfactory: increase acquire land: limit motorized 
Wash Multiple 40.626 soil cover: reduce sediment vehicles to existing roads and 
Resource yield and salinity dis- trails. 
Management Area charge; improve ecological 

site condition to good: en-
hance stream flow and water 
quality 

II> 

Re\'men Townsite F 20 None Manage for public educa- Develop an activity plan; close 
Cuitural Resource tion/interpretative values to motorized vehicles. 
Management Area 

Middle Gila F 21.940 Under withdrawal Manage for information. Develop an activity plan; limit 
Cultural Resource S 7.240 for federal public and conservation motorized vehicles \0 existing 
Management Area P 1.520 water projects values roads and trails; acquire land. 

30.700 

h:llntinucu on ncxt pagcl 
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Special 
Management 
Area (SMA) 

Gila River 
Riparian 
Management Area 

Black Canyon 
Granite Sales 
Management Area 

Cordes Junction 
Multiple Resource 
Management Area 

Sycamore Creek 
Multiple Resource 
Managemen! Area 

~umble Bee 
\.1ultiple Resource 
\.1anagement Area 

Villiams Mesa 
1ultipJe Resource 
.tanagement Area 

assayampa River 
iparian 
lanagement Area 

ells Canyon 
:creation 
anagement Area 

Ike Pleasant 
lITO Herd 
anage-ment Area 

Federal, State, 
and Private 

Acres 

F 15 miles 

F 160 

F 8,763 
S&P 5,846 

14.609 

F 2,423 
S&P 1,396 

3:819 

F 12,832 
S&P39,433 

52,265 

F 27,384 
S&P23,346 

59,735 

F 12 miles 
S 4 miles 

16 miles 

F 9.379 
S 640 
P 720 

10,739 

F 57,412 
S 13.795 
P 9.593 

80.800 

urce: Phoenix District files. 

PROPOSED SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS 

TABLE 2-4 (continued) 

Areas Proposed for Special Management 
Bureau of land Management, Phoenix District, Arizona 

Current 
Designation 

Under withdrawal 
for federal 
water projects 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 

Part of Hassa-
yampa River WSA; 
recommended not 
suitable for wil-
derness designa-
tion in 1987 
Final Phoenix 
Wilderness EIS 

9,379 acres WSA; 
recommended not 
suitable for wil-
derness designa-
tion in Phoenix 
Wilderness FElS 

None 

Management Goals 

Improve condition of ripar
ian vegetation and aquatic 
habitat for native fish; 
enhance water quality; 
limit salinity discharges 

Manage as a granite 
extraction area 

Improve watershed condition 
to satfsfactory; improve 
condition of riparian veg
etation; improve native 
fish habitat; enhance water 
quality and stream flow; 
increase soil cover; reduce 
sediment yield: improve eco
logicial site condition to 
good 

Improve condition of ri
parian vegetation; improve 
native fish habitat; en-
hance stream flow and water 
quality; increase soil cov-
er and reduce sediment 
yield; improve pronghorn 
habitat and facilitate 
their movement 

Improve watershed condition 
to satisfactory; improve 
condition of riparian veg
etation; improve native 
fish habitat; enhance water 
quality and stream flow; 
increase soil cover; reduce 
sediment yield; improve eco
logical site condition to 
good; reintroduce native 
fish. if feasible 

Improve watershed condition 
to satisfactory; improve 
riparian vegetation condi
tion; improve native fish 
habitat and reintroduce na
tive fish, if feasible; en
hance stream flow and water 
quality: increase soil cov
er: reduce sediment yield; 
improve ecological site con
dition to good 

Improve condition of ripar
ian habitat; improve condi
tion of native fish habitat 
and reintroduce native fISh. 
if feasible; enhance water 
quality 

Manage to maintain primi
tive recreation values 

Maintain habitat for burros; 
maintain an gO-animal herd 

Planned Actions 

Develop an activity plan; limit 
motorized vehicles to existing 
roads and trails; prohibit sur
face occupancy for oil/gas 
development in riparian zone. 

Develop an activity plan. 

Develop an activity 'plan; pro
hibit surface occupancy of 
oil/gas leases in nparian 
zones; prohibit land use au
thorizations in riparian areas; 
limit motorized vehicles to ex
isting roads and trails; 
acquire land. 

Develop an activity plan; pro
hibit surface occupancy for oil/ 
gas development In riparian 
zones; prohibit land use au
thorizations in riparian areas; 
limit motorized vehicles to ex
istin$ roads and trails; 
acquire land. 

Develop an activity plan; pro
hibit surface occupancy for oill 
gas development in riparian 
areas; prohibit land use au
thorizations in riparian areas; 
limit motorized vehicles to 
designated roads and trails; 
acquire land. 

Develop an activity plan: pro
hibit surface occupancy for oill 
gas development in riparian 
areas; prohibit land use au
thorizations in riparian areas: 
close 3.5 miles of Tule Creek 
to motorized vehicles. else
where limited to existing roads 
and trails; acquire land. 

Develop an activity plan: limit 
motorized vehicles to existing 
roads and trails; prohibit sur
face occupancy for oilfgas 
leases in riparian areas; pro
hibit land use authorizations 
in riparian areas; acquire 
land. 

Develop an activity plan; limit 
motorized vehicles 10 designated 
roads and trails: acquire land. 

Develop a herd management plan: 
acquire land. 
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KINGMAN RESOURCE AREA 

PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

September 1993 

u.s. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 

. . Kingman Resource Area 
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Maintenance Plans: 
Burro Creek Recreation SilC 
Wlld Cow Springs Recreation SilC 
Packsaddle Recreation Site 
WIndy Point Recreation Site 

National Back Countxy Byways: 
Historic RoulC 66 
Hualapai Mountains (proposed) 

WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT 
The Arizona Desert WUderness Act (Public Law 101-(28) was 
signed into Jaw on November 28, 1990, creating nine wilderness 
areas covering 392,844 acres or public sunaee estate In the 
Klngman Resource Area, Including 386,532 acres of rederal 
mineral estate (see Map 2). Table 1 shows the acres or federal 
minerals withdrawn from mineral entry and mineral leasing and 
closed to mineral material disposals. 

Table 1 
Acres of Federal Minerai Estate In Wilderness Areas 
Withdrawn From Minerai Entry and Minerai Leasing 

and Closed to Minerai Material Disposals 

Wilderness Area Acres 

-
Mount WIlson 24,233 
MountNutt 27,115 
Warm Springs 112,153 
Mount lipton 30,208 
Wabayuma Puk 38,718 
AubRY Peak 15,3011 
UPp4af Burro Creek 24,401 
Amstra Mountains 118,897 
Rawhide Mountains 15,703 

Total Withdrawn 386,532 

The wlldernessareas will bemanaged according to the provisions 
or law, BLM wilderness management regulations round at 43 
CFR 8560 and subsequent wilderness management plans. A 
wUderness management plan will be prepared for each wilder
ness area. Implementing these plans will begin immediately and 
wUI be ongoing throughout the nfe oUbls Resource Management 
Plan regardless or the alternative seled~ Wllderness study 
areas not designated by the 1990 Act were released from further 
consideration for wilderness. Any future activity In these areas 
will be managed in accordance with specific provisions of the 
Resource Management Plan and record of decision signed by the 
BLM Arizona State Director. 

WILDLIFE HABITAT MANAGEMENT 

Wildlife 

Legislation. including the Federal Land Policy and Management Act, 
the Endangered Species Act. the Public Rangelands hnprovement 
Act and the Sikes Act. directs the BLM to manage habitat to meet 
wildlife needs, along with increasing demands for basic energy 
supplies. building materials, food products and recreational opportu
nities. The BLM's responsibility is to recognize opportunities to 
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maintain. improve and expand wildlife habitat for both consumptive 
and nonconsumptive uses and identify critical wildlife resources 
deserving special atte.ntior .. The BLM is also directed to assist state 
agencies in comp1etina rlSh and wlldlife resource plans. 

Recentlydeveloped doc:uments also provide program guidance to the 
BLM's wildlife habitat management program. These documents 
include Fish and Wildlife 2000, Desert Tortoise Management on the 
Public Lands: A Rangewide Plan. the Rangewide Plan for Managing 
Habitat of Desert Bighorn Sheep on Public Lands. Waterfowl Habi
tat Management on Public Lands: A SlralCgy for the Future and the 
Raptor Habitat Management Plan. 

All land use actions occ:urr:ing on public lands in the resource area are 
reviewed and given silC-specific analysis during the environmental 
review process. hnpacts to special status and sensitive wildlife 
species, riparian habitat and wildlife habitat improvement projects 
are assessed and measures are developed to lessen impacts. The 
environmental reviewprocess also assesses compatibility with coop- , 
eratively developed wildlife habitat management plans. All ringe
land and watershed improvements wlll continue to be designed to 
achieve range, water quallty and wlldlife objectives. 

Animal Damage Control 
A new Animal Damage Conlrol Program Environmental Impact 
Statement is currently being developed by the Animal Plant Health 
Inspection Service, u.s. Department of Agriculture. The BLM is a 
fonnal cooperator in this process. Following completion of the fmal 
environmental impact statement, the BLM will prepare a district
wide animal damage control plan commensurate with the Record of 
Decision and tiered to the final environmental impact statement. 

Habitat Management 

Habitat management plans are developed in an effort to improve 
wildlife habitat. Existing habitat management plans (Hualapai. 
Aquarius, Cerbat-Music, BlackMountains.Bill Williams-Crossman 
Peak) will continue to be implemenlCd as funding allows. Existing 
habitat management plans are on file and open to public review at the 
Kingman Resource Area office. Habitat management plans are 
periodically evaluated to detennine if management direction and 
actions are adequalC and if plan objectives are being mel. Using and 
considering monitoring data. changed policies and direction and 
wlldlife and other resource program needs, the BLM updates and 
revises habitat management plansjointly with the Arizona Game and 
FlSh Department. The current habitat management plan process can 
incotpOrate new data. decisions and changes in management direc
tion and policies. 

The Aquarius Habitat Management Plan called for detennining the 
potential for reestablishing bighorn sheep into the Upper Bill Wil
liams drainage. This determination will be made. Management 
actions outlined in habitat management plans to improve habitat for 
mule deer, elk and javelina are considered adequate and up-to-date 
and would be implemented under all alternatives. 

Desen bighorn sheep and their habitat are important resources on the 
public lands of A:rizona. These resources will be managed in 
accordance with the management and protection measures identified 
in resource planning documents developed to implement BLM and 
district policies on desert bighorn sheep. 



Detailed estimates of big lame forage allocations are presented in the 
CerbatIBlack Mountains and Hualapai-Aquarius grazing environ
mental impact statements on file in the Kingman Resource Area 
office. These allocations will be carried rorward except when 
modified In special management areaswhere habitat monitoring 
lDdlcates the need ror modification. Monitoring of big game 
habitat. Le_, utilization of key forage species, wlll contlDue to be 
conducted as part or an integrated resourcemonitorlDg program 
specifically designed by an interdisciplinary team. InIonnation 
obtained from monitoring studies will be analyzed and necessary 
cbanges In management prescriptions lDltiated to protect the 
habitat. 

In some areas, habitat overlap and conflicts exist among wildllre, 
wlld equlds and livestock. Where analysis or monitoring data 
indicates a need for change in number of grazing animals in areas of 
multiple use, aUocations will be determined for each species on a 
case-by-case basis. In areas or multiple species uses, where the 
habitat isa crucial elementfor continued survival or a partlc:ular 
species, the allocation (forage, water and/or space) will first 
provide ror that population's needs. The remainder or the 
allocation wlll then be divided as prescribed under each alterna
tive. 

Ali decisions proposed ror activity management plans will be 
developed through consultation, cooperation and coordination 
with affected interests and agenc:les and will conrorm to BLM 
policy. 

Wildlife habitat management actions (spring developments, exclo
sures and game waters) will continue as funding allows. Prescribed 
burning will be designed to improve wildlife habitat. 

Rangeland management practices and rangeland improvements will 
be designed or modified to maintain or improve wildlife habitat. 
Livestock grazing management will incorporate the needs of key 
plant species important to wildlife and safe to use by wildlife in 
accordancewithBLM Standards found lD Manual Supplement 6516 
and BLM handbook H-1741-1_ 

All new fences on public lands will be built to allow fQr wildlife 
passage in accordance with BLM fence standards. Any existing 
fences obstructing wildlife movements will be brought into conform
ance with the adopted standards. 

Wildlife escape devices will be installed on all new and existing 
water tanks or troughs built for livestock on waters having public 
water rights and located on public lands. 

To the extent possible. new roads will not be built in crucial wildlife 
habitat. However, existing roads may be Improved to accommo
date mineral development or other uses. Impacts ~ill be 
carefully analyzed through the environmental analysis process. 
EXisting roads may be permanently or seasonally closed to vehicles 
Where problems exist or are expected. 

existing Plans, Decisions and Objectives 

Since completion of the management framework plans. several 
habitat management plans have been completed and are being 
implemented. These include Black Mountains, Hualapai. Aquarius. 
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Cerbat-Music and Bill Williams-Crossman Peak (prepared jointly 
with the Havasu Resource Area). 

Habitatmanagement plans are periodically evaluated to detennine if 
their objectives are being met and updated or revised to meet 
changing situations orneeds. When this ResourceManagement Plan 
becomes final. habitat management plans will be revised or amended 
according to need for Black Mountains, Hualapai. Aquarius, Cer
bat-Music and Bill Williams-Crossman Peak. 

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES MANAGEMENT 

Management of special status species is guided by habitat manage
ment and recovery plans in cooperation with state and federal 
agencies and affected parties. 

The Endangered Species Act on 973, as amended. is the authority to 

conserve threatened and endangered species on public lands. Section 
4(f) of the Endangered Species Act directs the Secretary of the 
Interior to develop and implement recovery plans for the conserva
tion and survival of endangered species. Section 7(a)(I) requires 
each federal agency to carry out proactive measures to recover listed 
species and Section 7(a)(2) requires each federal agency to avoid 
jeopardizing the continued existence of listed species through their 
actions. 

Any federally authorized, funded or implemented actions that may 
affect listed or proposed species are reviewed in cooperation with the 
U.S. FISh and Wildlife Service. 

BLMpolicy for special status candidate species is contained inBLM 
Manual Section 6840. The BLM must carry out management 
consistent with multiple use for conservation of candidate species 
and their habitats and must ensure that actions authorized. funded or 
carried out do not contribute to the need to list any of these species 
as threatened or endangered. These actions are also conducted on 
split-estate lands if the surface management agency does not have 
adequate data. It is also policy to systematically monItor category 
1 and 2 candidate species to detenn.ine if a species should be listed. 

Potential impacts to species are analyzed in an environmental review 
by theBLM for each projecL Protection measures may be stipulated 
in the decision record in the environmental assessment or in the U.S. 
FISh and Wildlife Service's biological opinion. 

Protection and management of endangered species will continue, as 
will inventory for federal- and state-candidate species. Monitoring 
programs will be implemented on known populations of listed and 
candidate species. Where monitoring rmds threats to these popula
tions. actions will be taken to protect the species and their habitats. 
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:;HAPTER II 

'Iant Species 

~ draft recovery plan has been prepared far Arizona cliffrose 
P/Ushia subintegra). When the recovery plan Is finalized. the 
ILM will Incorporate the provisIons Into a habitat management 
Ilan or an area or critical eDviroDmental concern plaD, which 
rill be implemented. 

\nlmal SpecIes 
labitat for state-listed species is managed in cooperation with the 
I.r'izona Game and Fish Department under provisions of che Sikes 
~ct (1974). as amended. As additional wildlife Information Is 
:athered, existing habitat management plans would be updated 
,r revIsed. 

~ctions proposed in the Resource Management Plan will adhere '10 
,bjectives stated in the bald eagle. peregrine falcon and Hualapai 
Ifexican vole recovery plans. Whenrevising or developing resource 
ctivity plans. specific objectives and actions stated in th~recovery 
llans will be incorporated. 

~o Improve rap tor habitat, new powerlines will be built '10 "elec· 
~ocution proor' specifications and existing powerlines will be 
lodified as problem lines are identified. 

11e desert tOr'lOise and its habitat are important resources on the 
lublic lands of Arizona. These resources will be managed in 
ccordance with the Arizona Implementation Slrategy.developed '10 
lcorporate BLM management philosophy from Desert TOr'lOise 
labitatManagementonThePublicLands: ARangewidePlan,dated 
lovember 1988. This management effort will include continuing 
lVentory of desert tor'lOise habitat, monitoring of desert 'IOr'IOise 
,abitat quality and quantity, categorization of habitat according '10 
,uidelines described in the Implementation Strategy and manage
:'lent of categories of habitat according '10 the management actions in 
1e Implementation Slrategy. Where enough data exist, the strategy 
I'ill be implemented through this land use plan. If such data are 
ICking. the strategy will be implemented Ihrough activity plans or 
md use plan amendments. following acquisition ofi!le needed data. 
Ifanagementobjectives related '10 habitat q~ andquantity for the 
lesert tortoise will be included in those activity plans. land use plan 
mencIrnents or other documents. 

"'." 
" 

~he categories or desert tortoise habitat d~slgnated by the BLM 
stabllsh goals ror the management of desert tortoIse and their 
tabltats, based on several criteria. Brieny summarized, man
Igement or Category I and Category n areas emphasizes malD
enance or viable desert tortoise populations In areas where all 
:ategory I or most Category n connlcts are resolvable. Cat· 
'gor, ill habitats are generally characterized by lower densities 
Ir desert tortoises In areas where habitat has been rragmented or 
Itherwlse degraded, or where landownership patterns are such 
hat effective management Is dfmcult (see Map 34). 

~IPARIAN AREA MANAGEMENT 

..egal authority for BLM management of riparian-wetland areas is 
lased on numerous laws and executive orders. including the Taylor 
lrazing Act of 1934. the Endangered Species Act of 1973, che 
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Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976. the Emergency 
Wetland Resources Act of 1986. the Water Quality Act oC 1987. 
Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management) and Executive 
Order 11990 (Protection of Wetlands). On January 22. 1987. the 
BUd issued its riparian area management policy which defined che 
tenn riparian area, set management objectives and outlined specific 
policy direction. This policy is the basis for BLM Manual 1737 
(Riparlan-Wetland Area Management), the Bureau-wide Riparian
Wetland Initiative for the 19905 and the Arizona Riparian-Wetland 
Area Management Sl1'ategy. Riparian management plans wfll be 
consistent, to the extent practicable, with state or Arizona ripar
Ian habitat protectioD polley, "Protection or Riparian Areas" 
dated February 14, 1991 (Executive Order 91-6). 

The overall objective is to achieve proper functioning condition for 
riparian areas. 

In addition. the national and state slrategy plans outline seven 
implementation strategies '10 meet the objective: (1) Inventory! 
Classification - collect, compile and evaluate baseline information 
'10 determi:necurrent status, potential and condition. (2)Ac:tivityPlan 
Preparation/Revision - Develop/revise plans that involve riparian
wetland areas prescribing actions to meet management objectives. 
(3) Project DevelopmentIMaintenance - Complete projects such as 
fences. water developments. tree planting and habitat improvement 
SlrUctures '10 create, improve and/or maintain riparian-wetland con
ditions. Maintain projects to continue their beneficial use. (4) 
Moni'lOring - Monitor '10 determine ifmanagement action is meeting 
specuxeobjectives for riparian-wetland areas. (5) Protection/Mitiga
tion - Avoid ormitigate the impact of smface-disturbingactivities on 
riparian-wetland areas. (6) Acquisition/Expansion - acquire and 
expand riparian-wetland areas through exchange. donation or pur
chase. (7) Public Outreach - The development and presentation of 
workshops '10 the citizens of Arizona, including school children. 
lives'lOCk interests and conservation groups. The intent of the 
workshops will be '10 educate the public and '10 gain their support for 
BLM riparian management efforts. 

These strategies will be implemented by an interdisciplinary team. 
Since numerous highly valued resources depend on riparian-wet
lands. it is important that specialists such as hydrologists, wildlife 
biologists, soil scientists. range conservadonists andrecreationplan
ners work cooperatively to develop management slrategies '10 allow 
areas to be used andyetmeet the identified objective. Allactlonswfll 
occur only after compliance with the NatloDaI Environmental 
PoUcy Act. 

EXistIng Plans and DecIsIons 

The decisions in the Burro Creek: Riparian Management Plan, May 
1983. and the Bill Williams Riparian Management Area Plan, August 
1989. will be incorporated into the Resource Management Plan. 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT 

The three laws most commonly associated with hazardous materials 
include the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, or Public Law 
94-580; the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensa
tion and Liability Act, or Public Law 96-51 O. otherwise known as che 
Superfund Act; and the Superfund Amendment Reauthorization Act. 



2. Highway 93 north, connecting the Cerbat and Black moun· 
tains (Grasshopper Juncdon). 

3. Highway 93 $Outh.linking the Hualapai and Aquarius moun· 
tains (three corridors). 

a. Carrow-Stephens Ranches 
b. Burro Creek 
c. Between the Poachie Range and the Grayback Mountains 

J. 1-40. connecting the Black and Hualapai mountains (two 
corridors). 

i. 

i. 

'. 

, 
'. 

a. Walnut CreekJHaviland 
b. Buclc Mountain Wash 

Highway 66. linking the Cottonwood and Music mountains. 

Pierce Ferry Road. linking the Cerbat Mountains and Lake 
Mead. 

Cottonwood Road linking portions of the Black Mountains 
north and south of the road. 

Highway 93 north near Kingman (Coyote Pass). linking the 
Cerbat and Hualapai mountains. 

I. Alamo Road. linking the McCracken and Hualapai moun
tains. 

O. 1-40 near KIngman. linking the Hualapai and Cerhat moun
tains (Holy Moses Wash). 

11 southern Mohave County, the Casteneda. Me:Cracic:en. Aubrey. 
~awhide. Artillery and Poachie mountains are currently well linked 
ymovement corridors. Due to the remote nature oftbese areas, 
evelopment Is low, enabling wildlife to move freely among these 
lountaln ranges. These links would remain in public ownership. 
.cross resource area boundaries. the Bm Williams. Mohave and 
:uckstdn mountains are also well linked with the above mountain 
mges. and these links would remain in public ownership. 

Inure rights-of-way. especially road development. would not Crag
lent these mountain ranges because they are critical to the ongoing 
JI'Vival of wildlife in this region. 

hese corridors would be managed to maintain. develop or reestab
shnatural movementofwildlife species while minimizing the death 
f these arLimals. 

onstruction of overpasses orunderpasses, culvert modification and 
:ncing designed to allow wildlife movement would be requested of 
Ie Arizona Department of Transportation. A total of 46,252 acres 
'QuId need to be acquired for management and retention of the 
midors (see Appendix 20). 
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AddItional corridors may be ldendfted In the future on a case-by
case basis to meet resource management obJectIves. 

General Wildlife Habitat 

Management of general wildlif'e habitat would preserve habitat 
integrity under all types ofland uses. Clearances would continue as 
proposed under Allernalivt 1. 

Brg Game 

In addition to activities proposed under Alternative 1. crucial big 
game habitat would be designated within the Black Mountains 
Ecosystem Management and Aubrey Peak Bighorn Sheep habI
tat areas of critical environmental concern. 

Desert bighorn sbeep have very specIfic habitat requirements 
that can only be met In the presence of certain physical and 
biologIcal condltlobS. In addition to the typical requirements for 
food, water and cover, desert bighorn require sparsely vegetated 
areas with steep, rocky slopes. The relative size or these habitats 
must be large to accommodate movements and permit the ex
change or genetic material throughout the populatlobS. Habitat 
partitioning and segregation have been a serious threat to big
born sheep populations throughout the range or the species. 
Furthermore, blgborn sheep bave shown extreme sensltlvlty to 
buman disturbance, communicable diseases and Interspedf]c 
and intraspecific compedtlon for rood, water and space. 

The Black Mountains are widely recognized as critical to the 
weIrare and condnued existence or desert bighorn sheep. They 
represent the largest conUguous block or desert bighorn sheep 
babitat In Arizona. This area provides aU orthe habitat require
ments 01 desert bighorn sheep In an opdmal arrangemenL 
Topograpblc relier provIdes the essendal escape habitat for 
hlghorns through much of the mountain range. Perennlal 
sprIngs provide abundant water over much of the range. Nu
merous manmade water developments have Improved the qual
Ity or these babitats by maldng them available to bighorn year
round. The predominately pubUcownersbip oUbe Black Moun
tains bas protected tbem from significant habitat disturbance. 

While desert hlghorn sheep are currendy thriving throughout 
much of their range, their existence was tenuous In the reladvely 
recent pasL Because of the bighorn sheep's specific habitat 
requIrements and their Inberent sensitivity to environmental 
disturbance, resource managers must exercise caudon In man
aging conmctlng or threatening uses In sbeep habltaL 

The Black Mountains have been Idendfled as one oftheoufstand
Ing desert bighorn sheep habitats In Arlzona (see area A on Map 
9). Tbe forage allocaUons established ror deer, bighorn sheep, 
wild burros and lIvestock in the 1978 CerbatlBlac:k Mountains 
Grazing Environmental Impact Statement IdentLned complex 
habItat use conructs among these ungulates. To resolve these 
c:onmcts, avaUable forage would be allocated tor each species 
using the ratios shown In Table 10. A total 019,500 anImal unit 
months would be allocated for aU ungulates in tbe Black Moun
tains Ecosystem Management Area of Critical EnvIronmental 
Concern, Wilson Ridge, and importantwlld burro babltat to the 
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west (see area A on Map 9). ThIs would not Include areas 
primarily grazed by cattle, such as tbe lower elevation areas 
between the Black Mountains and State Hlgbway 93 (see area B 
on Map 9); Area B accounts for the 2,500 animal urut months
dlfTerence between the forage allocations Identlfled In Alterna
tives 1 and 2). TbIs alternative allows for a realistic forage 
allocation based on actual use patterns. The rorage allocation 
assures sumdent vegetation remains for protection ornon-game 
animals, wilderness values and watersheds. 

Table 10 
• PERCENT-FORAGE ALLOCATION RATIOS 

Desert BIghorn Sheep Mule Deer Wild Burro$ Cattle 
30% 10% 30% 30% 

• Forage Is allocated to animal units at the ratio or cattle 1:1; bigborn 
sbeep 5:1, deer 4:1 and wild burros 2:1. 

-The rorage allocations shown In Table 10 would be the basis ror 
1DJ!1al adjustments or ungulate numbers. These allocations will 
be applied generally over the entire Black Mountains area, but 
may be differentially applied In a stratified habitat area manage
ment concept. Habitat stratification Is the delineatIon or specific 
habitats prererred by separate ungulate species that are selected 
for their unique combination or topography, forage, water and 
cover. These initial allocations may be modified with continuing 
utilization and habitat trend studies. Management priority 
would be given to desert bighorn sbeep in lambing grounds and 
high-value bighorn habitat within tbe Black Mountains Wild 
Burro Herd Management Area. Desert blgborn sheep habitat 
bas been divided into four stratified habitat areas by the Arizona 
Game and FIsh Department (see Map 33). Stratified habitat 
areas are classified as Lambing Grounds, High Value, Medium 
Value and Low Value areas. The classification relates to the 
quality of topography, forage. water and cover requirements of 
desert bighorn sheep. In priority areas, burros will not be 
excluded from hIstoric areas without development of an alterna
tive water strategy. Overlap may occur in Joint use areas. 

Where population overlaps and significant competition Cor habi
tat exIsts among ungulates, data would be complied and analyzed 
through studies (research, monitoring, inventories, etc.) to Iden
til')' the crucial elements of each species' habitat. This would 
include rood, water, cover and space. As these elements are 
Identified, forage allocation ratios, would be refined and ad
justed. Tbrough consultation and coordination with the Arizona 
Game and FIsh Department, wlldHfe population adjustments 
would be made based on analysis of Integrated babitat morutor
ing data and resource objectives. 

Aubrey Peak provides crucial habitat for desert bighorn sbeep 
in the southern portion or the resource area (see area D on !\olap 
9). The most limiting ractors for bighorn sheep In tbIs portion 
orthe area are lambing ground habitat and water. Aubrey Peak 
Is the only habitat in the southern portion whIch provides a 
com blnatfon or these crucial factors and supports a resident 
herd or bighorn sbeep. As a result, Aubrey Peak Is the biological 
key to desert big born sheep herds within a com plex or mountain 
ranges in the Lower Bill WlUlamswatershed. ForageaUocations 
ror bighorn sheep, mule deer and livestock were proposed In the 
1981 Hualapai-Aquarius Grazing Environment:lI ImpactState
ment. Use overlap was not Identified as a conflict as forage was 
not allocated for livestock on slopes greater than SO percent, 
based upon the BU-I's livestock grazing suitabillty criteria. In 
addition, competition for rorage among mule deer and bighorn 
sheep is minimal due to low population leveIs or deer and 
difTerences In (orage prererence. Prevalent conflicts occurring 
In the Aubrey Peak area are human activities associated with 
mining, orr-highway vehicle travel and development or commu
nIcation sites. 

No domestic or reral sheep or goats wiD be allowed within nine 
miles surrounding desert bighorn habitat unless a cooperative 
agreement has been reached to the contrary. Domestic sheep 
and goats wiD be trucked rather than traDed when tralllng 
would bring sheep and goats closer than nine miles to occupied 
desert bighorn ranges.-

Activities (excluding work on mining claims) which could harm 
lambing or rearing of newbom bighorn sheep in the Black Moun
tains. Aubrey Peak or other future or existing lambing areas would 
be excluded from December 1 to May 31. 

Mineral leasing would be allowed on identified lambing grounds 
with special stipulations (see Map 33) and management prescrip
tions in the Black Mountains Ecosystem Management and 
Aubrey Peak areas of critIcal environmental concern. EJse. 
where, mineral leasing would be allowed in riparian areas with 
a no surfice occupancy stipuiation (see Map ,11). 

Guidelines used to develop mineral leasing stipulations include soil 
moisture conditions. soil characteristics and time of year or season. 

A total of22,962 acres would have a seasonal no surface occupancy 
stipulation. 

Pronghorn antelope habitat on public lands would be managed 
according to existing habitat management plans to support 400 
animal unit months on Goodwin Mesa and 300 arumal units 
around Cberokee Point. Habitat would be improved to provIde 
crucial spring forbs necessary for fawn survival and other 
habitat components important for increasing the size or the 
antelope population. 

As new information Is obtained on the distribution and habits or 
elk and their associated impacts in the Hualapai Mountains, 
existing habitat management plans would be revised and up
dated cooperatively with the U.s. Fish and WUdlil'e Service and 
the Arizona Game and Fish DepartmenL Potential conntcts 
exist between elk and the endangered Hualapai Mexican vole in 
the Hualapai Mountains. Detailed inrormatlon concerolng 
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Desert tortDise: The Sonoran population or the desert tortoise Is 
a candidate for federal listing as an endangered species. Desert 
tortoise habitat Is found on boulder·strewn hUIs and In steep, 
rocky terrain. The babltat Is usuaUy dominated by ocotillo, 
saguaro and paloverde vegetation. In keeping with the BLM's 
Desert Tortoise Rangewide Plan (1988), areas of crucial tortoise 
habitat were Identified and assigned priorities. The McCracken 
and Poachle mountains were Identified as the most significant 
tortoise habitat In the resource area, outside ofwUderness areas. 
Forage In desert tortoise habitat Is also being utlHzed by Hve
stock, wild burros, bighorn sheep,Javellna and deer. Potential 
conmcts for desert tortoise exist due to grazing pressure from 
ungulates. 

Additional conmets may result from buman surface-disturbing 
activities. Tbe managementprescrlptionswlthln the McCracken 
and Poach Ie areas or crItical environmental concern are de· 
signed to reduce or resolve tbese ~ODmcts with desert tortoise. 

RIPARIAN AREA MANAGEMENT 

Objective 

Same as under Alternatiwt 1. 

Plan ActIons 

Same as under Alternolive J except the most significant riparian 
areas (BWTO, Francis, Wright and Cottonwood creeks, the Big 
Sandy,SantaMariaandBillWilliamsrive:rs andAIamoLake)would 
be designated as areas of critical environmental concern and plans 
would be developed for these areas (see Table 5). 

Management prescriptions necessary to protect and improve 
these riparian areas are described In the Special Management 
Areas section below and in Table 11. Mineral closures for areas of 
critical environmental concern are found in appendices 10 and 11. 

Riparian zones are the most productive and sensitive habitats 
within the Sonoran and Mobave deserts and are used bywDdllte 
more than any other habitat type. They support species found 
nowhere else except In riparian zones. 

Strips orrlparian woodland,sucb ascotfonwood-willow commu
nities, provide nesting habitat, aquatic habItat, movement corri
dors and havens or refuge and food sources ror species not 
common to tbe southwest, but which must cross the desert during 
their migrations. 

In addItion, properly runctioning riparian areas enhance water
shed values such as water storage, long-term now, reduction or 
peak nowS, noodlng, erosIon and regeneration and maintenance 
or riparian communities. 

Smaller riparian areas such as springs, seeps, canyon bottoms 
and other water-Innuenced areas would be managed to Improve 
riparian conditions. Riparian improvement techniques could 

Include, but are not Hmlted to, construction or exdosure fences 
around riparian zones and piping of water outside to grazing 
animals, rotation or Hvestock grazing and development of alter
nate water sources. 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT 

Objective 

The objective is to reduce hazards to the public and natural resollICes 
on public lands from toxic: materials. 

Plan Actions 

Plot location or land uses which use or generate toxic materials 
in groundwater basins. All authorized uses on pubUc lands would 
be monitored through mining plansor operation, minIng notices, 
environmental assessments, rlght.of-way stipulations, etc., to 
ensure tbat tbe use of bazardous materials Is In compUance with 
existing laws and regulations. 

Through an interdisciplinary team effort. known or possible condi
tionswhichmightcontaminate aquifers or riparian SYStenlS wouldbc 
outlined. All mines using hazardous materials would be required to 
institute measures to meet the requiremenlS of all pertinent environ
mental laws as addressed in 43 CFR 3809.2-2. State and federal 
laws would be enforced. 

WILD AND FREE·ROAMING HORSE AND BURRO. 
MANAGEMENT 

In addition to the management proposed In Alternative 1, the 
Black Mountains Ecosystem Management Area or Critical En
vironmental Concern would be designated In the Black Moun
tains Herd Management Area. 

The WDd Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act or 1911 (PubUc 
Law 92-195, as amended) estabUsbed polIcy regarding manage
ment ofwlld tree-roaming horses and burros on the pubUc lands. 
Congress found wfId horses and burros to be " Hvlng symbols or 
the historic and pioneer spirit of tbe West. It These animals were 
Identified as "an Integral part of the natural system" In those 
areas where populations existed at the passage or the Act. 

Three wild horse and burro herd management areas were Iden· 
tified In the Kingman Resource Area, based on population 
Inventories rollowlngpassage orthe Act. Tbese areas are the Big 
Sandy, the Cerbat and the Black Mountains herd management 
areas. Approximately 2S percent of the nation's wild burro 
population Is round OD BLM-admln1stered lands In these three 
areas. Animals may not be relocated to areas where populations 
did not exist In 1971 (pubUc Law 92-195, Sec. 9). The berds are 
managed to assure theirrree-roamlng character, healthandselt
sustaIning abWty In a thriving ecological balance. 
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WUd borse and burro management on public lands requires 
maintenance of a berd Inventory, habitat monitoring and the 
removal and placement of excess animals to the pubOe for 
adoption. 

Detailed estimates of wild horse and burro forage allocations are 
presented in the CerbatIBlack Mountains and Hualapal-Aquarius 
grazing environmental Impact statements. Both are on fiIe at tbe 
BLM omee in Kingman. These allocations wiD be carried 
forward except where modified when habitat monItoring indi
cates the need for changes. 

The Black Mountains have been Identified as one or the BLM's 
outstandingwDd.burro berd areas In the West (see area A and B 
on Map 9). The forage allocation established for deer, bighorn 
sheep, wild burros and l1vestock In the 1978 CerbatIBlack Moun
tains Grazing Environmental Impact Statement Identified com
plex habitat use conRiets among these ungulates. To resolve 
these conRiets, avaDable forage would be allocated for each 
species using tbe ratios 1n Table 10. Tbis alternative allows for 
a realJstlc forage allocation based on actual use patterns. The 
forage allocation assures sumcient vegetation remains for pro
tection of non-game animals, wilderness values and watersheds. 

Forage allocation percentages will serve as a starting point for 
babltat monitoring. Where ungulate populations overlap, data 
would be compIled and analyzed through studlj:!S (research, 
monitoring, inventories, etc.) to identify the crucial elements of 
each spedes' habitat. This would Include food, water, cover and 
space. As tbese elements are Identified, forage allocation ratios 
would be refined. Monitoring will determine which ungulate 
species are using an area and determine the percentage offorage 
used by eac:hspecies. Ungulate population adjustments would be 
made based on analysis of Integrated habitat monitoring data 
and resource objectives and In consultation and coordination 
with other state and federal government agencies and Interested 
pu blles. Removal or .excess burros win be authorized based on ... ...;. .. 
forage utillzation an'd Integrated ~. •. '" 
habitat studies In i! .;fI i. ~ J 
witb forage allocat'lbn. ... 

;. ,. '. 
Tbe Black Mountains Herd 
Management Area.;rovldes a ~ • 
unique opportunIty for 4g'" i' 
terpretation of the ~il~ 'JJ . 
borseandburrOprog~ . , 

and for the pu!>llc to • I 
\(\i ~ ',/, 

'I' Y , . . , 
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observe wild burros on public lands. Inftlally, roadside signs 
interpreting wild burro management and provldldg Information 
on the spedes and Its role In the West would be placed at viewing 
areas along the Historic Route 66 Back Country Byway. Other 
routes In the herd management area would be considered on a 
case-by-case basis. In addition, the BLM would consider the 
designation of a wild burro range arter further review and study 
on a state-wide basis. Any designation proposal would be 
developed In consultation and coordination with otber state and 
federal agendes and interested pubUes. 

The Big Sandy Herd Management Area would be managed to 
support a genetically viable population of burros defined as a 
minimum of SO effective breeding animals (see Map 9a). Inte
grated habitat monitoring would be developed to determine 
forage allocations necessary to support a thri"dng natural eco
logical balance among all ungulates using the Area. Population 
adjustments would be based on analysis of Integrated monltor
Ing data and resource objectives, and In consultation with other 
government agencies and Interested pubUes. Riparian habitat 
objectives would be developed In new resource activity plans and 
revisions of existing plans. 

The boundary of the Cerbat Herd Management Area :would be 
Identified using tbe Initial 197 4 Inventory of wild horse and burro 
use areas recorded In the Cerbat Mountain Unit Resource 
Analysis (see Map 9a). This dellneation would determine a 
manageable wild horse unit through Identification of the re
sources needed to sustain a free-roaming population of wild 
horses. Additional resources such as water, escape cover and 
otber crudal habitat components would also be analyzed. The 
BLM would seek to acquire suitable resource components exist
Ing in private ownership through exchange or purchase with 
willing sellers or through cooperative agreements with private 
landowners (see habitat acquisition areas on Map 9a). Approxi
mately 39,000 acres Is Identified for acquisition and addition to 
the Cerbat Herd Management Area (see map 9a). . 

In some situations, wild borses are benefiting from privately 
owned water sources. The BLM recognizes that Uvestock per
mittees are under no obligation to continue to provide water to 
wild horses. II private waters are no longer available, the BLM 
will develop waters to keep the horses In their present range on 
public lands and support a viable wild borse population. In 1992, 
two BLM waters were developed to support the Cerbat horse 
berd. 

In addltion to determining and incorporating a manageable wild 
horse use area, the BLVl would determine the population struc
ture necessary for a liable berd. Integrated habitat monitoring 
would allow tbe BLM to determine forage allocations necessary 
to support a thriving natural ecological balance among all ungu
lates using the Cerbat Herd Management Area. Studles would 
also be Initiated to Identiry the ecological niche currently being 
occup led by the Cerbat wild horses and to determine wild horse 
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laDle 11 (ContinUed) 
ALTERNATIVE 2 SUMMARY OF MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS FOR AREAS OF CRrnCAl ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

Site Name Range and Recreation Wildlife ~ 

and Watershed and and Vegetative 
Designation Values Lands Minerals Management Cultural OHVs T&E Riparian Products 

White-Margined Crucial habitat for Acquire private Rcquim minlnl Manago liveJIOde Umitoff- Monitor white- Prohibit 

Penstemon the white-margined and state lands plans 01 cp:ration lrazlnl to IC/Ueve highway vehicle margined Rlmovalor 

Reserve ACEC perlstcmon and and minerals; and mandaIOr)' white-margined Ule to designated penstemon and native plants 

(17,489 aens)· desert tortoise canflllcnew bonding for other perlstcmon desired roads and uails; desert tortoise except for 
major righu-of· than casual use; plant community do not allow populaUons; salvage 
way to existing aUow mineral description developed support research operations 
corridors 1easlngsubject to objective. recRllllion . on population 

stipllation. facilities d1namlcs; 
develop. 
coordinated 
resource 
management 
plan and Include 
objectives 'or 
white-margined 
penstemon and 
desert tortoise 

Carrow-Stephens Excellent historic Confllle rights-of. Withdraw 5%4 Fence the aRIA Prepare a site Umitoff.highway FiJe for water righu Prohibit mmoval 
Ranches sites and way to the area west acru from minerai and remove it project plan; plan vebidel1feto on springs and for or nalive plants 

ACEC paleontoloaica1 of IUgbway 93; enlly, aUow min- from cansidera- Inventories and designated road. InSlreatn fiow 

(542 aeres)· RlSOUI'CCS acquire non-federal erallusing with no tion for public Interpretation or and trails; develop 
lurface and lub- surface occupancy livestock lrazinl existing RlSOUn:e1 plans ror recRllllion 
surface; implement and do not allow racilities and visitor 
withdrawal mineral material use In • special 

decisions disposals: require recreation man-
mining plans of agement area plan 
operation and 
mandator1 
bOt1dlng,lnclud-
Ing casu a' use 

McCracken Excellent habitat Acquire private and Require mining Manage ungulate Urnit off·highway Conduct Invento- Prohibit removal or 
Desert Tortoise for desen tortoise; state land and min- plattl or ope.mtion grazing to achieve vehicle l1fe to nes and monitor native planls except 

lIabltat ACEC Icenic values: erals: IlOI'lrllle new and mandatory desert tortoise exilUnglOads, trails habitat candilion: ror .alvage qM!f-

(21.740 acres)- imporUnt major riglh.-or-way bonding (or other desired plant and washes: do not assess impacts of .tions 
backc:ounlly to existing corri- than casual use: c:cmmunity de.crip- aUow developed IIngulat,e grazing 
recRIIllion dorsi do not allow aUow mineral lion objectives recreation facilities; and make necessary 
opportunities c:cmmunication .itel lOlling .ubject to plan for dispersed adjustments In 

stipJIalions bac:kcounlly ungulate numbers 
recreation and grazing season 

~ -
• Public land surface acres (continued) 
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)PECIAl MANAGEMENT AREAS 

)bjectlves 

;pecial designations are proposed to help protec:t special status 
,lants and animals. cultural values. scenic values a:nd wildlife and 
iparian resources. 

'lan Actions 

l'weIve areas of critical environmental coru:em are proposed. total
ing31S, nl acres. The c1t1zensorMeadvlew bave stated that th~y 
ont stronger protection for the Joshua Tree Forest-Grand 
Wash Cliffs than can be afforded by an area of critical environ
nental concern. They have requested that the BLM pursue 
lational conservation area statDs to Improve protection for this 
trea. The National Park Service bas also expressed strong 
iUpport for this action (see Map 11). Another area of critical 
mvironmental concern (C8ll'ow-Stephens) is also proposed as a 
;pecial recreation management area., covering 541 acres. Areas of 
:ritical environmental concern would be managed under prin
:fples of multiple use. Existing and proposed uses would be 
lvaluated for compatlbillty with area of critical environmental 
:oncern goals and objectives. Management strategies would be 
leveloped In activity plans to conform with management pre
tcrlptfons outlined In each area. ExIstIng uses not compatible 
irlth area of critical environmental concern values would be 
!llmlnated, mitigated or modified to lessen adverse Impacts. It 
s the intent or the BLM to facllltate public access (rancbers, 
lunters, etc.) wbDe protecting natural resource values. All 
lctfOns will occur only after compUance with the National Envl
"Onmental Polley Act. 

l..ands proposed for area of critical environmental concern now 
:overed by wllderness bave been dropped from consideration 
'or area of critical environmental concern status. However, In 
heseareas,managementprescriptionstoprotectsensitiveresources 
n wilderness will be included in wilderness management plans. 

)ne area of critical environmental concern proposed In the draft 
Resource Management PIan (1990) bas been dropped from 
'urther consideration In thls alternative. The proposed Western 
hJada Area or Critical Environmental Concern was Identlned 
:oprotect desert tortoise habltatandsensltl;e cu]turalresources. 
~urther slte-speclfic Inventory indicated high levels or surface 
lfsturbanee due to the proximity of Bullbead City. Future 
nanagementwould be hindered by continued use otthe area and 
lrban expansion. Itwould be almost Impossible to protect tbe 
·esources Identified tor special attention. 

" 
['be lands adJ acent to Bullhead City have now been Identified ror 
Usposal to raeilltate city expansion. Mitigation will be provided 
'or the loss of desert tortoise habitat or cultural resources In any 
!xchange (see map 13). These disposal lands would be used to 
lequIre addItional high-value desert tortoise babltat or slgnIn
:ant cultural resources. 
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The Clay HBIsResearcbNaturalAreaofCridcal Environmental 
Concern southern boundary bas been modified. Those parts of 
sections 21. 21, 26 and 17, T.lti.! N., R. 17W. (south of Alamo 
Road) area excluded rrom the original area. The partsofsec:tlons 
2S and 36, T.l6.5 N., R. 17 W. (south of Alamo Road) and the 
north half ofsec:tlonl. T .16 N., R.l7 W., are Included In thurea 
of c:rltic:aI environmental concern boundary. 

The relevance and importance criteria which qualify each area to be 
an area of critical environmental conc:em are outlined In the follow
Ing pages. Also shown are tho goals. objectives and management 
prescriptions required to protect and improve the sensitive resources 
of each area of critical environmental concern. Table 11. whicb 
follows the detalled Informadon for eacb area of critical environ
mental concern, summarizes the management prescriptions for 
each area of critical environmental concern. sbowing how the pre
scriptions would benefit or constrain important resources. Acquisi
tions for areas of critica1environmentalconcem are foundinAppen
dlxll. 

Approximately 13,800 acres of federal minerals would be proposed 
for withdrawal from mineral entry (see Table 11) to protect sensitive 
resources in areas of critical environmental concern (see appendices 
10 a:nd 11). Sensitive plant and animal species, riparian areas 
and cultural resources are Impacted by surtace-dlsturblng ac
tivities wblch alter crucial habitat and destroy irreplaceable 
scientific: information. The continuation of these activities has 
the potential todestroJ the irreplaceable resources Identified for 
protection In the areas or critical environmental concern. 

Areas withdrawn from mineral entry are subject to valid existing 
rights. Area of critical environmental concern designations would 
require bonding and mining plans of operation for all activities 
(other than casual use) conducted Wlder' the 1872 Mining Law. 

A total of 35,864 acres of non-federal minerals are within the 
withdrawn areas. They are not subject to withd:rawalreslrictions. but 
are proposed for acquisition. If these are acquired they would be 
withdrawn from mineral entry (see appendices 10 and 11). 

For restrictions on mineral leasing and mineral material disposals 
(see tables 11 and 12). 

Within special management ar
eas, the total amount of feder
aUy controlled surface estate 
exceeds the total amount or 
federal mineral estate. 
Tberefore, the totai acreage 
of mineraI withdrawals 
may he less than the total 
federally controlled sur
tace acreage. 
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envirOnmental concern. Develop desired plant corrununity 
descriptions and include these in • coordinated resollrce 
management plan. 

11. Evaluate all other land use authorizations for compatibility with 
goals and objectives of the area of critical environmental 
concern. including re<;tamation withdrawals. 

12. Continue to monitor white-margined penstemon and desert 
tortoise populations. 

13. Support research proposals designed to obtain information 
about population dynamlcsforwblte-marglned penstemon 
and desert tortoise. 

14. Develop a coordinated resource management plan. 

CARROW·STEPHENS RANCHES AREA OF 
CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

RELEVANCE 

This area contains rare historic culturalresomces including an 1880s 
two-story adobe ranch house. numerous outbuildings, • system of 
canals and ditches and iJrlgated fields, a pioneer cemetery and a 
19305 Depression-e:ra cannery. Pliocene fossil deposits and prehis
toric Indian sites are also found In or Dear the area. 

IMPORTANCE 

Irreplaceable historic resources, exemp1a:ry of late nineteenth cen
turyfarmingandranchinglifeinnorthwesternArizona.,havetremen
dous potential for recreadonal and educational development. The 
area contains physical evidence of 5-112 million years of life, 
revealed through unique fossils, prehistoric Indian sites and two 
pioneer homesteads. 

GOALS 

To protect;. preserve and develop the historical, prehistorical and 
paleontological resources of the area. 

OBJECTIVES 

1. Minimize surface disturbance. 

2. Resolve c:onflicts caused by incompatible activities on private 
and state lands which affect management of resources on 
neighboring public lands. 

3. Provide a unique living history experience for the public. 

4. Provide recreational and educational opportunities. 

S. Obtain a sufficient water suppJy to develop and maintain the 
project. 
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MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS 

1. Propose designation of 54:! acres of public lands as an area of 
critical enviromnental concern. 

2. Limit off-highway vehicle use to existing roads and trails. 

3. Withdraw 542 acres from mineral entzjt. subject to valid 
existing rlgbts, and do not allow mineral material disposals. 

4. Requlre mInIng plans ot operation and mandatory bondIng 
tor aD mineral exploration and development actfvltles, in
cluding CasIlal use. 

S. Allow mineral leasing with no surface occupancy. 

6. Acquire 133 acrcs of private lands (surface and subsurface. see 
Appendix 22). 

7. Fence the area of critical environmental concern and remove it 
from consideration of public livestock: grazing. 

8. Within the e:dsting corridor. conf'me new rights-of-way to the 
area west of Highway 93. 

9. Apply tor a permIt with the state and drill a weD for 
irrigating pastures and orchards as part of • proposed 
Uvlng history exhibit. 

10. Do not allow removal of native plants. 

11. Evaluate all other land use authorizations for compatibility with 
goals and objectives of the area of critical environmental 
concem. 

12. Promote cultural and paleontological resource inventories, R

search projects by qualified institutions and individuals and 
evaluate site information. . 

13. Develop an area of critical environmental concern plan to 
include a cultural resource project plan and a special recreation 
area management plan. specifically addressing educational 
brochures, inteIpretive materials for strategic locations, Jiving 
history activities and recreation facilities. 

McCRACKEN DESERT TORTOISE 
HABITAT AREA OF CRITICAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

RELEVANCE 

nus area has been identified as Category I habitat for the desert 
tortoise, as defmed in the BLM's Rangewide Tortoise Habitat 
Management Plan. The Sonoran desert tortoise 15 a candJdate for 
rederal listing as an endangered species. Under the rangewide 
plan. category I areas have been identified as habitat essential forthe 
continued existence of a viable population of desert tonoise. Ag
gressive, positive management of other desert tortoise babitat 15 
needed. 
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:'be McCracken Mountains are typical, smaU, desert mountains 
rUb rugged boulder-strewn slopes rising above tbe surrounding 
laJadas. Tbere are few roads Into tbe area. The unique vegeta
Ion, Jumbled granitic: boulder piles which dominate the area, 
IUd llmlted vehIcle ac:cess orrer visitors both scenIc "lews and 
lack country recreation opportunities. 

MPORTANCE 

!'he desert tortoise has existed for tens of thousands of years and now 
s being significantly Impacted by pressures of an expanding 
luman population, development In tortoise habitat and other 
:ompetlng uses. There are few places where a desert tortoise 
lOpuIationis considered to be utahealthy.thrivlng. stable condition. 
!'he future of this species could depend on how wen the BLM 
nanages the remaining desert tortoise habitat. 

:n addition, the McCracken Mountains support an unusual 
)lantcommunlty that Is transitional between Mobave and Sone
-an desert scrub. Tbe species assemblage found In this area Is 
OlOWD only from Arizona. Several characteristic: species here 
U'e among the most distinctive dominants of the two desert 
~ons, giving the area a very unusual "egetative aspect. 

Concern for the rapid decUne of the Moha"e tortoise population 
~as gained international attention, being closely monitored by 
wc::h conservation groups as the Desert Tortoise CouDell, the 
~atural Resources Derense Counc::U, tbe Environmental Defense 
rund and the Defenders of WlldUfe. Similar concern bas been 
!Xpressed regarding the Sonoran population. In response, tbe 
BLM developed the Desert Tortoise Rangewlde Plan (1988). 
ManagementgoaIs, objectives and prescriptions would conform 
to the rangewlde plan. 

GOAL 

ro promote long-term viability of a desert tortoise population. 

OBJECTIVES 

1. Achieve and maintain diverse plant communities and stable 
soils. . 

2. Miniriuze surface disturbance. 

3. Resolve conflicts caused by incompatible activities on private 
and state lands which affect management of resources on 
neighboring public lands. 

4. ..Minimize adveISe interactions between people and tortoises. 

S. Obtain adequate data on tortoise population dynamics to guide 
management decisions. 

MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTIONS 

1. Propose designation of 21,740 acres of public land as an area 
of critical environmental concern. 

2. Limit off-highway vehicle use to existing roads ~d trails. 

H-18 

ALTERNATIVE 2 

3. Require mining plans of operation and mandaloty bonding for 
all mineral exploration and development activities, otber than 
casuaJuse. 

4. Allow mineral leasing. subject to appropriate stipulations de
signed to protect resource values. 

S. Authorize mineraI material disposal onIy wben no reason
able management alternative can be.kientined tuUI the 
disposal would not conflict with obJectlves for the area. 

6. Acquire 11,024 acres oC private, 320 acres of state lands 
(surface and subsurface) and 3.638 acres of nonfederal subsur
face estate (see Appendix 22). 

7. Do not allow developed recreation facilities; plan for dispersed 
recreation. 

8. Confme new major ri~f-way to existing cOrridors. 

9. Do not allow communication sites. 

10. Develop and implement livestock management plans inc0rpo
rating de:dred plant community descriptions to achieve goals 
and objectives of the area of critical environmental c:oncem on 
the Chicken Springs 0021. Bateman Springs 0006 and Artillery 
Range 0003 allotments. . 

11. Manage ungulate grazing to ensure adequate and suitable 
perennial and ephemeral Corage and c:overfor tortoises through
out the year. especially during the spring and late summer-Call. 
Adjust ungulate grazing througb analysis of monitoring 
data wblch would consider rorage allocation, use limits and 
season of use. 

12. Conduct tonoise inventories, monitor habitat conditions and 
assess impacts of ungulate grazing. 
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13. Do not allow removal of native plants except for salvage 
operations. 

14. Evaluatcallolherlanduseauthorizationsforc:ompauDilitywith 
goals and objectives of the area of critical environmental 
concern. 

POACHIE DESERT TORTOISE HABITAT 
AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONCERN 

RELEVANCE 

nus area has been identified as Cat- . 
egory I habitat for the desert IOr
toise, as defmed in the BLM's 
Rangewide Tortoise Habitat 
Management Plan. theSe
noran desert tortoise is a 
candidate Cor federal 
listing as a threatened 
or endangered species. 
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"'I., enl'lA live" ~UMMAt1 T V,.. MAI'IAUI:MI:N I ... HI::;\,;HI ... IIUN::; ... un AHl:A5 OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

Site Name 
Range and Recreation Wildlire ..., 

and Watershed and and Vegetative 
Designation Values Lands Minerals Management Cultural OHVs T&E Riparian Products 

White-Margined Cl1Icial habitat for Acquire privale Require mining Manage UveslOCk Umitoff· MonItor white- Prohibit 
Penstemon the white-marained and nate landt plans of operation grazing to achieve highway vehicle margined rcmovalof 

Reserve ACEC penstemon and and minerals; and mandatory while-margined usc to designated penstlmon and native planu 

(17,489 aem)· desert tortoise conrlDe new bonding tor other pen.temon dcsimI roads IIld tra.ils; deserllortolse Cltccpt (or 
major riShlS-of- IhllA casual use; plant community do not allow POPulations. .alvage 
way to Cllisting allow mineral description developed support research opcrauonl 
corridors leasing subject to objectives recreation ' on population 

stipulations facilltic. dynamics; 
develop a 
coordInated 
resource 
management 
plan and Include 
objectives lor 
White-margined 
penstemon and 
desert tortoise 

Carrow-Stephens ExceUent historic ConrlDe rights-of- Withdraw 524 Fence the area Prepare I sile Umitoff-highway File Cor water rightl Prohibit removal 
Ranches sites and way to thelrel west acres from mineral and remove it projec:l plan; ,1111 vehicle me to on spring I and for of nallv4 plants 
ACEC palcootological oflllghway 93; entry. aUow min- from c:onsidera- inventoriel and deslpated road. inltrcam flow 

(542I1:res)· resources lequire non-federal eralleasing with no lion for public interpretation of and tra.ils; develop 
surface IIld IUb- lurface occupancy Uvestoc:k grazin, exilting rcsoun;e. plllls for recreation 
surface; implement and do not allow Clcilities and visitor 
withdrawal mineral material use in Ilp4cial 

decisions disposals; require recreation man-
mining plans or alement area plan 
operation and 
mandalory 
bondlng,lnciud. 
Ing casual use 

McCracken ExceUent habital Acquire priVlte IIld Require miniri, Millage ungUlate UmilOff.highway Conduct invento- Prohibit removal of 
Desert Tortoise fot desert tortoise; state land and min- plans of operauon grazing to achieve vehleta malo ries and monitor native plantl 4XCCpt. 
nabatat ACEC scenic values; crall; conrID4 new IIld mllldatory desert tortoisa existing roads. trails habitat condition; for salvlge oper-
(%J,740 aem)· imPOr&anl major rigth.-of-wIY bonding for other desired PIUI' and washel: do nOl aSSClI impacts of alion. 

backcountry to axisting coni- Iban casual use; community dClcrip- dow developed ungulate grazing 
recreation dors; do not allow allow mineral tion obje<:tives recreation Cacilities; IIld mab necessary 
opportunities communication sileS leasing subject to plan for dispcned adjustments in 

stipulations backcountry ungullte numben 
iecreation IlAd grazing season 

" ) 

• Public land surface acres (continued) 
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CHAPTER II 

r 

Name 

Joshua Tree Forest· 
Grand Wash CUffs 

Black Mountains 

WrIght.Cottonwood 
Creeks Riparian and 
Cultural 

Hualapai Mountain 

Whlte·Margfued 
Penstemon 

CatTow-Stephens 
Ranches 

McCracken Desert 
Tortoise Habitat 

Poachle Desert 
Tortoise Habitat 

Aubrey Peak Bighorn 
Sheep Habitat 

Burro Creek Riparian 
and Cultural 

Clay Hills Research 
Natural Area 

Three Rivers RIparian 

Campgrounds 

Total PubUc: 
Land Acres* 
\. 

.. Table 12 
Alternative 2 Mineral Closures 

Mineral Leasing 
Closed to Mineral Withdrawn from No Surface 
Material Oisposals Mineral Entry Occupancy 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

4,570 4,570 4,570 

2,186 2,186 2,186 

0 0 0 

542 542 54:! 

0 0 0 

0 - 0 0 

0 .. 
0 0 

-.. 5,160 5,160 .. 5,160 

1,114 1,114 0 

10,228 10,228 10,228 

500 500 500 

'! 
: 

24,300 24,300 23,186 

* The acreages were obtained from the Geographic Infonnation System. Margin of mar is ± one percent. 
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" Withdrawn from 
Mineral Leasing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,114 

0 

0 

1,114 
~ 
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In rep-Iv. refer to: 
1600(060) 

United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU Of lAND MANAGfMOO 

Tucson Field Office 
12661 East Broadway 

Tucson, AZ 85748·7208 

(520) 722-4289 

April 16,1998 

Dear Interested Party: 

Enclosed is a copy of the Decision Record for the White Canyon Plan Amendment 
and Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Phoenix and Safford District Resource 
Management Plans {RMP}. 

Thank you for providing comments during the preparation of the EA-I~vel plan 
amendment. This decision approves a portion of the proposed plan amendment 
(February 1996), specifically for the designation and management of the White 
Canyon Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC). The document does not 
adopt any decisions relating to proposed changes in land tenure designations from 
retention to disposal by exchange. This action amends the Phoenix RMP but not the 
Safford District RMP. . 

Thanks you for your participation and interest in this process. If you have any 
questions, call the Project Manager, Shela McFarlin at (602) 417-9568. 

Enclosure: 
Decision Record 

1-2 

Sincerely, 

~q~ 
Jesse Juen 
Field Manager 



DECISION RECORD 
for the White Canyon· Plan Amendment 

EA NamelNumber: PROPOSED WIDTE CANYON PLAN AMEND:MENT AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT for the Phoenix and Safford District Resource Management 
Plans, AZ-024-95-039 

BlM Office: Tucson Field Office 

This Decision Record amends the Phoenix RMP but has no effect on the Safford District RMP. 

Decision: It is my decision to approve the following parts of the Proposed White Canyon Plan 
Amendment and the management prescriptions defined therein. 

The White Canyon Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) designation will be 
modified as follows: 

300 non-wilderness federal acres identified in the Phoenix RMP will be retained as the 
White Canyon ACEC (as mapped on page 9 of the EA; mainly within T3S, R12E, 
Section 23, NE 1/4, approximately 140 acres and Section 25, NW 114, approximately 
160 acres); 

1,620 wilderness acres formerly designated as part of the ACEC in the Phoenix RMP 
will continue to be managed as wilderness under all appropriate guidelines but will 
cease to be designated as part of the White Canyon ACEC; 

BLM will seek to acquire 480 acres in Section 24 (in T3S, R12E but excluding the SE 
1/4) to be managed as part of the White Canyon ACEC. Acquisition will be from the 
State of Arizona or subsequent land owners through appropriate mechanisms such as 
donation, friendly condemnation or exchange. 

New management prescriptions will replace the Phoenix RMP management actions 
ascribed to the White Canyon ACEC. A coordinated resource management plan will 
be completed. Motorized travel will be limited to designated roads and trails. Surface 
occupancy for oil and gas leasing will be prohibited. The plan will evaluate wheth~r 
any ACEC areas not already under mining claims should be withdrawn. 

That portion of the proposed plan amendment intended to change land tenure designations of 
the identified parcels (the "subject lands") from retention to disposal by exchange have been set 
aside, and will be reconsidered within the Asarco Ray Land ExchangelPlan Amendment EIS 
under preparation. 

Protest Resolution: 

Three protest letters were received from the Sierra Club, Southwest Center for Biodiversity and the 
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Huachucha Hiking Club. The issues identified in the protests pertain principally to the land tenure 
decisions in the proposed plan amendment. The BLM responses to the three protest letters in May 
1997 indicated that the protest issues had become moot. That is, ASARCO Incorporated, during the 
protest resolution period, requested that BLM consider an expanded exchange with significant 
increases in the selected lands acres and appropriate changes in the offered lands package. BLM 
agreed to process the expanded exchange proposal and to combine a new plan amendment covering 
the original and expanded exchange selected lands (excluding 637 acres in Casa Grande) into the 
proposed exchange EIS. 

Alternatives Considered: 

Four plan amendment alternatives were analyzed: the Preferred Alternative, the Asarco Proposed 
Action Alternative, the Non-Wilderness ACEC and Public Access Alternative, and the No-Action 
Alternative. 

The Preferred Alternative (the Proposed Plan Amendment) retains 300 non-wilderness federal 
acres currently managed as the White Canyon ACEC for special management of riparian, 
scenic and cultural values. If 480 acres in Section 24 are obtained by BLM in the future, these 
acres (all but the SE 114 of Section 24) are considered to be ACEC and will be managed under 
ACEC prescriptions. Since 1,620 acres of the original ACEC are now wilderness and 
managed under the Desert Wilderness Act of 1990, this alternative drops the wilderness acres 
from the ACEC. 

The Asarco Proposed Action would have permitted all selected lands to be disposed of 
through exchange---once evaluated through a NEPA process. This would have included 160 
acres of the White Canyon ACEC. The White Canyon ACEC would have no longer existed as 
an area for special management attention. 

The Non-Wilderness ACEC and Public Access Alternative would have reduced the amount of 
public lands available for exchange by 1,280 surface acres and would have retained the White 
Canyon ACEC on 300 acres. This alternative was designed in response to public concerns 
about the White Canyon ACEC and about trail access through T3S, RI2E, Sections 25 and 26. 

The No Action Alternative stated the existing management situation that is presented within 
the Phoenix and Safford'pistrict RMPs. Its adoption would have meant no changes to th~ 
current RMPs and the bind exchange could not have been further evaluated by BLM. The 
White Canyon ACEC would have remained designated with 300 non-wilderness and 1,620 
wilderness acres. Mining, recreation and other multiple-use management actions that were 
provided for in the RMPs would not have changed. 

Rationale for Decision: 

The decision responds to public issues identified through a scoping period and through public review 
of the draft plan amendment, and is based on the finding of no significant impacts (FONS!) and 
supporting environmental assessment. An environmental impact statement is not required for the plan 
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amendment decisions which consider the White Canyon ACEC. As indicated above, the land tenure 
decisions pertaining to disposal by exchange are being set aside and will be combined into the 
exchange EIS. 

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) requires the identification and management 
of areas of critical environmental concern (ACECs) as part of the land use planing by the agency 
(Sections 102, 103, 201 and 202). The White Canyon ACEC values were identified as part of the 
Phoenix RMP for important scenic, cultural and riparian values. Retaining the 300 non-wilderness 
acres of the ACEC will afford special management attention for these values especially in the 
likelihood of mining exploration or development and increased recreational use of the area. Mining 
activities will require a plan of operation through the 43 CFR 3809 regulations affording an 
opportunity to evaluate such actions on these values. The BLM will seek to acquire an additional 480 
acres of state land (current ownership) to expand protection and management of the ACEC values, 
especially the riparian habitat. No change in management practices results from deleting 1,620 acres 
of wilderness ACEC acres from the White Canyon ACEC since these are already managed under the 
more stringent wilderness guidelines. 

Implementation: 

A coordinated resource management plan will be completed which includes the White Canyon ACEC 
and will include these management prescriptions for the ACEC: motorized travel will be limited to 
designated roads and trails; surface occupancy for oil and gas leasing will be prohibited; and, the plan 
will evaluate whether any ACEC areas not already under mining claims should be withdrawn. 

Recommended by: 

Date 

Approved by: 

Arizona State Director Date 
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4310-917-P 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of Land Management 

(AZ-917/AZ-060; AZA 28350) 

Notice of Availability of the Decision Record for the White Canyon Plan Amendment/ 

Environmental Assessment for the Phoenix Resource Management Plan, Pinal County, 

Arizona. 

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, Interior. 

ACTION: Notice of Availability. 

SUMMARY: The State Director has approved that portion of the proposed plan amendment 

for the designation and management of the White Canyon Area of Critical Environmental 

Concern (ACEC). In compliance with the .Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 

1976, as amended, and Section 102(2)(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 

1969, the plan amendment revises designation and management decisions made through 

the Phoenix Resource Management Plan (RMP). The proposed modification to land tenure 

designations have been set aside and will be integrated with an environmental impact 

statement under preparation for the proposed Ray Land Exchange. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, CONTACT: Shela McFarlin, Project Manager, Bureau of 

Land Management, Arizona State Office, 222 North Central Avenue, Phoenix, AZ 85004, 

or telephone (602) 417~9568. 
~".: 

SUPPLEMENTAL: The i;fecision Record will amend the Phoenix AMP to modify the White-
'\ 

Canyon ACEC designation as follows: 1) 300 non-wilderness federal acres will be retained 

as the White Canyon ACEC (within T3S, R12E, Section 23, NE 1/4 and Section 25, NW 

114); 2) 1,620 wilderness acres formerly designated as ACEC will continue to be managed 

as wilderness under all appropriate guidelines, but will cease to be designated as ACEC; 

and, 3) BlM will seek to acquire 480 acres in Section 24 (T3S, R12E) to be managed upon 
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acquisition as ACEC. Acquisition will be from the state of Arizona or subsequent land 

owners through appropriate mechanisms such as donation, friendly condemnation or 

exchange. New ACEC management prescriptions will replace the Phoenix RMP 

management actions and a coordinated resource management plan will be completed. 

Motorized travel will be limited to designated roads and trails. Surface occupancy for oil 

and gas leasing will be prohibited. The plan will evaluate whether any ACEC areas not 

already under mining claims should be withdrawn. 

Public reading copies may be reviewed at the following BlM locations: 

Arizona State Office, 222 North Central Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

Tucson Field Office, 12661 East Broadway, Tucson, Arizona 85748-7208 

Phoenix Field Office, 2015 West Deer Valley Road, Phoenix, Arizona 85027 

lonna O'Neal 
Acting State Director 

Date 
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WHITE CANYON AREA OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

R. 12 E. 

LEGEND 
~.~~ .. Area of Critical Environmental Concern Deslgination Removed 

~ Area of Critical Environmental Concern 

N White Canyon Resource Conservation Area 

IZJ White Canyon Wilderness +N 
CJ BLM Lands 

D Private Lands . 

~ State Lands 

_ Forest Service Lands 

R. 13 E. 

To 2 S. 

To j S. 

Igis3lwltitllCdruu:ec.apr 

April 1. 19~ 



~CRONVM.$ & ABB.REVJATIONS 

J ACEC 

ADEQ 

ADOT 

ADWR 
/ 

AGFD 

AIRFA 

AMA 

Area of Critical Environmental Concern·" 

Arizona'Depas,tment of Environmental Quality 

Arizona Department of Transportation 
'/ ( 

Arizona Department of Water Resources 

Arizona Game and Fish Departrnent 

American Indian Religious Freedom Act 
/ 

Active Management ArE3as 

AMlRA - Arizona Mined Land Reclamation Act / 

APP 

-ARS 

ASCI 

\ ASll? 

ATI 

AUM 
/ 

AWQS 

BADCT 

BE 

BIA 

BlM 

BMP 

CB 

C~Q 

CERCLA 

CH 

CFR 

CFS 

CG 

CO 

COE 

CWA r 

DEIS 

DOl 

EA 

EIS 

EPA 

ESA 

,EXIST 

~ FEIS 

FlEFA 

FbPM"A, 

'FONSI " 

FR 

i GRRMA 

INTER 
) 

KM -

Aquifer Proteqtion'PermitlProgram 

Arizona Revj~ed Statute~ 
Asarco Santa Cruz Inc. / 

Ari~ona State Land Depart~ent 

Agreement to Initiate/ 

Animal U~it Month 

",Arizona Water QUa:lity Standards 

Best Available Demonstrated Control TSlchnology 
\ -

Biological Evaluation' 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Bureau of Land Management 

Best Management Practices 

Coppel'Butte 
( 

Council on Environmental Quality 

Comprehensive E"r'lvironmental Response, 
Compensati':ln, and Liability Act of 1980 

Chilito Hayden 

Code of Federal Regulations 

Gubjc F~!3t per Second 

Casa/Gran~e 

Carbon Monoxide 

Corps of ~ngipeers 

Clean Wat~r Act 

Draft E;nvironmental {mpact Stat~menl" 
Department of Interior ' 

Environmental Assessment 
"' ~ / 

Envlromnentallmpacf Statement 

Environmental-Prot:ctioo; Agency 

Endangered Species Act 
, '- \-) 

Existing Mining Foreseeable Us~Category 

Final Envi~nmental ImPact'State~ent ~ r 

Federal Land Exchange Facilitation Act

Federal Land Policy alid Management Act 

\ Finding of No, Signific~tlmpaCk 
f, " 

Federal Register 
/-

'Gila !?liver Riparian Management Area' 

Intermittent'Forese~able Use-E,:ategory' 
"" ! ' ~ r .. . 

Kilometers 

'? ( 

/ 

kV kiloVolt ~ " 
lRP . Long-Rangel Prospect Foreseeat:i~ Use qategory 

/ 

\ .. 

, ) 

I,.~MA 
MGCf!MA 

MPO 

MSHA 

NAGPRA 

Loni-Term Management Area 

Middle Gila Cultural Resource Management Area 

_Mining Plan of Operations, 

~ine S,afety and'Health Ad{Tlinistration 

~ative American Graves Protection and 
'Repatriation Act ..-
National Environmental Policy Act I 

Na~ion.al CQrjseryation Area, 'including RNCAs 

'_ NEPA 

NCA 

NHPA 

NOA 

~OD 

NOEP 
Noj, 

, , ~ 

~ Natioryal Historic PropertiesAct 

NPDES 

NPS 

NRHP 

/ OSHA 

PllT 

,PM1/l ,I 

POS 

RCRA 

RCA 

RM 

RMP 

'-.,RNCA 

ROD 

~~0N! 

ROW' 
, SCJV) 

S02 
SPCC 

SXlEW'-l. 

Swppp ~ 

TCP--:' 

.TOS 

TF:O 

TRANS 

T'& E , 

USC 

USDA~ 

~SF$, 
,USFWS 

USGS. 

W&$R 

Notice of Availability 
'/ / -
Notice,i)f 9ecisi~n 

N0tice Qf Exchange Proposal ' 

Notice·of Intent , 

", ~ational POllutlmt DisC-ha:rge Eliminatjon System 

~ational Part<'Service 

Nationat'fleg~ster of Historic PI~ces, 

Occupational Safety iiind Health Administration' 

·-Payments in Lieu -bf Taxes 

P~rticulat6'Matter of 1 0 micron~ or I~ss in" 
aerodynamic diameter ~ 

eroductiot'l. (Dperation and gupport Fol'E!seeabl,e Use, 

Resource Co~se~vation and Recovery Acl- .. ' 

Resource Conservation Are€!-

Ray Mine 

Resource Management ~Ian':' i 

Riparian National Conservation Are, a subset 9f NCA 

Record of Decisi9n 

, Run-of-Mine 

Right:of-Way 

Santa Cruz Jdint Ventur~ 
A\ • . ' 

""Sulfur Dioxide 

Spill Prevention Control ar'ld C~unter~easure Plan 

Solution Extraction/Electrowjnning 

Storm/Water Pollution Pre~ention Plan-' 

Tradition'aLCl!Itural Property 

Total,Dissolved Solids" '. 

Tucson Field Office \ 

Tra{l.!.Sition Foreseeable. Use Category 

Threatened'and Endangere.d" 

Urlit~d Slates Code ' , 

{J'S, Qepartment of Agriculture 

U.S. Forest Service 

U.S. FiStl and ~ildlife Servic!'! /' 

U.,S. Geologicai' Survey 
..,0' 

Wild and Sc~ic Rillers Act 
!:\ '" 

'WSCA - Wildlife Species of Concern in Arizona 

-'VRM ~ Visual ResourceManagem~nt 


	USDI-1
	USDI
	USDI-0001
	USDI-0002
	USDI-0003
	USDI-0004
	USDI-0005
	USDI-0006
	USDI-0007



