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July 16, 2012 

 

Sent via Certified U.S. Mail and email 

 

BLM Director (210) 

Attn: Brenda Hudgens-Williams 

P.O. Box 71383  

Washington, DC 20024-1383 

Email: bhudgens@blm.gov 

 

 

Re: Protest of the Proposed Resource Management Plans and Final Environmental 

Impact Statements for the Sonoran Desert National Monument and Lower Sonoran 

Field Office  

 

 

Dear Ms. Hudgens-Williams: 

 

This correspondence represents a formal protest of the Proposed Resource Management Plans 

and Final Environmental Impact Statements for the Sonoran Desert National Monument and 

Lower Sonoran Field Office. We protest for the reasons set forth below by the following groups: 

 

The Wilderness Society 

Arizona Wilderness Coalition 

National Trust for Historic Preservation 

Archaeology Southwest 

Sierra Club—Grand Canyon Chapter 

Western Watersheds Project 

 

This protest is filed in accordance with 43 C.F.R. § 1610.5-2 and contains: (1) a description of 

the interests of the protesting parties; (2) a statement of the issues being protested; (3) a 

statement of the parts of the Proposed RMP being protested; and (4) a concise statement 

explaining the various ways that the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) acted unlawfully or in 

error. 
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Interests of Parties 

 

The interests of the undersigned groups the Sonoran Desert National Monument and Lower 

Sonoran Field Office  RMP relates to proper compliance by the BLM with the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq., the Federal Land Policy and 

Management Act (FLPMA), 43 U.S.C. § 1701 et seq., Proclamation 7397: Establishment of the 

Sonoran Desert National Monument (June 9, 2000), Secretarial Order 3308, BLM’s 15-Year 

Strategy for the National Landscape Conservation System, BLM Manual 6320 and other federal 

law and policy, as well as the impacts to public lands and resources in the planning area that will 

be negatively affected by the BLM’s Proposed RMP. Members of the conservation groups use 

public lands within the planning area for activities such as hunting, hiking, camping and other 

forms of outdoor recreation and enjoyment. 

 

The Wilderness Society (TWS) works to deliver to future generations an unspoiled legacy of wild 

places, with all the precious values they hold: biological diversity; clean air and water; towering 

forests, rushing rivers, and sage-sweet, silent deserts.  Our mission is to protect wilderness and 

inspire Americans to care for our wild places.  The Wilderness Society represents more than one 

half million members and supporters nationwide, including almost 12,000 in Arizona. TWS 

submitted scoping comments on the RMP in 2002, commented on BLM’s preliminary 

alternatives on March 11, 2005 and submitted comments on the Draft RMP on November 25, 

2011. TWS members and staff use the lands within the planning area for recreation and for an 

escape to natural places. 

 

The Arizona Wilderness Coalition (AWC) is a state-based not-for-profit organization whose 

mission is to permanently protect and restore wildlands and waters in Arizona for the enjoyment 

of all citizens while ensuring that Arizona's native plants and animals have a lasting home in 

wild nature. Formed in 1979, AWC has helped facilitate the designation of more than 3.5 million 

acres of wilderness in Arizona.  In the Sonoran Desert National Monument and Lower Sonoran 

Field Office, our organization completed and submitted a detailed wilderness characteristics 

inventory during the RMP planning process, as well as providing substantive comment on other 

natural resource issues found there. AWC submitted scoping comments on the RMP in 2002 

along with a wildness proposal for the planning area, commented on BLM’s preliminary 

alternatives on March 11, 2005 and submitted comments on the Draft RMP on November 25, 

2011. 

 

The National Trust for Historic Preservation was chartered by Congress in 1949 as a private 

charitable, educational, and nonprofit organization to “facilitate public participation in the 

preservation of sites, buildings and objects significant in American history and culture” and to 

further the purposes of federal historic preservation laws. 16 U.S.C. §§ 461, 468. With the 

support of almost 200,000 individual members nationwide, including almost 1800 in Arizona, 

the National Trust advocates to preserve and protect historic properties, including those situated 

on public lands. The Chairman of the National Trust is also designated by Congress as a member 



4 

 

 

 

of the federal Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, id. § 470i(a)(8), which is the 

independent agency responsible for overseeing administration of Section 106 of the National 

Historic Preservation Act, id. § 470f. 

 

National Trust members use the Sonoran Desert National Monument for a variety of educational, 

scientific, and recreational activities. Their interest in continuing these activities and in ensuring 

that BLM complies with applicable legal authorities in the management of the national 

monument will be adversely affected if BLM adopts the proposed RMP.   

 

On behalf of its members, the National Trust raised the concerns set forth below in substantive 

comments on the preliminary draft alternatives for the proposed RMP, in two letters to Ms. 

Karen Kelleher, Sonoran Desert National Monument Planner at the BLM Field Office in 

Phoenix, dated March 11, 2005.  One letter was submitted by the National Trust on its own and 

one was submitted as part of a coalition that also included American Rivers, Friends of the Earth, 

National Wildlife Federation, Sierra Club, US-Public Interest Research Group, and The 

Wilderness Society. 

 

Archaeology Southwest is a nonprofit organization based in Tucson Arizona that has worked for 

over thirty years exploring and protecting the places of the past in the Greater Southwest.  We 

have been substantively engaged in preservation work in the Lower Sonoran Field Office most 

notably in the Great Bend of the Gila area.  In the winter of 2011 our signature publication 

"Archaeology Southwest" highlighted the rich array of prehistoric and historic resources found in 

this area. We provided comments on the draft RMP in 2011. 

 

The Sierra Club is one of the oldest grassroots environmental organizations in the country.  The 

Sierra Club’s mission is “to explore, enjoy, and protect the wild places of the earth; to practice 

and promote the responsible use of the earth’s ecosystems and resources; and to educate and 

enlist humanity to protect and restore the quality of the natural and human environments.”  The 

Grand Canyon Chapter has long been committed to protection of Arizona’s lands, wildlife, 

water, and communities and has been significantly involved in activities related to the Lower 

Sonoran Field Office and Sonoran Desert National Monument.  Our members recreate in and 

have been involved in numerous service projects in the planning area, including those focused on 

clean ups and buffel grass removal. The Sierra Club has participated in the planning process 

since it was initiated including participating in public meetings, submitting scoping comments in 

2003, comments on the preliminary alternatives in 2005, and comments on the Draft RMP in 

2011. 

 

Western Watersheds Project staff and members are concerned with the management of public 

lands. We work throughout the West to advocate for ecological health and habitat integrity. Our 

interests in ecologically-functional public lands and wildlife habitat are affected by the proposed 

decision, because our staff and members have visited the monument and enjoy knowing that 

specially-designated lands within the National Landscape Conservation System (NLCS) protect 

special places, creatures, and landscapes that are an integral part of our national heritage. We 

have an interest in protecting these special places from the deleterious impacts of livestock 

grazing and the management decisions contained in the RMP harm our interest. Western 
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Watersheds Project has dedicated years of effort to chronicling and trying to improve the 

management of livestock grazing on these public lands, and has communicated with the agency 

for at least five years regarding resource conditions and degradation caused by livestock use of 

the monument. In addition to comment letters submitted during planning process, Western 

Watersheds Project has a legal interest in the RMP and while we certainly appreciate that the 

agency is making every effort to comply with the current (extended) deadline of September 15, 

2012, we don’t believe that the agency worked hard to reconcile the many substantive and legal 

violations we identified in our comments last year. 

Issues and Parts of Plan Being Protested 

 
2. ALTERNATIVES  

2.10.3 Cultural and Heritage Resources  

2.10.3.1 Sonoran Desert National Monument  

2.10.3.2 Existing Management Decisions, Alternative A (No Action) for Cultural and Heritage Resources  

2.10.3.3 Action Alternatives for Cultural and Heritage Resources  

2.10.3.4 Administrative Actions  

2.10.10 Wilderness Characteristics  

2.10.10.1 Description of Alternatives  

2.10.10.2 Existing Management Decisions, Alternative A – No Action for Wilderness Characteristics 

2.10.10.3 Action Alternatives for Wilderness Characteristics  

2.11.2 Livestock Grazing  

2.11.2.1 Lower Sonoran Decision Area  

2.11.2.2 SDNM Decision Area  

2.11.2.3 Existing Management Decisions, Alternative A (No Action) Livestock Grazing  

2.11.2.4 Action Alternatives for Livestock Grazing  

2.11.4 Recreation Management  

2.11.4.1 Existing Management Decisions, Alternative A (No Action) for Recreation Management  

2.11.4.2 Action Alternatives for Recreation Management  

2.11.5 Travel Management  

2.11.5.1 Current Temporary Closure on the SDNM  

2.11.5.2 Existing Management Decisions, Alternative A - No Action for Travel Management  

2.11.5.3 Action Alternatives for Travel Management  

 

3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
3.2.3 Climate Change  

3.2.3.1 Emission Sources  

3.2.4 Cultural and Heritage Resources  

3.2.11 Wilderness Characteristics  

3.2.11.1 Background  

3.2.11.2 Field Assessments  

3.2.11.3 Findings  

3.3.2 Livestock Grazing  

3.3.2.1 Rangeland Health and Condition  

3.3.2.2 Grazing in the SDNM  

3.3.2.3 Range Improvements  

3.3.4 Recreation Management  

3.3.4.1 Background  

3.3.4.2 Use in the Decision Areas  

3.3.4.3 Recreation Use in the SDNM Since 2008  

3.3.4.4 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum in Recreation Management Planning  
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3.3.4.5 Barry M. Goldwater Military Range Relinquished Lands  

3.3.4.6 SDNM Recreation Site Inventory  

3.3.5 Travel Management  

3.3.5.1 Regional Travel Routes  

3.3.5.2 Motorized Vehicle Access to Public Lands  

3.3.5.3 Existing Travel Management Situation in the Decision Areas  

3.3.5.4 Non-Motorized Travel  

3.3.5.5 Visitor Use and Travel Modes by Geographic Area  

3.3.5.6 Data Collection and Analysis for Travel Planning  

 

4. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES  

4.5 Impacts on Cultural and Heritage Resources  

4.5.1 Methods of Analysis  

4.5.1.1 Indicators  

4.5.1.2 Assumptions  

4.5.1.3 Qualitative Intensity Scale  

4.5.1.4 Program Areas with No Impacts on Cultural Resources  

4.26 Implementation-Level Analysis  

4.26.1 Methodology for Analyzing Implementation-Level Decisions within the SDNM  

4.26.1.1 Route Designations 4.26.1.2 Livestock Grazing  

4.26.2 Implementation-level Analysis for Cultural & Historic Sites Monument Objects  

4.26.3 Implementation-Level Analysis for Wildlife and Special Status Species Monument Objects  

4.26.4 Implementation-Level Analysis for Vegetation Monument Objects  

 

Map 3-11. Wilderness Characteristics 

 

Appendix E Compatibility Analysis: Livestock Grazing on the Sonoran Desert National Monument  

Appendix F Arizona Land Health Evaluation for the Sonoran Desert National Monument  

Appendix G Sonoran Desert National Monument Recreational Target Shooting Analysis 

 

Concise Statement Explaining the Various Ways the Bureau of Land Management Acted 

Unlawfully or In Error 

 

This protest focuses on a number of areas in which the Proposed RMP/Final EIS (PRMP) fails to 

comply with the BLM’s legal mandates, policies and overall responsibilities to manage our 

public lands. Specific inadequacies in the Proposed RMP and the action required to remedy them 

are set out below. 

 

I. BLM’S DECISION TO ALLOW RECREATIONAL TARGET SHOOTING THROUGHOUT THE 

MONUMENT IS IN VIOLATION OF THE LAW AND AGENCY POLICY 

 

A. BLM has arbitrarily decided to continue to allow recreational target shooting 

in the monument in conflict with the agency’s own scientific analysis 

 

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) requires BLM to manage public lands 

under multiple-use principles unless an area has been designated by law for specific uses, in 

which case BLM must manage the land for those specific uses. 43 U.S.C. § 1732(a). In other 

words, BLM manages national monuments not under the FLPMA multiple use mandate, but 

rather under the language of the proclamation or legislation establishing the monument. This is 

expressly provided for in FLPMA itself:  
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The Secretary shall manage the public lands under the principles of multiple use and 

sustained yield, in accordance with the land use plans developed by him under section 

1712 of this title when they are available, except that where a tract of such public land 

has been dedicated to specific uses according to any other provisions of law it shall be 

managed in accordance with such law.” FLPMA, 43 U.S.C. § 1732(a) (emphasis 

added).  

 

Pursuant to the legal authority granted by Congress in the Antiquities Act of 1906 (16 U.S.C. §§ 

431-433), the President designated the Sonoran Desert National Monument for the explicit 

purpose of protecting and preserving identified historic and scientific objects.  Proclamation No. 

7397. Accordingly, the standard approach to multiple-use management does not apply to this 

monument, and any effort to adopt such a management approach to the detriment of its natural 

and cultural values would be in violation of the Proclamation and the mandates of FLPMA. BLM 

must manage the monument for the protection and preservation of its natural, historic and 

scientific values, and only allow uses other than those needed for protection of monument 

objects when those uses do not conflict with the directives of the Proclamation. 

 

Because of its significance, which merited designation as a national monument and inclusion in 

the National Landscape Conservation System (Conservation Lands), the Sonoran Desert 

National Monument requires different management from other BLM lands. The designation of 

national monuments, together with the establishment of the Conservation Lands themself, 

represents the cornerstone of a new era in land stewardship, in which BLM focuses on a mission 

of stewardship to: “conserve, protect, and restore these nationally significant landscapes that 

have outstanding cultural, ecological, and scientific values for the benefit of current and future 

generations.”   

 

Secretarial Order 3308 speaks to the management of the National Landscape Conservation 

System. The Order states in pertinent part that “[T]he BLM shall ensure that the components of 

the NLCS are managed to protect the values for which they were designated, including, where 

appropriate, prohibiting uses that are in conflict with those values.” The Order also requires the 

incorporation of science into the decision-making process for the National Conservation Lands, 

stating, “[s]cience shall be integrated into management decisions concerning NLCS components 

in order to enhance land and resource stewardship and promote greater understanding of lands 

and resources through research and education.” The 15-Year Strategy for the Conservation 

Lands reinforces this by stating the “conservation, protection, and restoration of the NLCS 

values is the highest priority in NLCS planning and management, consistent with the designating 

legislation or presidential proclamation.” NLCS Strategy at 8. 

 

The BLM in Arizona has further recognized the special status of the Conservation Lands, issuing 

a “Strategic Plan” for its units of the Conservation System (available on-line at: 

http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/az/pdfs/strategies.Par.78028.File.dat/NLCS.pdf),  

which commits the agency to: 

 

http://www.blm.gov/pgdata/etc/medialib/blm/az/pdfs/strategies.Par.78028.File.dat/NLCS.pdf


8 

 

 

 

Emphasize management that supports, protects, and promotes the conservation values 

identified in proclamation or legislation for the lands within the National Landscape 

Conservation System by:  

 Developing a clear description of the monument objects and conservation 

values for each national monument, national conservation area, and national 

scenic or historic trail and for the Arizona wilderness system as a whole.  

 Implementing projects and actions that emphasize and protect the described 

objects and conservation values across all lands in the conservation system in 

Arizona, as well as, specific to individual areas.  

 

In the Draft RMP, BLM performed a scientific analysis of recreational target shooting suitability 

in the Sonoran Desert National Monument. Draft RMP, Appendix G. BLM applied criteria that 

looked at resources and monuments objects, visitor safety and nearby uses and facilities, motor 

vehicle accessibility, and physical suitability of sites for target shooting. The analysis concluded 

that while there may be a few sites where target shooting may not be as big as a risk to 

monument objects and resources, the use of these areas were not safe for public visitors to the 

monument. Thus, based on BLM’s own scientific analysis, the preferred alternative in the Draft 

RMP was to make the entire monument unavailable to recreational target shooting due to 

incompatibility of the discretionary use with the conservation and visitor safety of the 

monument. 

 

In the PRMP, BLM included a virtually identical version of the analysis of recreational target 

shooting in Appendix G. The findings of incompatibility of target shooting with monument 

management and conclusions about discontinuing this use were the same as they were in the 

Draft RMP. See, PRMP at Appendix G. However, in the PRMP, BLM’s proposed alternative 

allows for recreational target shooting throughout the monument with no compelling rationale 

given for this about-face in the agency’s decision.  

 

Agency decisions may be set aside if they are found to be “arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of 

discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with law.” APA, 5 U.S.C. § 706(2)(A). In order for an 

agency decision to not be found arbitrary and capricious, decisions must be founded on a 

“reasoned evaluation of the relevant factors.” Marsh v. Or. Natural Res. Council, 490 U.S. 360, 

378, 109 S.Ct. 1851, 104 L.Ed.2d 377 (1989).  

 

The only reason BLM provides for its decision not to prohibit recreational target shooting in the 

monument is because “[t]he PRMP/FEIS identifies recreational target shooting as an important 

recreational activity in the SDNM, for which “use has increased dramatically during the past five 

years” (PRMP/FEIS Section 3.3.4.2). “Increasingly, Arizona’s broad public demand for places to 

shoot is being shifted to public lands managed by the BLM.” (PRMP/FEIS Section 3.5.2.4.). 

While this may be true, BLM does not show the abundant opportunities for recreational target 

shooting on public lands immediately outside of the monument. Around 2,356,600 acres, or 

approximately 78 percent, of BLM-managed lands adjacent to the monument are open for target 

shooting within the Lower Sonoran and Bradshaw-Harquahala planning units (not to mention 

more than 95% of BLM lands nationwide). This includes places like the Table Mesa recreation 

area where a BLM plan was completed in 2010 to allocate recreational zones for a variety of 
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uses including recreational target shooting, one of the most popular uses in the area. Combined 

with gun ranges and other areas, the public has significant opportunities for recreational target 

shooting in the immediate area. 

 

BLM does not contend that the scientific analysis finding the monument unsuitable and/or unsafe 

for this use has changed. BLM does not contend that recreational target shooting is a monument 

object of interest or a recreational use that conserves, protects, and restores the natural and 

cultural resources of the monument. Of course, recreational target shooting is not a “valid 

existing right” that would otherwise be protected under the monument proclamation. Thus, even 

though this use is not protected by the proclamation, does not further the purposes of the 

monument, and has been found by BLM to be overwhelmingly incompatible with the protection 

of monument resources and the safety of the public, BLM has wrongly decided to allow this use 

throughout the entire monument because of its popularity.  

 

BLM’s decision in the proposed alternative is arbitrary and in violation of FLPMA, the 

Administrative Procedure Act, Proclamation 7397, Secretarial Order 3308, IM 2009-215, BLM 

15-Year Strategy for the National Landscape Conservation System, and the BLM Arizona State 

Strategy for BLM Conservation Lands. Perhaps more importantly, if BLM decides to disregard 

its laws, policies and science for what it views as a politically-safer decision, the agency will be 

moving towards a troubling precedent that puts potentially harmful uses above conservation and 

protection.  

 

Requested Remedy: BLM should choose Alternative D in the Final RMP, which would close the 

entire monument to recreational target shooting based on its suitability and impact analysis. 

 

B. BLM has not provided an environmental analysis of its new alternative 

regarding recreational target shooting 

The regulations implementing NEPA require a supplemental environmental statement when “(i) 

The agency makes substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant to environmental 

concerns; or  (ii) There are significant new circumstances or information relevant to 

environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts.”40 C.F.R. § 

1502.9(c). The Council on Environmental Quality has further clarified that BLM must prepare a 

supplemental analysis if, after circulation of a draft EIS but prior to implementation, BLM adds a 

new alternative that is outside the spectrum of alternatives already analyzed (see Question 

29b,CEQ, Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's NEPA Regulations, March 23, 1981).  

In the Draft RMP, BLM considered five alternatives with respect to recreational target shooting 

within the Sonoran Desert National Monument. The following is a summary of the spectrum of 

alternatives provided in the Draft RMP: 

1. Alternative A: No action. Continue to allow recreational target shooting in the 

monument. 

2. Alternative B: Prohibit target shooting on 80.2 % of the monument with no additional 

measures for mitigation, monitoring or enforcement for protection of objects or visitors 

on the remaining lands that would be open to recreational target shooting. 
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3. Alternative C: Prohibit target shooting on 99.8 % of the monument with no additional 

measures for mitigation, monitoring or enforcement for protection of objects or visitors 

on the remaining lands that would be open to recreational target shooting. 

4. Alternative D: Prohibit recreational target shooting monument wide. 

5. Alternative E: Prohibit recreational target shooting monument wide. 

 

The spectrum of alternatives including specific sites considered for suitability was analyzed at 

length in the “SDNM Recreational Target Shooting Analysis.” Proposed RMP, Appendix G. 

BLM has not analyzed an alternative for impacts or compatibility that would allow recreational 

target shooting in the monument with additional measures for protection as it proposes in the 

Proposed RMP. The only statement as to potential impacts that occurs in practically every 

section for Alternative E in Chapter 4 of the PRMP is the following: 

 

Since dispersed recreational target shooting throughout the Monument would continue, 

the impacts of target shooting under Alternative E would be the same as those described 

for Alternative A. However, if Management and Administrative Actions designed to 

change the conduct of recreational target shooters has the desired effect, impacts from 

recreational target shooting should be greatly decreased. If that were to happen, impacts 

would be negligible to minor. Proposed RMP at 4-95—4-96, 4-122, 4-129, 4-167, 4-

206, 4-222, 4-253, 4-299, 4-407, 4-470, 4-542.   

 

Thus, BLM admits that if it were to keep the status quo regarding target shooting, it would have 

the same impacts already analyzed in the Draft RMP. BLM cannot continue to allow target 

shooting in the way it has due to its analysis concluding its incompatibility with protecting the 

monument and visitors. So, BLM is adopting a new alternative that may fewer impacts than 

Alternative A, but BLM has not analyzed the impacts of this new alternative. BLM has not taken 

the requisite hard look under NEPA at this new alternative.  

 

Requested Remedy: BLM should issue a supplemental EIS that takes a hard look at the new 

Alternative E as provided in the Proposed RMP. If BLM cannot perform the supplemental 

analysis, it should choose Alternative D, which was analyzed in the Draft RMP and found to be 

consistent with protecting the monument and visitors.  

 

II. BLM FAILED TO FOLLOW AGENCY POLICY ON MANAGING LANDS WITH WILDERNESS 

CHARACTERISTICS  

 

A. The PRMP contains no documentation for BLM’s determination of whether to 

manage lands for wilderness character that have been identified as possessing 

wilderness character 

 

Instruction Memorandum (IM) 2011-154 and BLM Manual 6320 require BLM to both maintain 

an inventory of lands with wilderness characteristics and the consideration and documentation of 

whether BLM manages those lands identified as possessing wilderness characteristics for the 

protection of those characteristics. With regard to the final planning decision in a RMP on 
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protection of lands with wilderness characteristics, IM 2011-154 and Manual 6320 specifically 

provide: 

 

In making the final planning decision regarding management of lands with wilderness 

characteristics, consider both the resources that would be forgone or adversely affected, 

and the resources that would benefit under each alternative. As with any planning 

decision, document the reasons for its determination regarding management of lands 

with wilderness characteristics. 

 

In addition, Manual 6320 requires BLM to “consider and document the wilderness 

characteristics for each area identified as possessing wilderness characteristics” and provides 

factors for consideration including: 

1. Considering and documenting whether the lands can be effectively managed to protect 

their wilderness characteristics and if a boundary modification might improve 

manageability; 

2. How wilderness characteristics will be managed over the life of the plan; 

3. Documenting the land status and mineral ownership of the lands; 

4. Potential impact of providing access to non-Federal inholdings; 

5. The fact that incompatible activities or uses can be seen or heard from areas possessing 

wilderness characteristics should not be a determining factor when analyzing the 

manageability of such areas unless these impacts are pervasive and omnipresent. 

6. The degree to which other resources or uses are present in the area with wilderness 

characteristics;  

7. The potential for further development or use of the other resources on the lands with 

wilderness characteristics;  

8. The degree to which other resources or uses are present on other public and private lands 

outside the area containing wilderness characteristics;  

9. Local, regional, or traditional (e.g. Tribal) economic value of various resources on the lands 

with wilderness characteristics and the potential to enhance the economic importance by 

protecting the lands with wilderness characteristics; and  

10. The degree to which use or development of each resource is compatible with or conflicts with 

management of the area to protect wilderness characteristics.  
 

As raised in our comments on the Draft RMP (TWS et al. Draft RMP Comments at 35), BLM 

has not documented the rational for its decisions regarding the management of wilderness 

characteristics in the RMP.  Our recommendation during the comment period for the Draft RMP 

was that BLM allow for a supplemental comment period once it provides its rationale for these 

decisions before releasing the Proposed RMP/Final EIS. Id. BLM has not provided this 

information and has not adequately responded to our comment and request during the comment 

period for the Draft RMP to provide documentation on the agency’s rationale for not managing 

lands found to have wilderness characteristics for protection of those qualities. BLM is in 

violation of its own policies on lands with wilderness characteristics as well as the regulations 

implementing NEPA regarding agency response to comments. 40 C.F.R. 1503.4.  

 



12 

 

 

 

Requested Remedy:  BLM must document its decision for managing or not managing lands 

found to possess wilderness characteristics for the protection of those characteristics.  There is a 

presumption that BLM should protect lands found to have wilderness characteristics unless BLM 

provides a rationale for devoting those lands to another purpose. Thus, BLM should manage all 

lands identified as having wilderness characteristics for protection of those characteristics in the 

RMP unless and until it has provided its rationale for not doing so based on its own policy and 

guidance.  

 

B. The PRMP is not in compliance with policy guidance for specific areas possessing 

wilderness characteristics  

 

The following demonstrate reasons that BLM has erred for not inventorying lands with 

wilderness characteristics and/or not managing areas identified by BLM as possessing wilderness 

characteristics by specific unit: 

 

1. Black Mountain:  

BLM found this unit to possess wilderness characteristics but does not manage to protect those 

wilderness characteristics. BLM has erred in not protecting these spectacular lands with 

wilderness characteristics for their wilderness qualities and has not documented its rationale for 

its determination as required under IM 2011-154 and BLM Manual 6320.  

 

Requested Remedy: BLM should protect this unit for wilderness characteristics unless and until 

it has sufficiently documented its rationale for not doing so pursuant to BLM policy regarding 

lands with wilderness characteristics. 

 

2. Cuerda de Lena Wash:  

BLM found this unit to possess wilderness characteristics but does not manage to protect those 

wilderness characteristics. BLM has erred in not protecting these spectacular lands with 

wilderness characteristics for their wilderness qualities and has not documented its rationale for 

its determination as required under IM 2011-154 and BLM Manual 6320.  

 

Requested Remedy: BLM should protect this unit for wilderness characteristics unless and until 

it has sufficiently documented its rationale for not doing so pursuant to BLM policy regarding 

lands with wilderness characteristics. 

 

3. Sentinel Plain Complex:  

BLM has erred in not finding the area to possess wilderness characteristics as we believe the 

agency has disregarded the AWC inventory for reasons stated above and only given the area 

cursory review in order to complete the Proposed RMP rather than the full inventory it deserves.  
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a. Sentinel Plain – Northwest A and B units: 

Regarding the Northwest B unit, BLM states that the unit is too small and that the unit averages 

1.5 miles wide between boundary roads. First, BLM Manual 6310 on Conducting Wilderness 

Characteristics Inventory on BLM Lands
1
 sets the size standard to “roadless acres with over 

5,000 acres of contiguous BLM lands. The Northwest B unit is around 9,500 acres and are 

virtually roadless as shown by BLM’s own road inventory.  

 

Second, BLM Manual 6310 states that “[a] small area could also provide opportunities for 

solitude if, due to topography or vegetation, visitors can screen themselves from one another.” 

Manual 6310.06(C)(2)(c)(i)(2). Also, “[a]n area can have wilderness characteristics even though 

every acre within the area may not meet all the criteria. The boundary should be determined 

largely on the basis of wilderness inventory roads and naturalness rather than being constricted 

on the basis of opportunity for solitude or primitive and unconfined recreation.” Manual 

6310.06(C)(3)(e). The narrowest section of the Northwest B unit is 2.0 miles with the average 

width between roads between 2.5 and 3 miles. There is no development at the edges of the entire 

unit but more open land with little in the way of a human footprint.  The powerline along the 

eastern edge is a small 65kV (130kV) on wooden poles that if you are mile way with binoculars 

you have trouble seeing. There is a large (relatively speaking) canyon in the center of the unit 

that provides topographic relief and seclusion from other visitors in the area.    

 

Finally, when the Northwest A and B units are combined the broader unit includes 8 miles of the 

Gila River including a “narrows” section broken only by the 65kV line on wooden poles. As 

BLM notes, the Northwest A unit does include a core central area of wildness.  

 

b. Sentinel Plain – North 

BLM found that “about 75 percent of this area possesses wilderness characteristics.” PRMP at 3-

44. However, Map 3-11 shows this area as inventoried but not determined to have wilderness 

characteristics.  

 

In addition, BLM has erred in not protecting these spectacular lands with wilderness 

characteristics for their wilderness qualities and has not documented its rationale for its 

determination as required under IM 2011-154 and BLM Manual 6320. 

 

c. Sentinel Plain -- Central 

Within its “Citizen Proposal Evaluation Form” for the unit, BLM states that the information 

provided by AWC during scoping did not contain a map of sufficient detail, detailed narrative 

and photographic documentation. We dispute these conclusions. The Arizona Wilderness 

Coalition has submitted maps, GIS shapefiles, photographs and detailed descriptions of proposed 

lands with wilderness characteristics during scoping for the planning process and continued to 

reference the data submitted throughout the planning process. See, Attachments 1 – 4.  

 

                                                 

 

 
1
 This manual incorporates IM 2011-154 which was issued on July 25, 2011, prior to the Draft RMP being released. 
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In addition, BLM shows the Sentinel Plain—Central area as possessing wilderness 

characteristics on Map 3-11 of the PRMP, which contradicts its conclusions within its 

documented inventory.  

 

Requested Remedy: BLM should acknowledge the wilderness characteristics for the entire 

Sentinel Plain Complex as provided in the AWC proposal and protect the entire area as managed 

to protect wilderness characteristics. 

 

4. Dixie Peak:  

The Dixie Peak unit is the eastern part of Yellow Medicine Butte that BLM found not to possess 

wilderness characteristics. Within its “Citizen Proposal Evaluation Form” for the unit, BLM 

states that the information provided by AWC during scoping did not contain a map of sufficient 

detail, detailed narrative and photographic documentation. We dispute these conclusions. The 

Arizona Wilderness Coalition has submitted maps, GIS shapefiles, photographs and detailed 

descriptions of proposed lands with wilderness characteristics during scoping for the planning 

process and continued to reference the data submitted throughout the planning process. See, 

Attachments 1 – 4.  

 

BLM has erred in not finding the area to possess wilderness characteristics as we believe the 

agency has disregarded the AWC inventory for reasons stated above and only given the area 

cursory review in order to complete the Proposed RMP rather than the full inventory it deserves.  

In addition, BLM shows the area as possessing wilderness characteristics on Map 3-11 of the 

PRMP, which contradicts its conclusions within its documented inventory.  

 

Requested Remedy: BLM should acknowledge the wilderness characteristics as provided in the 

AWC proposal and protect the entire area as managed to protect wilderness characteristics. 

 

5. Face Mountain:  

BLM found this unit to possess wilderness characteristics but does not manage to protect those 

wilderness characteristics. BLM has erred in not protecting these spectacular lands with 

wilderness characteristics for their wilderness qualities and has not documented its rationale for 

its determination as required under IM 2011-154 and BLM Manual 6320.  

 

Within its “Citizen Proposal Evaluation Form” for the unit, BLM states that the information 

provided by AWC during scoping did not contain a map of sufficient detail, detailed narrative 

and photographic documentation. We dispute these conclusions. The Arizona Wilderness 

Coalition has submitted maps, GIS shapefiles, photographs and detailed descriptions of proposed 

lands with wilderness characteristics during scoping for the planning process and continued to 

reference the data submitted throughout the planning process. See, Attachments 1 – 4.  

 

Requested Remedy: BLM should protect this unit for wilderness characteristics unless and until 

it has sufficiently documented its rationale for not doing so pursuant to BLM policy regarding 

lands with wilderness characteristics. 
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6. Saddle Mountain:  

BLM found this unit to possess wilderness characteristics but does not manage to protect the 

entire unit for protection of those wilderness characteristics. BLM has erred in not protecting all 

of these spectacular lands with wilderness characteristics for their wilderness qualities and has 

not documented its rationale for its determination as required under IM 2011-154 and BLM 

Manual 6320.  

 

Requested Remedy: BLM should protect this unit in its entirety for wilderness characteristics 

unless and until it has sufficiently documented its rationale for not doing so pursuant to BLM 

policy regarding lands with wilderness characteristics. 

 

7. Gila Bend Mountains:  

Within its “Citizen Proposal Evaluation Form” for the unit, BLM states that the information 

provided by AWC during scoping did not contain a map of sufficient detail, detailed narrative 

and photographic documentation. We dispute these conclusions. The Arizona Wilderness 

Coalition has submitted maps, GIS shapefiles, photographs and detailed descriptions of proposed 

lands with wilderness characteristics during scoping for the planning process and continued to 

reference the data submitted throughout the planning process. See, Attachments 1 – 4.  

 

BLM has erred in not finding the area to possess wilderness characteristics as we believe the 

agency has disregarded the AWC inventory for reasons stated above and only given the area 

cursory review in order to complete the Proposed RMP rather than the full inventory it deserves.  

In addition, BLM shows the area as possessing wilderness characteristics on Map 3-11 of the 

PRMP, which contradicts its conclusions within its documented inventory.  

 

Requested Remedy: BLM should acknowledge the wilderness characteristics as provided in the 

AWC proposal and protect the entire area as managed to protect wilderness characteristics. 

 

8. Woolsey Peak Extension: 

BLM found this unit to possess wilderness characteristics but does not manage to protect those 

wilderness characteristics. BLM has erred in not protecting these spectacular lands with 

wilderness characteristics for their wilderness qualities and has not documented its rationale for 

its determination as required under IM 2011-154 and BLM Manual 6320.  

 

In addition, BLM shows the area as inventoried but not possessing wilderness characteristics on 

Map 3-11 of the PRMP, which contradicts its conclusions within its documented inventory.  

 

Requested Remedy: BLM should protect this unit for wilderness characteristics unless and until 

it has sufficiently documented its rationale for not doing so pursuant to BLM policy regarding 

lands with wilderness characteristics. 

 

9. Oatman Mountains:  

BLM found this unit to possess wilderness characteristics but does not manage to protect those 

wilderness characteristics. BLM has erred in not protecting these spectacular lands with 
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wilderness characteristics for their wilderness qualities and has not documented its rationale for 

its determination as required under IM 2011-154 and BLM Manual 6320.  

 

Requested Remedy: BLM should protect this unit for wilderness characteristics unless and until 

it has sufficiently documented its rationale for not doing so pursuant to BLM policy regarding 

lands with wilderness characteristics. 

 

10. Margie's Peak:  

BLM found this unit to possess wilderness characteristics but does not manage to protect those 

wilderness characteristics. BLM has erred in not protecting these spectacular lands with 

wilderness characteristics for their wilderness qualities and has not documented its rationale for 

its determination as required under IM 2011-154 and BLM Manual 6320.  

 

In fact, the report for identification of this area’s wilderness characteristics states that BLM will 

reassess the area to complete a final determination and ascertain if conditions have modified or if 

motorized routes have been naturally reclaimed. 

 

It is clear that BLM has not even given this area’s wilderness characteristics due consideration, 

let alone document its rational for not protecting those wilderness characteristics. We 

recommend that BLM acknowledge the wilderness characteristics as provided in the AWC 

proposal and protect the entire area as managed to protect wilderness characteristics. 

 

Requested Remedy: BLM should protect this unit for wilderness characteristics unless and until 

it has sufficiently documented its rationale for not doing so pursuant to BLM policy regarding 

lands with wilderness characteristics. 

 

11. Butterfield Stage Memorial:  

BLM found this unit to possess wilderness characteristics but does not manage to protect those 

wilderness characteristics. BLM has erred in not protecting these spectacular lands with 

wilderness characteristics for their wilderness qualities and has not documented its rationale for 

its determination as required under IM 2011-154 and BLM Manual 6320.  

 

In fact, the report for identification of this area’s wilderness characteristics states that vehicle 

management and target shooting issues would have to be addressed to maintain solitude and 

naturalness and that “on-the-ground OHV route inventories and associated travel management 

actions, and all other land use allocations, may have significant influence on the final 

determinations of lands managed, or not managed, to protect or maintain wilderness 

characteristics.” 

 

It is clear that BLM has not even given this area’s wilderness characteristics due consideration, 

let alone document its rational for not protecting those wilderness characteristics. BLM states 

that AWC did not submit a detailed narrative that shows how information significantly differs 

from info in prior inventories. We respectfully disagree and refer BLM to the Sonoran Desert 

National Monument Wilderness Proposal originally submitted in June 2004 and resubmitted in 

Attachment 3 with our comments on the Draft RMP in November 2011.  
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Requested Remedy: BLM should protect this unit for wilderness characteristics unless and until 

it has sufficiently documented its rationale for not doing so pursuant to BLM policy regarding 

lands with wilderness characteristics. 

 

12. South Maricopa Mountains Addition:  

BLM found this unit to possess wilderness characteristics but does not manage to protect those 

wilderness characteristics. BLM has erred in not protecting these spectacular lands with 

wilderness characteristics for their wilderness qualities and has not documented its rationale for 

its determination as required under IM 2011-154 and BLM Manual 6320.  

 

It is clear that BLM has not even given this area’s wilderness characteristics due consideration, 

let alone document its rational for not protecting those wilderness characteristics. We 

recommend that BLM acknowledge the wilderness characteristics as provided in the AWC 

proposal and protect the entire area as managed to protect wilderness characteristics. 

 

Requested Remedy: BLM should protect this unit for wilderness characteristics unless and until 

it has sufficiently documented its rationale for not doing so pursuant to BLM policy regarding 

lands with wilderness characteristics. 

 

III.  BLM’S TRAVEL PLAN FOR THE SONORAN DESERT NATIONAL MONUMENT IS IN 

VIOLATION OF LAWS, REGULATIONS AND POLICIES 

 

A. BLM has failed to designate the minimum route network necessary for the 

management of the monument  

 

The BLM’s transportation planning should prioritize protection of Monument objects. 

Proclamation 7397 states that “[f]or the purpose of protecting the objects identified above, all 

motorized and mechanized vehicle use off road will be prohibited, except for emergency or 

authorized administrative purposes.” As detailed below, the definition of “road” has important 

implications, necessitating a legal definition be used in this RMP. Furthermore, Proclamation 

7397 obligates the BLM to develop a transportation plan “that addresses the actions, including 

road closures or travel restrictions, necessary to protect the objects identified in the 

proclamation.”   

 

The Proposed RMP/EIS does not currently contain an alternative that would designate the 

minimum road network necessary for protection of the monument objects. BLM should include 

this alternative and choose it as the preferred in the Proposed RMP to be consistent with 

Proclamation 7397 and current policy guidance for the National Landscape Conservation 

System. 

 

The monument was created to protect the diverse array of resources described by the 

Proclamation, which recognizes that the impact of roads must be reduced to a level where objects 

in the monument will be safeguarded. Those objects include highly tangible features such as 

wildlife, geological wonders, and cultural and historic sites, as well as more intangible but 
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equally important features such as the untrammeled landscape, remoteness, wildness, and 

solitude. 

 

The mission of the National Landscape Conservation System is to “conserve, protect, and restore 

these nationally significant landscapes that have outstanding cultural, ecological, and scientific 

values for the benefit of current and future generations.” Omnibus Public Land Management Act 

of 2009 Pub. L. 111-11, § 2002. To fulfill this mission, the National Landscape Conservation 

System 15-Year Strategy has a goal, Goal 1F, for managing facilities within Conservation 

System units that conserves, protects, and restores the values for which those lands were 

designated. Action item 2 under Goal 1F of the Strategy states that “[t]he BLM will only 

develop facilities, including roads, on NLCS lands where they are required for public 

health and safety, are necessary for the exercise of valid existing rights, minimize impacts 

to fragile resources, or further the purposes for which an area was designated.” This is a 

clear recognition that roads should be limited to the minimum network necessary for the 

management of the monument.  

 

As discussed above, BLM is required to consider a reasonable range of alternatives in 

developing the EIS for the RMP. This mandate obligates the agency to “[R]igorously explore 

and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(a).  Since minimizing 

facilities and roads within units of the Conservation System is a stated priority, the RMP/EIS for 

the Sonoran Desert National Monument must consider an alternative that would designate a 

minimum road network for the monument. This is similar to Alternative B proposed in the 

Proposed RMP/Final EIS for the Ironwood Forest National Monument, which presented the 

“minimum routes necessary for the management of the IFNM, including administrative access 

needs.” Ironwood PRMP at J-168.
2
 

 

Recommendations:  BLM has policy direction for units of the National Landscape Conservation 

System that requires designation of roads only when required for public health and safety, are 

necessary for the exercise of valid existing rights, minimize impacts to fragile resources, or 

further the purposes for which an area was designated. This is, in short, the “minimum road 

network” necessary for protection of the values for which the unit was designated. BLM should 

both analyze a minimum road network alternative and choose it as the best option consistent with 

BLM policy and for the protection of monument objects.  

 

 

 

 

                                                 

 

 
2
 This was not the preferred alternative in the Ironwood PRMP. This is likely due to the fact that much of the PRMP 

was already being finalized before the Secretarial Order 3308 and the 15-Year NLCS Strategy was released. 

However, there is an outstanding protest on this issue asking that BLM resolve the conflict with its own policy 

direction by choosing Alternative B in the Record of Decision. We believe that BLM will eventually choose the 

minimum road network approach over the FLPMA multiple use approach in the Ironwood PRMP. 
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B. The route network for the Sonoran Desert National Monument must 

conserve, protect and enhance the purposes of the monument  

 

As stated earlier in these comments, given that the purpose of the Monument is protection of 

“objects” and given that Monument roads were not built for the purpose of protecting Monument 

objects – and too often harm Monument objects -- “The question is no longer ‘Why shouldn’t 

this route be here?’ The question regarding each BLM road in the Monument is now ‘Why 

should it be here?’ The Proclamation puts the burden of proof on each BLM route not 

encumbered by valid existing rights to demonstrate how it sufficiently contributes to preserving 

Monument objects.  Roads that fail the "protection" test should be closed, and those that cannot 

be closed due to valid rights of way, should be limited to that specific administrative access only. 

 

As described in further detail above, the protection mandate in the Monument Proclamations is 

clear: “…hereby set apart and reserved …, for the purpose of protecting the objects identified 

above…” and that “the national monument shall be the dominant reservation.” The purpose of 

the Monument is to protect the objects identified. All BLM management activities in the RMP 

must be consistent with protecting the “objects” identified in the Proclamation.   

 

The Draft RMP contains a “methodology for determining adequate protection of monument 

objects.” Draft RMP at 1325. We support the use of this methodology for evaluating impacts to 

monument objects from the proposed route designations. While the methodology is a good way 

to approach the impact analysis, BLM does not take the appropriate steps to protect monument 

objects from the impacts identified.  According to the Proposed RMP: 

 

Each travel route and RMP alternative potentially has negligible, minor, moderate or 

major impacts on monument objects. “Adequate Protection” means impacts on 

monument objects by travel management designation from specific open routes and the 

range of alternatives is moderate, minor, or negligible. Impacts in the moderate range 

would need to be mitigated to reduce them to that of minor.  

 

By assessing the impacts and confirming that none of the action alternatives rise above 

a Minor assessment after mitigation, a “Finding of Adequate Protection” can be issued 

for each RMP alternative. PRMP at Appendix S-5.  

 

If BLM has found impacts to monument objects to be anything more than negligible, then 

it must take measures to close that route in the RMP. Any route that impacts monument 

objects automatically cannot meet BLM’s burden of proof to show how it contributes to the 

protection of monument objects, despite what BLM says it may do at some point in the 

future to mitigate impacts. For example, in the spreadsheet for impacts to monument objects 

from the travel network alternatives, the campsites at Gap Well, north of SR 238, BLM has 

found that the preferred alternative will have mostly minor to moderate impacts on the 

monument objects. This is in violation of Proclamation 7397 and BLM laws and policies. The 

range of alternatives for the monument should not consider anything less than what is necessary 

for the full protection of the objects of interest. This example is particularly egregious since 
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BLM has documented the impacts from motorized travel and off-road vehicles in the Gap Well 

area and has instated a temporary closure due to that damage. 

 

The standard of protection of monument objects is not “adequate” protection. The standard is 

whether the route is furthering the purposes of the national monument, i.e. if the route conserve, 

protect, and enhance the monument objects. Mitigation of impacts does not satisfy the mandates 

of Proclamation 7397 and BLM policy. 

 

Requested Remedy:  While the methodology for determining protection of monument objects is 

a good first step, the application of the methodology for management purposes is fundamentally 

flawed.  The criteria for designing the travel management network in the RMP should be revised 

to clearly prioritize protection of Monument objects, provide for no new roads to be added to the 

network, and ensure that the benefits of closing roads are taken into account.  Roads should only 

be kept open if they can be shown to be consistent with conservation, protection and 

enhancement of Monument objects.  These criteria should be applied to revise the proposed 

travel management network and to ongoing monitoring and management of the network. 

 

IV.  BLM HAS NOT FOLLOWED LAWS AND POLICIES REGARDING LAND USE PLANNING FOR 

CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT  

 

A. BLM has failed to take a hard look at impacts to cultural resources under 

NEPA 

 

BLM has failed to take a hard look at impacts to cultural resources from the designation of the 

Saddle Mountain ERMA as required by NEPA. PRMP at 4-63. BLM states that there would be 

minor or negligible impacts on cultural resources in camping and day use areas and where 

vehicle-based exploration is encouraged. To the contrary, on the north side of Robbins Butte, a 

number of petroglyph panels at the base of the butte are riddled with shooting damage and the 

area is regularly trashed from group camping. Similarly, BLM states that vehicle incursions, 

trampling and possible exposure to unauthorized collection of artifacts would be minor and 

localized impacts in the Gila Bend Mountains ERMA. PRMP at 4-64. However, Red Rock Canyon 

in the Gila Bend Mountains ERMA is a highly abused petroglyph area and has experienced 

irreparable damage to cultural resources from the named uses. The following photographs 

provide evidence of damage from overuse and mismanagement of this area and show that BLM’s 

analysis of impacts are understated: 
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Petroglyph panels riddled with bullet holes in the Robbins Butte area. 
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Vandalism of rock art and BLM/AARPA sign in the Red Rock Canyon Area. 

 

In response to comments on the Draft RMP, BLM states that it “considers actions to address 

vandalism on archaeological sites to be administrative and outside the scope of an RMP.” PRMP 

at 6-44. While BLM may not list actions in an RMP that it will take to investigate a specific 

vandalism event, BLM has a duty under NEPA and FLPMA to analyze the impacts of 

management actions (such as allocating certain areas to uses that may cause damage to cultural 

resources) and taking appropriate measures to protect areas with important cultural resources in 

the RMP (such as designating areas for protection with appropriate protective management 

prescriptions). 

 

As stated in the Proposed RMP, only around 5-6% of the planning area has been surveyed for 

cultural resources. PRMP at 3-15. Given the recognized impacts to cultural resources and the fact 

that these resources have special priority status as objects of interest in the Sonoran Desert 
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National Monument, BLM should have a more complete inventory before allowing uses that 

impact these resources to continue. As stated in our comments on the Draft RMP, BLM should 

have prioritized the most sensitive, important, and at-risk areas for cultural resources, and should 

have committed to performing surveys before making final resource allocations in the RMP. This 

includes areas in close proximity to routes proposed for designation in the RMP 

 

IM 2012-067 requires BLM to at least craft a strategy for complying with Section 106 if it 

cannot do so in the RMP: 

 

Where a road and trail network cannot be designated in a LUP because cultural 

resources inventories cannot be accomplished in time, cultural resource staff must work 

closely with the travel management Planning Lead and Planning staff to include a map 

of a preliminary travel network and short-term management guidelines. The LUP then 

must establish a strategy for performing cultural resource inventory to compliment the 

Field Office travel management and implementation timeline.  There may be cases 

where continued use of an OHV management area or route prior to designation may not 

be authorized before Class III inventory and Section 106 compliance is completed.  

 

BLM has failed to come up with a strategy for compliance of Section 106 going forward. The 

closest BLM monument to the Sonoran Desert National Monument, both geographically and 

ecologically, is the Ironwood Forest National Monument. The Proposed RMP/Final EIS (PRMP) 

for the Ironwood Forest National Monument was published in September 2011. The Ironwood 

PRMP states that “cultural surveys were conducted in 2007 and 2008 for motorized routes in the 

monument, as well as some non-motorized routes. Surveys will eventually be completed for all 

the travel routes in the monument (roads, primitive roads, and trails) and are a priority for 

available funds. New information from the 2007 and 2008 surveys was considered in the route 

designations in the Draft RMP, and that resulted in several adjustments to those designations 

based on the need to protect cultural resources.” Ironwood PRMP at J-151. 

 

Instead of following the lead of Ironwood Forest National Monument, BLM concluded it “made 

route recommendation based on direct observation in the SDNM” and “[t]he data available for 

cultural resources site locations and types remain insufficient to develop reliable predictive or 

sensitivity models. This means that the impacts related to cultural resources resulting from 

landscape-level decisions normally made in an RMP cannot be quantified. Targeted surveys 

would be conducted, primarily within the SDNM, as funding and staffing allow.” Thus, by 

BLM’s own admission, it does not have enough scientific data but instead is relying on personal 

knowledge for the other 94% of the planning area that has not been surveyed to allocate uses that 

may cause direct harm to cultural resources.  

 

Requested Remedy:  In order to take the requisite hard look at impacts that BLM’s decisions 

would have on cultural resources in the planning area, BLM was required to survey sensitive 

areas for cultural resources to allow for a meaningful discussion of impacts. Since BLM has 

limited time to complete surveys, we recommend taking the approach that was taken in the 

Grand Canyon-Parashant National Monument RMP for routes that had a high probability of 
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impacting cultural resources. In that RMP, BLM deferred designation of certain routes until 

proper surveys could be conducted: 

 

Ten high-potential route areas on the Monument are recommended for Class III 

(intensive) cultural resource inventory before route designation occurs in order to 

determine and mitigate potential route impacts in compliance with IM 2007-030. These 

routes are not designated with the Approved Plan but would be designated within five 

years from the signing of the ROD and once Class III inventory and Section 106 

compliance is complete, at which time a separate decision will be issued. GCPNM ROD 

at 10.  

 

B. BLM failed to comply with the requirements of Section 106 of the National 

Historic Preservation Act for the road and OHV designations proposed for 

the Sonoran Desert National Monument  

 

BLM has not complied with the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic 

Preservation Act (NHPA), 16 U.S.C. § 470f, for the designation of roads and route in the 

Proposed Plan.  A federal “undertaking” triggers the Section 106 process, which requires the lead 

agency to identify historic properties affected by the action and to develop measures to avoid, 

minimize, or mitigate any adverse effects on historic properties.  16 U.S.C. § 470f; 36 C.F.R. §§ 

800.4, 800.6.  Because the designation of roads and routes in a resource management plan is an 

“undertaking,” Section 106 review must occur prior to approving these designations in the record 

of decision.  

1. Designation of roads and routes for off-road vehicle use in a resource management plan is 

an “undertaking” 

Prior to authorizing a proposed action, BLM must determine whether the proposed action is an 

undertaking under the NHPA.  36 C.F.R. § 800.3; Montana Wilderness Ass’n v. Fry, 310 F. 

Supp. 2d 1127, 1152 (D. Mont. 2004).  The Proposed RMP contains no evidence that BLM 

undertook the analysis required by 36 C.F.R. § 800.3 nor does it reveal that BLM made a finding 

as required by this regulation.   

 

BLM’s regulations indicate that formal designation of ORV routes occur not at the 

implementation level but with “[t]he approval of a resource management plan. . . .”  43 C.F.R. § 

8342.2(b); see also, Norton v. S. Utah Wilderness Alliance, 542 U.S. 55, 69 n.4 (2004) (holding 

the “affirmative decision” to open or close a specific ORV route occurs through land use 

planning).  The SUWA Court’s interpretation is consistent with national BLM guidance stating 

that “[t]he BLM considers designations of travel areas, roads and trails to be undertakings for the 

purposes of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).  Therefore, the 

Section 106 consultation process must be completed before the BLM authorized officer signs the 

decision record for the designation.” BLM IM 2012-067.  Therefore, it is clear that road and 

route designations made during the land use planning process are undertakings requiring review 

under Section 106 of the NHPA prior to approval of the resource management plan for the 

planning area. 
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As stated in the Proposed RMP, only around 5-6% of the planning area has been surveyed for 

cultural resources. PRMP at 3-15. Given the recognized impacts to cultural resources and the fact 

that these resources have special priority status as objects of interest in the Sonoran Desert 

National Monument, BLM should have a more complete inventory before allowing uses that 

impact these resources to continue. As stated in our comments on the Draft RMP, BLM should 

have prioritize the most sensitive, important, and at-risk areas for cultural resources and commit 

to performing surveys before making final resource allocations in the RMP. This includes areas 

in close proximity to routes proposed for designation in the RMP. 

 

The Draft RMP set out several major impacts to cultural resources associated with travel routes 

in the area: 

 

Proliferation of unauthorized travel routes within the Decision Areas has increased over 

the last 10 years to the point that some cultural resources, formerly considered to be in 

remote locations with difficult access, have become quite easy to access by vehicle. In 

many cases, routes were discovered leading to sites or cutting through site areas. These 

additional routes, and the overall increases in all-terrain vehicle (ATV) use, have led to 

far higher rates of vehicle damage to many sites and increased site visitation. DRMP at 

265.  

 

It is foreseeable that this trend will continue and impacts to cultural resources, as described in 

Table 4.29 of the Draft RMP will become more intense over the life of the plan. Under Section 

106, BLM must develop measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects of an 

undertaking on historic properties prior to authorizing the proposed action.  36 C.F.R. § 800.6.  

Here, BLM proposes to designate roads and routes in the planning area through the land use 

planning process.  Once BLM issues record of decision and the land use plan becomes final, the 

public may lawfully use roads and routes designated as open in the RMP.  43 C.F.R. § 8341.1(a); 

see also id. § 8341.1(c) (requiring action from BLM to identify open and closed routes following 

designation during the land use planning process).  The lack of survey and inventories, discussed 

above, highlight the inability of BLM to understand how to address adverse effects.  For 

instance, as documented in the Bungart Report, the use of certain roads and routes within the 

monuments has caused both direct and indirect adverse effects on cultural resources. The 

Bungart Report also provides BLM with a list of routes with cultural sites 100 m away or less 

(Table 4) and a list of routes with cultural sites 400 m away or less (Table 5) to show the 

resources that are most vulnerable to damage from the use of vehicles. 

 

BLM IM 2012-067 clarifies the agency’s duties under the ORV regulations and BLM policies to 

minimize damage to cultural and other resources in the land use planning process: 

 

Considering Cultural Resources in Land Use Planning (LUP): Comprehensive travel 

management planning is an interdisciplinary process. In accordance with 43 CFR 8342, 

designation of areas and trails shall be located to minimize damage to resources of the 

public lands, including cultural resources. Existing cultural resource information and 

potential impacts to historic properties must be considered when choosing among the 
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range of alternatives and assessing impacts for designation of OHV areas and a travel 

management network in either a LUP or a travel management plan design, including the 

potential impacts on cultural resources when determining whether each of the routes or 

areas in a planning area should be designated as open, limited, or closed. Manual 

Section 8130 established policy that every new and revised LUP incorporate current 

information on cultural resources inventory, information needs, use allocations, 

protection issues, and special management concerns at an appropriate scale and level of 

detail. Designation of specific roads, primitive roads, and trails and the imposition of 

other use limitations should avoid impacts on historic properties where possible 

(8130.06).  

 

Monitoring, while a necessary component of managing cultural resources, is insufficient by itself 

to address the on-going effects described in the Bungart Report and fails to represent the kind of 

proactive response to the threat posed by ORV use envisioned by Section 106.  Simply because 

some adverse effects have occurred should not negate BLM’s responsibility to analyze future, 

continued direct, indirect, and cumulative effects caused by a road or route.  

  

In addition, the Bungart Survey Report made several recommendations as to the management of 

cultural resources in the monument. We incorporate the recommendations of this report into our 

comments, including: 

 

Before finalizing any long-term management plan, a comprehensive inventory strategy 

should be implemented that systematically and extensively samples corridors along 

various types of route designations, the results of which would be compared to sample 

surveys conducted in block areas isolated from roads and routes. This strategy would 

allow Monument managers to assess risks caused by existing and potential impacts to 

cultural resources. Bungart at 95. 

 

Not only should BLM perform these surveys prior to designating roads, but the agency should 

also use the standard of ½ mile on either side of all routes rather than the ¼ mile Area of 

Potential Effect (APE) that the agency is using. PRMP at 4-544. 

 

Seretarial Order 3308 speaks to the management of the National Landscape Conservation 

System. This Order states that “[s]cience shall be integrated into management decisions 

concerning NLCS components in order to enhance land and resource stewardship and promote 

greater understanding of lands and resources through research and education.” With the lack of 

information on cultural resources and uncertainty of impacts, BLM should not designate more 

routes then the minimum necessary for the management of the monument and allow for the study 

of impacts from these routes to cultural and other resources.  

 

In addition to Secretarial Order 3308, this common sense approach of designating routes only 

after BLM can be more certain about the impacts to monument objects is also supported by 

BLM’s National Landscape Conservation System 15-Year Strategy. For example, Goal 1 of the 

Strategy discusses promoting science in BLM Conservation Lands as an outdoor laboratory and 

applying the findings to management of the Conservation Lands and other BLM lands. BLM 
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should complete cultural resource surveys of all cultural resources along routes proposed for 

designation under laws and policy before any routes are chosen for designation.  

 

Requested Remedy: In accordance with NHPA, BLM must initiate and complete the Section 106 

process prior to the designation of roads and routes located within the planning area, which will 

occur through the approval of the RMP and Record of Decision. BLM should not designate any 

roads without a proper cultural survey along those roads. Within the Sonoran Desert National 

Monument, BLM should only designate the minimum road network necessary for the protection 

of the monument objects.  

2. BLM failed to identify historic properties potentially affected by the proposed 

road and route designations 

The Proposed RMP does not support a conclusion that BLM made a “reasonable and good faith 

effort” to identify historic properties within the planning area potentially affected by proposed 

road and route designations.  Section 106 regulations require BLM to “make a reasonable and 

good faith effort to carry out appropriate identification efforts, which may include background 

research, consultation, oral history interviews, sample field investigation, and field survey.”  36 

C.F.R. § 800.4(b)(1).  As part of this duty, BLM must account for information communicated to 

it by parties expressing an interest in historic properties affected by the undertaking.  Pueblo of 

Sandia v. United States, 50 F.3d 856, 860–61 (10th Cir. 1995).  In this particular case, BLM 

failed to undertake cultural resource inventories in association with proposed route designations 

as required by BLM Instruction Memorandum (IM) 2012-067.   

 

By neglecting to inventory proposed route designations for cultural resources pursuant to IM 

2012-067, BLM failed to make a reasonable and good faith effort to identify historic properties 

in the monuments.  IM 2012-067  provides guidance to BLM on implementing the requirements 

of Section 106 for ORV designations and travel management and for accounting for effects to 

historic properties: 

 

Designations of new routes or areas, or new localities where concentrated OHV use 

may occur have the potential to cause effects to historic properties. Historic properties 

in the APE must be identified and any potential adverse effects must be resolved 

prior to designation.  Appropriate inventory of the APE and tribal consultation should 

be conducted prior to authorizing use of new locations proposed as staging areas or 

similar areas of concentrated OHV use. For those areas with limited cultural resource 

information, a phased inventory approach, developed in consultation with the SHPO, 

may be appropriate in order to allow continued use of an existing route network or to 

retain an open area, if those areas have not previously been inventoried. For instance, a 

Class II inventory, or development and field testing of a cultural resources probability 

model, followed by Class III inventory in high potential areas and for specific 

development projects should be considered for larger planning areas for which limited 

information is currently available. BLM IM 2012-067 (emphasis added). 
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Consistent with the regulations implementing Section 106, the IM requires a cultural resources 

inventory prior to designation of routes for ORV use. Id.   

 

Requested Remedy: BLM must satisfy its obligation to identify and inventory cultural resources 

within the area of potential effects associated with each proposed road.  Such information is vital 

to BLM’s ability to adequately meet their responsibilities under Section 106 of the NHPA.  BLM 

IM 2012-067 supports the requirement that BLM complete an identification and inventory 

process prior to issuing records of decision for the RMPs. 

 

V. BLM’S GRAZING COMPATIBILITY ANALYSIS FAILS TO MEASURE PROTECTION OF 

MONUMENT OBJECTS 

 

The status quo livestock grazing management will not suffice in the future for the Sonoran 

Desert National Monument. For example, in 2005, The Nature Conservancy entered into a 

cooperative agreement with the BLM’s Phoenix Field Office to perform a study (TNC Study) of 

the impacts of livestock grazing within the Sonoran Desert.
3
  Among the TNC Study’s pertinent 

findings was the following statement about current grazing management strategies on Sonoran 

Desert public lands: 

 

Based on our review of the literature on grazing management strategies, we conclude 

that no currently described approach, including continuous grazing and each of the 

specialized grazing systems, is completely applicable to or appropriate for the Sonoran 

Desert ecosystem within their current formations.  Furthermore, in conjunction with our 

review of stocking rate and drought management considerations, we conclude that 

continuous grazing in which livestock are maintained within fenced allotments yearlong 

is not a feasible grazing management strategy on Sonoran Desert public lands.
4
   

 

These conclusions are based on factors that are specific to the Sonoran Desert ecosystem; 

namely, variable and low precipitation levels, frequent and extended drought, the particularly 

sensitive resources in the region, and lack of research in general on grazing impacts in the area.
5
 

In addition, the monument proclamation itself recognizes the benefit to the biological diversity 

within the monument by attributing the “especially striking” conditions of the Sand Tank 

Mountains area where “no livestock grazing has occurred for nearly 50 years.”  

 

Appendix E comprises a “Draft Compatibility Analysis: Livestock Grazing on the Sonoran 

Desert National Monument.”  Section E.1.5 sets out “Legal Mandates Relating to Public Lands 

Grazing” but does not mention Proclamation 7397, which governs management of the 

Monument and sets out priorities for protecting Monument objects (also confirmed by Secretarial 

                                                 

 

 
3
 Hall, J.A., S. Weinstein, and C.L. McIntyre. 2005.  The Impacts of Livestock Grazing in the Sonoran Desert: A 

Literature Review and Synthesis.  The Nature Conservancy in Arizona, Tucson. 
4
 Id. at 11.3.    

5
 Id. at 10.25. 



29 

 

 

 

Order 3308 and IM 2009-215). Proclamation 7397 should be included in the list of applicable 

mandates. 

 

Section E.2 describes the compatibility analysis conducted. The initial statement of the need for 

this analysis is compelling and consistent with the BLM’s obligation to protect the Sonoran 

Desert National Monument, stating:  

 

As directed by the proclamation that established the SDNM, authorized grazing use and 

associated management practices within the SDNM can continue only to the extent that 

livestock grazing is determined to be compatible with the paramount purpose of 

protecting the biological, ecological, scientific, and historic and archaeological objects 

of the Monument. 

 

PRMP at Appendix E-2 (emphasis added). 

 

However, although the analysis purports to be looking at the compatibility of grazing with the 

“paramount purpose” of protecting Monument objects, the analysis conducted is actually a land 

health evaluation (LHE) that is used “to ascertain whether the Arizona Rangeland Health 

Standards (land health standards) are met.” PRMP at Appendix E-2. As stated in our comments 

on the Draft RMP, in evaluating whether grazing is “compatible” with protecting Monument 

objects, BLM should look to the existing use of the term in both the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 

(16 U.S.C. § 1274(d)(1)) and the  National Wildlife Refuge Administration Act, 16 U.S.C. § 

668ee.  The National Wildlife Refuge Administration Act requires management of refuges in 

accordance with the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System: “to administer a national 

network of lands and waters for the conservation, management, and where appropriate, 

restoration of the fish, wildlife, and plant resources and their habitats within the United States. . . 

16 U.S.C. § 668dd(3)(A).  Further, “wildlife-dependent recreational use” of refuges are 

permissible only if the Secretary finds that such use is “compatible.” 16 U.S.C. §§  668dd(3)(B) - 

668dd(3)(D).  The Act defines a “compatible use” as one that “will not materially interfere with 

or detract from the fulfillment of the mission of the System or the purposes of the refuge.” 16 

U.S.C. § 668ee(1). 

 

Similarly, the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act requires agencies to manage a designated river 

segment primarily to “protect and enhance” its outstanding river values.  16 U.S.C. § 1281(a).  

Courts have held that, because of this statutory mandate, the BLM violates the Wild and Scenic 

Rivers Act “without first finding that such grazing is compatible with the protection and 

enhancement” of the outstanding river values. Oregon Natural Desert Ass’n v. Singleton, 47 

F.Supp.2d 1182, 1991 (D.Or. 1998).  See also, Oregon Natural Desert Ass’n v. Green, 953 

F.Supp. 1133 (D.Or. 1997).  Accordingly, once grazing practices are found to negatively impact 

outstanding river values, then maintaining grazing is “incompatible” and, in order to comply 

with the mandates of the statute, the BLM must consider ending grazing. Id. at 1144.  Further, an 

alternative that “is plainly incompatible with protecting river values” cannot be considered a 

realistic or feasible alternative.  Oregon Natural Desert Ass’n v. Singleton, 47 F.Supp.2d at 1195.   
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In our comments on the Draft RMP, we pointed out the shortcomings of BLM Land Health 

Evaluations (LHE) to assess compatibility with the protective mandates of the monument 

proclamation. BLM responded to our comments on this issue in the Draft RMP in the following 

way: 

 

The land health standards, specifically Standard 1 and Standard 3, directly address and 

measure indicators associated with the biological and ecological objects identified for 

protection in the Monument’s proclamation. These findings led to management 

recommendations for livestock grazing on the Monument and development of the 

alternatives in the DEIS. As described in Appendix E, section E.2.3, BLM chose the 

LHE as an appropriate tool in the compatibility because the LH standards are 

measurable and attainable goals for the desired condition of biological resources and 

physical components/characteristics of desert ecosystem found within the Monument. 

PRMP at 6-276. 

 

We disagree. The significant difference between the Arizona Rangeland Health Standards and 

the proper evaluation of compatibility with protecting Monument objects is highlighted by 

looking at Standards 1 and 3, identified as used in the compatibility analysis, which do not look 

at protection of the monument resources, but only at maintaining rangeland health. PRMP at 

Appendix E-13.  In conducting an evaluation of the compatibility of grazing with protecting 

monument objects in the Cascade-Siskiyou National Monument, BLM contrasted the findings 

using rangeland health standards and using a test of compatibility with protection. See, 

Determination of Compatibility of Current Livestock Grazing Practices with Protecting the 

Objects of Biological Interest in the Cascade-Siskiyou National Monument, Table 1, p. 5 

(available on-line at: http://www.blm.gov/or/resources/recreation/csnm/csnm-grazing.php). An 

examination of the approach used in the Cascade-Siskiyou National Monument will demonstrate 

the contrast between rangeland health and a compatibility assessment to evaluate whether 

livestock grazing is compatible with the paramount purpose of protecting monument objects. 

 

In addition to protection of natural resources that must be given priority under the Proclamation, 

there are many cultural resources that the agency must consider for protection from adverse 

impacts of grazing.  There is a sparse amount of data on the subject of grazing impacts on 

cultural resources in general; however, there have been documented impacts specifically within 

arid regions of the United States.  

 

It is generally accepted that in water-stressed environments . . . livestock will 

congregate in those areas with predictable and consistent source of water . . . 

Archaeological research throughout the arid West has repeatedly demonstrated that 

prehistoric humans were also tethered to predictable water sources . . . It can therefore 

be postulated that those water sources conducive to livestock needs are the same water 

sources utilized by prehistoric populations, and that copious evidence of human 

activities through all periods of time will be located in direct proximity to areas 

http://www.blm.gov/or/resources/recreation/csnm/csnm-grazing.php
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disturbed by modern livestock activities.  Consequently, livestock activities have a 

much greater potential to adversely affect historic properties than most other ground-

disturbing activities.
6
  

 

BLM has not taken the important cultural resources of the monument under consideration in 

evaluating compatibility with the purposes of the monument.  

 

The rangeland health standards and land health evaluation that relies upon them to yield a 

compatibility determination are not consistent with the BLM’s obligations to protect monument 

objects or the purposes acknowledged in the Proposed RMP and Appendix E. 

 

Requested Remedy: BLM should build from existing examples for its approach to a 

compatibility analysis rather than relying on inadequate Land Health Assessments. For example, 

BLM should use similar definitions as definitions of compatibility from the National Wildlife 

Refuge and Wild and Scenic Rivers Acts. The analysis should also distinguish LHE standards 

from the protective mandates of the monument proclamation as done in Cascade-Siskiyou 

National Monument.  

 

VI. BLM HAS FAILED TO INCORPORATE PERTINENT INFORMATION REGARDING CLIMATE 

CHANGE  INTO ITS RMP 

 

Under Secretarial Order 3289, BLM is required to “consider and analyze potential climate 

change impacts when undertaking long range planning exercises … (and) developing multi-year 

management plans.” As BLM admits, the agency has failed to complete a cumulative carrying 

capacity for the region and how the planning area fits into that picture. PRMP at 6-36. The 

PRMP has also failed to demonstrate how BLM is managing lands within the broader landscape 

to promote ecological connectivity and resilience in the face of climate change and as is directed 

in Secretarial Order 3289 (http://www.doi.gov/archive/climatechange/SecOrder3289.pdf). 

Secretarial Order 3289 also provides authority for Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCC). 

These LCCs were established to bring together a variety of stakeholders to “develop landscape-

level strategies for understanding and responding to climate change impacts.” While the Desert 

LCC has been established during the preparation of this RMP, BLM has not called on the 

expertise of the LCC to come up with strategies to respond to climate change in the planning 

area. Instead, BLM should have requested that the Desert LCC help analyze vulnerability and 

provide scenario planning models to help the agency respond to the threats associated with 

global climate change. One example of assessing vulnerability to climate change was recently 

done for the planning process for BLM Alaska’s NPR-A. See, Draft NPR-A Integrated Activity 

Plan/EIS, Appendix C: https://www.blm.gov/epl-front-

office/projects/nepa/5251/35056/36506/Vol4_NPR-A_DEIS.pdf.  

 

                                                 

 

 
6
 Jerry Spangler 2007.  Expert comments on Little Snake Draft Resource Management Plan 21.   

http://www.doi.gov/archive/climatechange/SecOrder3289.pdf
https://www.blm.gov/epl-front-office/projects/nepa/5251/35056/36506/Vol4_NPR-A_DEIS.pdf
https://www.blm.gov/epl-front-office/projects/nepa/5251/35056/36506/Vol4_NPR-A_DEIS.pdf
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In addition, as part of BLM’s “Landscape Approach to Managing the Public Lands,” the agency 

has committed to completing Rapid Ecoregional Assessments (REA). See, Information Bulletin 

No. 2012-058. These REAs are gathering data for the agency to use as baseline information to 

inform its planning and management decisions. It is our understanding that the Sonoran Desert 

REA has been completed internally and BLM is deciding the best way to distribute the 

information to the broader public.  

 

In response to Comment No. 100126-38, BLM stated that it “may incorporate information from 

the REA analysis and findings into the FEIS if it is available and appropriate to EIS analysis 

prior to publication of the FEIS.” PRMP at 6-76. It is incredibly important that BLM have the 

most up-to-date information to understand the nature of impacts of global climate change to the 

planning area. The REAs should provide much of that information and should be available to 

BLM now. BLM has failed to utilize the climate change and other data in the Sonoran Desert 

REA to inform management and is thus in violation of Secretarial Order 3289 and its mandate to 

take a “hard look” at environmental impacts under NEPA. 

 

Finally, with regard to the Sonoran Desert National Monument in particular, the National 

Landscape Conservation System is particularly well-suited for leading the way in demonstrating 

landscape-level management. Secretarial Order 3308, which provides direction on the 

management of the National Landscape Conservation System, states that “[t]he NLCS 

components shall be managed as an integral part of the larger landscape, in collaboration with 

the neighboring land owners and surrounding communities, to maintain biodiversity, and 

promote ecological connectivity and resilience in the face of climate change.” In addition, the 

15-Year Strategy for the National Landscape Conservation System provides further details on 

managing units within the context of the broader landscape, integrating science into decision-

making and monitoring management to adapt to respond to additional stressors, such as climate 

change. There are also no decisions within the PRMP regarding managing the landscape during 

periods of stress so that the monument objects and ecological function and condition will not be 

irreversibly harmed. 

 

Requested Remedy:  BLM should incorporate baseline data as well as any models that come 

from the REAs and/or Desert LCC into the LSFO/SDNM RMP. If this cannot occur before the 

signing of the ROD, BLM should commit to incorporating the data and models into the RMP by 

plan amendment within a year of signing the ROD and make any management adjustments as 

necessary. The RMP should be clearer and more specific as to how BLM will track and 

adaptively manage to meet the goals of Secretarial Order 3308 and the 15-Year Strategy for the 

National Landscape Conservation System and Secretarial Order 3289.  

Conclusion and Relief Sought 

 

The management decisions and analysis of impacts in the Sonoran Desert National Monument 

and Lower Sonoran Field Office Proposed RMP/Final EIS are in error for the reasons stated in 

this protest, generally because the decisions would be based on failures to comply with 

Proclamation 7397, FLPMA, NEPA and the other legal and policy requirements identified above 
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in this protest. Because of these flaws, the protested portions of the Proposed RMP are contrary 

to applicable law, as well as agency policy and guidance, and cannot be adopted. 

 

To correct these problems the protesting parties request that BLM supplement the Proposed 

RMP and/or issue a notice of significant change to provide the specific remedies requested 

above. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Phil Hanceford, Associate Attorney 

The Wilderness Society—BLM Action Center 

1660 Wynkoop Street, Suite 850 

Denver, CO 80202 

Phone: (303) 650-5818, ext 122 

Fax: (303) 650-5942 

phil_hanceford@tws.org  

 

Kate MacKay, Deputy Director 

Arizona Wilderness Coalition 

PO Box 13524 

Phoenix, AZ  85002 

(602) 252-5530 

kate@azwild.org 

 

Elizabeth Merritt, Deputy General Counsel 

National Trust for Historic Preservation   

1785 Massachusetts Ave., N.W.  

Washington, D.C. 20036  

Phone: (202) 588-6341  

Fax: (202) 588-6272    

emerritt@savingplaces.org  

 

Andy Laurenzi, Southwest Field Representative 

Archaeology Southwest 

300 North Ash Alley 

Tucson, AZ 85701  

(520) 882-6946 

andy@archaeologysouthwest.org  

 

Sandy Bahr, Chapter Director 

Sierra Club - Grand Canyon Chapter 

202 E. McDowell Rd, Suite 277 

Phoenix, AZ  85004 

(602) 253-8633 

sandy.bahr@sierraclub.org    

 

Greta Anderson, Deputy Director 

Western Watersheds Project 

PO Box 2264 

Tucson, AZ 85702 

(520) 623-1878 

greta@westernwatersheds.org  
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