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Wanted to pass along the below emails and attached docs from Asarco regarding the Ironwood

National Monument.

Chairman Gosar and 16 members of the Western Caucus recommended a recession of this monument

and others in a letter to the Secretary HERE.

 

Let me know if you all have any questions or if you would like more info.

Have a good weekend.

 

Sincerely,

Jeff Small

Executive Director | Congressional Western Caucus

Senior Advisor | Congressman Paul A. Gosar, D.D.S.
2057 Rayburn HOB | Washington, DC 20515

(202) 225 2315 main
jeff.small@mail.house.gov

From: Genevra Richardson [mailto:genevra@govgroupaz.com]

Sent: Thursday, August 03, 2017 2:09 PM
To: Pew, Penny
Cc: Jeremy Browning; Van Flein, Tom; Pearson, Trevor; Small, Jeff

Subject: Re: Asarco Comment letter for Ironwood National Monument
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Thanks Penny,

 

Our folks have also been in contact with David Bernhardt's office as well, since he was just

sworn in a couple of days ago, to flag this issue.  They have assured us that Asarco's request

will be looked at carefully.  Any support your office or the Western Caucus can provide in this

regard would be much appreciated.  I've also attached an aerial picture that further

demonstrates the geography of the monument.

 

Let me know if you have any additional questions.

 

Thanks

Genevra Richardson

480-703-9112

From: Pew, Penny
Sent: Tuesday, August 01, 2017 5:58 PM
To: Genevra Richardson

Cc: Jeremy Browning; Van Flein, Tom; Pearson, Trevor; Small, Jeff
Subject: RE: Asarco Comment letter for Ironwood National Monument

Thanks Genevra!

 

I have copied our Legislative Director Trevor Pearson, the Executive Director of the Western Caucus

Jeff Small and our Chief of Staff Tom Van Flein who will be the best point of contact for this

monument issue.

 

Thanks for reaching out to Congressman Gosar’s office.

               Penny L. Pew

District Director & Intergovernmental Affairs

                 (928) 308-2033 cell

        6499 S. Kings Ranch Road, #4,

            Gold Canyon, AZ 85118

                Arizona ’s 4th District

From: Genevra Richardson [mailto:genevra@govgroupaz.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 01, 2017 2:29 PM
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To: Pew, Penny

Cc: Jeremy Browning
Subject: Asarco Comment letter for Ironwood National Monument
Importance: High

Hi Penny,

 

Thanks for taking the time to talk with me on the Ironwood National Monument issue.  I’ve attached

the comment letter from Asarco – page 10 highlights the issues with the mining claims that were

established prior to the monument being declared.  Tab 1 and 2 highlights the map with our request

for the boundary.  I’ve also attached the letter from Representatives Leach and Finchem and Senator

Smith expressing concerns over the boundary.  We’ve also had letters submitted from Southern

Arizona Business Coaition.

 

I really appreciate you calling this to the attention of the Western Caucus and other folks in DC to get

DOI’s attention.

 

Thanks

Genevra

Genevra Richardson

President | GovGroup

1437 N. 1st Street, Ste. 102

Phoenix, AZ  85004

480-703-9112

 

Twitter | Facebook

Lobbying | Government Relations | Advocacy
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5285 E Williams Circle  Suite 2000 Tucson  Arizona 85711 Telephone: 520.798.7500

June 30, 2017

Via online submission through www.regulations.gov

Monument Review
MS-1530
U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20240

Attn: DOI-2017-0002

Re: Review of Certain National Monuments Established Since 1996;
Notice of Opportunity for Public Comment

Dear Sir or Madam:

On behalf of Silver Bell Mining, L.L.C. and Asarco LLC (collectively referred to as
“Silver Bell”), please consider the following comments regarding the notice entitled Review of

Certain National Monuments Established Since 1996; Notice of Opportunity for Public

Comment, 82 Fed. Reg. 22016 (May 11, 2017) (hereafter the “Notice”) which is directly related
to President Trump’s Executive Order 13792 of April 26, 2017, 82 Fed. Reg. 20429 (May 1,
2017) (hereafter “EO 13792”).

In particular, these comments will focus on the Ironwood Forest National Monument (the
“IFNM”) established by President William J. Clinton via Proclamation 7320 issued on June 9,
2000, pursuant to the Antiquities Act of 1906 (the “Act”) the boundary of which is depicted on
the map attached at Tab 1. In the waning days of the Clinton administration (2000-2001), five
new national monuments were designated in Arizona, encompassing approximately two million
acres.

1 
The IFNM includes 189,600 acres of federal, state and private land within portions of

Pima and Pinal County, Arizona. Of all the designated monuments in Arizona, the IFNM
contains the highest percentage of state and private land (33%) within a monument boundary.

Silver Bell owns 880 acres of fee land and 4,050 acres of unpatented claims within the
IFNM but is unable to make economic use of these assets as a direct result of the designation. In
addition to the assets trapped within the IFNM, the Silver Bell Mine abuts the southwestern

1 These include the Agua Fria; Grand Canyon Parashant; Ironwood Forest; Sonoran Desert and

Vermillion Cliffs National Monuments. These monuments comprise a land mass comparable to the size
of the combined states of Delaware and Rhode Island in a western state with over 80% of its land being
public land (federal, state and tribal).
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Monument Review
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boundary of the monument. The Silver Bell mine has produced copper and other minerals for
over 65 years and is located in one of five historic mining districts within and near the IFNM.

2

However, the ability to expand the mine and increase mineral production has been hamstrung by
the IFNM designation. Silver Bell has been prevented from conducting exploration activities to
determine the full extent of the mineral deposits within its unpatented mining claims, in
accordance with the 1872 Mining Law.

Silver Bell requests that the boundary of the IFNM be appropriately modified for the
reasons discussed herein. The reasons are specifically responsive to the five factors the
Secretary of Interior will consider in reviewing monuments designated or expanded under the
Act since 1996 (the “Secretarial Review Period”) pursuant to EO 13792. The figure attached at
Tab 2 shows the specific area of 11,056 acres that Silver Bell requests be removed from the
IFNM.

I. The Act’s requirements and original objectives, including the Act’s requirement
that reservation of land not exceed “the smallest area compatible with the proper
care and management of the objects to be protected”.

Congress delegated the President authority to designate national monuments by means of
the Antiquities Act of 1906. This law, in relevant part, provides:

The President of the United States is authorized, in his discretion,
to declare by public proclamation historic landmarks, historic and

prehistoric structures, and other objects of historic or scientific

interest that are situated upon the lands owned or controlled by the
Government of the United States to be national monuments, and
may reserve as a part thereof parcels of land, the limits of which in

all cases shall be confined to the smallest area compatible with the

proper care and management of the objects to be protected.
[16 U.S.C. § 431 (emphasis added).]

By design, President Clinton’s IFNM designation was overly expansive because the identified
objects of interest were of a landscape nature. They include drought-adapted vegetation, rugged

mountain ranges, views of the Sonoran Desert, ironwood trees, and habitat for threatened and
endangered species. This approach (i.e., landscape based designations) was utilized commonly for
monument designations made during the Secretarial Review Period.

It is important to understand the genesis of IFNM designation to see the incongruity with
the Act. On March 21, 2000 the Pima County Board of Supervisors adopted a resolution to
pursue a land preserve to implement provisions of Pima County’s Sonoran Desert Conservation

2 Ironwood Forest National Monument, Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental

Impact Statement (Sept., 2011) at Map. 3 8 attached as Tab 1.
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Plan (“SDCP”) which is a regional multi-species habitat conservation plan.3 The resolution was
actually witnessed by then Interior Secretary Babbitt (also a former Arizona governor and state
attorney general) who was visiting Pima County to discuss federal coordination efforts
associated with Pima County’s SDCP. After a well-publicized hike into the area, Secretary
Babbitt vowed to secure the permanent protection of certain federal lands identified in the
SDCP.

4 
Less than three (3) months later (emphasis added) the expansive IFNM was designated.

The boundary of the IFNM was remarkably similar to the Pima County “preserve
proposal” with the inclusion of additional BLM land to the northwest and adjacent private and
state land in between. There was no consideration given to whether the area identified was the
“smallest area compatible with the proper care and management of the objects to be protected”

(emphasis added) as there was no time for such analysis to take place even though Silver Bell
specifically requested that the boundary be modified.

In fact, in May 2000, Silver Bell’s then general counsel met with the Department of
Interior Solicitor and staff to express concerns about the monument and discuss a buffer for the
Silver Bell mine. Similar meetings were held with the local Bureau of Land Management
(“BLM”) that same month. On June 5, 2000, senior representatives of Silver Bell’s management
met with Secretary Babbitt to suggest the creation of a mineral exploration district within the
proposed IFNM. Secretary Babbitt indicated he would consider the proposal. Four days later,
on June 9, 2000, the monument proclamation was issued and all lands within the IFNM were
withdrawn from mineral entry.

Neither the Pima County SDCP “preserve proposal” nor the resulting IFNM designation
represent the smallest area compatible with the proper care and management of the objects to be
protected. At the outset, there had to be a proper identification of discrete objects of interest as
opposed to identification of a landscape. The failure to undertake that identification in a manner
that is in keeping with the spirit and intent of the Act led to the expansive designation. The
objects protected in the case of the IFNM are not valid objects of scientific or historic interest.
Thus, the area designated to protect those unjustified objects is equally invalid.

3 Pima County Resolution 2000 63 (Supporting the Establishment of a Silverbell and Ragged Top
Preserve on BLM Lands) attached as Tab 3.

4 See attached news articles at Tab 4.
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In April 2000, just before the IFNM proclamation, the BLM Tucson Field Office
conducted a review of the “Areas of Scientific and Historic Interests” in conjunction with the
consideration of the proposed IFNM.

11 
Importantly, the review included 150,114 acres which

was a prior established BLM special management area known as the Silver Bell Resource
Conservation Area (the “Silver Bell RCA”). When designated, the IFNM included 189,600
acres in total, as an additional 39,486 were added to include the Sawtooth Mountains. There is
no apparent evidence that the Sawtooth Mountain area was evaluated by BLM prior to the
designation and it is unknown as to how or why it was also included.

BLM’s analysis did not justify the IFNM designation. BLM’s report did not even
mention “spectacular views” or “ironwood” or “ancient legume and cactus forests” as plants of
concern requiring special management. In fact, the BLM’s report supported the establishment of
a special management area to protect historic mining activity (such as the Silver Bell Mining
District) and management prescriptions to ensure mining could continue, which is exactly what
Silver Bell asked Secretary Babbitt to consider prior to the monument proclamation.12

In relevant part, excerpts from BLM’s report include the following:

o “Setting: . . . Common plants include; ironwood, palo verde, creosote, brittle-
brush, triangle-leaf bursage, ocotillo, and thornbush. . . . The [prior established]
resource conservation area encompasses most of the mountain ranges that are
important to the diverse wildlife and plant communities associated with the
saguaro/ironwood forest. . . . In addition, the resource conservation area contains
habitat for several endangered species

13 
. . . a site on the National Register of

Historic places, an archeological district on the National Register of Historic
Places, an ACEC to protect an endangered cactus, a Desert Bighorn Sheep special
management area, Desert Tortoise habitat, Historic mining camps and scenic open
space.”

o “Areas of Prehistoric Interest: Although only a portion of the land administered
by the BLM in the proposed Ironwood Preserve area has been inventoried for
cultural resources, enough documentation has been accomplished to provide a
general idea about what types of cultural properties are located there. . . .

11 Areas of Scientific and Historic Interest (BLM 2000) attached at Tab 6. BLM’s report was not openly
published but was obtained by Silver Bell pursuant to a Freedom of Information Act request dated
March 1, 2001 made by Jerry Haggard of Gust Rosenfeld, P.C. following the IFNM designation.

12 Other national monuments (including the California Coast and Canyons of the Ancients) recognized
non renewable resource utilization and allowed oil and gas leasing and production to continue.

13 “Several” at the time of designation included three listed species: the CFPO which is no longer listed,
the LLB which has been proposed for de listing, and the NTHC which remains listed and is protected via
an existing ACEC and withdrawal.

FOIA001:01728005

DOI-2021-08 00011



Monument Review
MS-1530
June 30, 2017
Page 9

Numerous historic sites, mostly associated with silver and copper mining during

the late 1800’s and early 1900’s, are located in the area (emphasis added) . . . ;
Cocoraque Butte Archaeological District; [t]hese historic sites represent an
important aspect concerning the industrial development of southeast Arizona. . . .”

o “Areas of Historic Interest: Silver Bell Mining District (emphasis added); Silver
Bell Cemetery, Arizona Southern Railroad.”

14

o “Areas of Geologic Interest: Silver Bell Mining District (emphasis added);
Ragged Top Peak.”

o “Areas of Special Management: [t]he Silver Bell RCA, covering 150,114 acres
designated in the Phoenix RMP for the purpose of retaining public lands (surface
and subsurface estate) and to consolidate public ownership and intensively
manage lands in the RCA. The RCA contains several different Special
Management Areas (“SMAs”) protecting the unique features of the area. These
include the Agua Blanco Ranch Multiple Resource Management Area which
covers 16,699 acres . . . [t]he 47,976 acre Cocoraque Butte-Waterman Mountains
Multiple Resource Management Area . . . ; the Waterman Mountains Area of
Critical Environmental Concern [“ACEC”] established in the Phoenix RMP to
protect the habitat for the Nichols Turkshead cactus, containing 1,960 acres of
Public land . . . ; [t]he 56,800 acre Silverbell Desert Bighorn Sheep Special
Management Area to be managed for improved habitat condition for desert
bighorn sheep . . .”

15

The designated lands of the IFNM were not appropriately classified under the Act and
were unsupported by any prior analysis. Expansive BLM special management areas already
existed to protect the plant and animal species of concern and there was no justifiable reason to
designate 189,600 acres as a national monument in this area. It may be that there are cultural
resource areas warranting protection under the Act, but further consideration should be given to
reducing the size of IFNM to the areas immediately surrounding valid objects of scientific or
historic interest.

14 All of these supported historic mining activities and nearly three pages of the BLM’s report is dedicated
to the rich mining history associated with these areas. See Tab 6 at pgs. 4 6.

15 See attached map at Tab 7 depicting these special management areas.
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III. The effects of a designation on the available uses of designated Federal lands,
including consideration of the multiple-use policy in the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act as well as the effects on the available uses of Federal lands beyond
the monument boundaries.

A. Silver Bell’s Unpatented Mining Claims

As stated above, the Silver Bell Mine abuts the southwestern boundary of the IFNM and
is located within a historic mining district. The Silver Bell Mining District, has been a source of
copper and other valuable mineral products, such as gold, silver, lead, zinc, molybdenum and
manganese, for over a century. Asarco LLC has conducted mining and mineral processing in
Arizona since 1911 and at Silver Bell since the 1950s (over 65 years). At present, approximately
60,000 tons of ore and waste rock are mined on a daily basis at Silver Bell. Silver Bell’s SX-EW
plant produces approximately 65 tons of 99.99 percent pure copper cathode each day, helping to
supply the nation’s need for copper while employing American workers.

Silver Bell holds possessory title to 196 validly located and maintained unpatented
mining claims located within the IFNM. All of these claims were located before the monument
was created, including 124 claims that were located between 1950-1970. These claims cover
approximately 4,050 acres. Just prior to the monument designation, Silver Bell invested $72
million to build a new 50 ton per day SX/EW facility, which was dedicated in 1997. Mine
expansion is precluded on the claims within the IFNM as Silver Bell has not been allowed to
conduct exploration activities to determine the full extent of the mineral deposits therein, in
accordance with the 1872 Mining Law. The IFNM is nothing but a disincentive for continued
investment in this mine and in the state and local economy.

The monument proclamation states that it is subject to prior existing rights, but BLM has
not administered the monument accordingly. On July 12, 2000 (just after the IFNM designation)
Silver Bell filed with BLM a notice of intent to conduct drilling of four exploration holes and
associated road clearing on certain of its claims within the IFNM boundary (total disturbance of
only 1.4 acres). In response, BLM determined that a plan of operations was required and stated
that off-road vehicle use was prohibited on the mining claims within the IFNM. BLM also
advised that the approval of any plan of operations would be subject to a validity examination of
the mining claims supported by data obtained prior to the establishment of the IFNM that
withdrew the land from mineral entry.

Since 1993, Silver Bell has paid $326,000 in claim maintenance fees to the BLM to
maintain title to the unpatented mining claims within the IFNM. Silver Bell spent additional
funds to explore and maintain its mining claims prior to creation of the monument. In 2000, the
economic loss suffered by Silver Bell due to its inability to develop these claims was estimated at
$146 million.

FOIA001:01728005
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B. Effect on Other Types of Multiple Land Uses

The IFNM proclamation prohibited most types of land use of the Federal lands therein.
All federal lands and interests in lands within the boundaries of the monument were withdrawn
from all forms of entry, location, selection, sale or leasing or other disposition under the public
land laws and mining law. All non-emergency motorized and mechanized vehicle use off road is
prohibited. Over 17 miles of prior existing roadways have been closed and miles of other roads
are restricted to non-motorized traffic. Grazing was, however, allowed to continue for the term
of existing leases.

Following the IFNM monument proclamation, it took BLM 13 years to complete the
IFNM Resource Management Plan (the “IFRMP”).

16 
The management prescriptions in the

IFRMP further tightened the grip on prohibited land uses by establishing a panoply of “special
management areas” as detailed below:

o No utility corridors can be authorized within the IFNM. The entire IFNM is
classified as an “avoidance area” (which includes the development of renewable
energy resources) subject to recognition of valid prior existing authorizations.

17

o The IFRMP established a 29,820 acre Desert Bighorn Sheep Wildlife Habitat
Area (“WHA”) where closures to human entry can be implemented annually from
January 1 through April 30 as needed.

18 
Boiled down, that means nearly 1/4 of

the IFNM can be closed to human entry for over 1/3 of any given year. Notably,
the WHA is immediately adjacent to the entire northern half of the Silver Bell
Mine.

o The IFRMP established the Ragged Top Vegetation Habitat Management Area
(VHA) where only restricted camping is allowed. Interestingly, no specified
vegetation management is prescribed.

19 
Additionally, the Ragged Top VHA

surrounds the Silver Bell Mine.

o Two-thirds of the entire IFNM is classified as a Class II Visual Resource
Management Area (i.e., retain the visual character of the landscape).20

Management prescriptions include “managing activities that result in fugitive-dust

16 Ironwood Forest National Monument, Record of Decision and Approved Resource Management Plan

(Feb., 2013).

17 Id. at pg. 74.

18 Id. at pg. 43 and Map 3.

19 Id. at pg. 45 and Map 4.

20 Id. at pg. 56 and Map 5.
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to protect visual quality” and “managing visual resources consistently on lands
adjacent to the Monument lands.”

o The entire IFNM is designated as a Special Recreation Management Area
(“SRMA”) to be managed for its undeveloped character. The result is a
concentration of recreational uses at specified locations which has the effect of
directing motorized traffic to Silver Bell’s privately owned property (via Avra
Valley Road and Silverbell Road) in order to gain access to the IFNM. BLM’s
published IFNM maps identify trailheads, interpretive sites and historic sites for
which there is no public access making these amenities accessible only via
trespass across Silver Bell’s private property.

21

o Finally, 9,510 acres of the IFNM was designated as “lands managed to protect
wilderness characteristics.” Not surprisingly, the largest of this land classification
abuts the Silver Bell Mine encompassing many of Silver Bell’s unpatented
claims.

22 
Management prescriptions within these areas include naturalness,

solitude, and primitive and unconfined non-motorized recreation.

The designation of 9,510 acres of “lands managed to protect wilderness characteristics” is
perhaps the most troubling aspect of the IFRMP. In March 2007 BLM published the draft
environmental impact statement (“EIS”) for the IFRMP. In reliance on BLM IM 2003-275,
Change 1, (Consideration of Wilderness Characteristics in Land Use Plans) and an Arizona
Wilderness Society Proposal, BLM concluded that 36,990 acres within the IFNM possessed
wilderness characteristics (Alternative B within the draft and final EIS).

23 
BLM did not publish

the final EIS until September 29, 2011 and the final record of decision (“ROD”) was not issued
until February 2013. During the period between the draft EIS and the final EIS (on July 15,
2011), BLM adopted new policies for consideration of lands with wilderness characteristics
contained within IM 2011-154 which placed BLM Manuals 6301, 6302 and 6303 in abeyance
until further notice.24 BLM did not conform the final EIS discussion to follow the newly adopted

21 Id. at pg. 75 and Map 9. The BLM’s later approved IFNM Travel Management Plan confirmed and
exacerbated this situation. Access to many parts of the IFNM can only be gained via trespass on Silver
Bell’s private property and there is no approved public access agreement on Silver Bell’s land.

22 Id. at Map 6.

23 Ironwood Forest National Monument, Draft Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact

Statement (Mar., 2007) at pg. 3 37 and Map 2 10.

24 BLM IM 2011 154 (Requirement to Conduct and Maintain Inventory Information For Wilderness
Characteristics and to Consider Lands with Wilderness Characteristics In Land Use Plans (July 25, 2011)
was issued in direct response to a Secretary of Interior Memorandum to the BLM dated June 1, 2011
issued by Secretary Salazar confirming that BLM would not designate any lands as “Wild Lands” (thus

rescinding prior Secretarial Order 3310) and would strictly adhere to the requirements of Section 201 of
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requirements of IM 2011-154, which contained detailed and specific factors for consideration
and particular planning process steps that must be followed in conjunction with consideration of
wilderness characteristics.

25 
In particular, those processes require a comparison of wilderness

characteristics as discrete units such that differing management prescriptions can be considered
and later applied depending on the selected alternative. Accordingly, the 9,510 acres of land
BLM ultimately designated in the IFRMP as “lands managed to protect wilderness
characteristics” (Alternative C within the draft and final EIS) should not have been so
designated. BLM should be required to undertake a plan amendment to conduct a proper
wilderness characteristic inventory and analysis regardless of whether the IFNM’s boundaries
are modified.

IV. The effects of a designation on the use and enjoyment of non-Federal lands within
or beyond monument boundaries.

As stated above, Silver Bell’s desire to expand its mining operations onto adjacent BLM
land has been hamstrung by the IFNM designation. Despite the fact that Silver Bell’s unpatented
claims are located on land administered by the BLM, they constitute a property right.
Unpatented mining claims, located under the Mining Law of 1872, are recognized as estates in
real property that cannot be taken without payment of just compensation. “The Supreme Court
has established that [an unpatented] mining ‘claim’ is not a claim in the ordinary sense of the
word – a mere assertion of a right – but rather is a property interest, which is itself real property
in every sense, and not merely an assertion of a right to property.” Shumway, 199 F.3d at 1099-
1100 (citing and discussing United States v. N. Amer. Transp. & Trading Co., 253 U.S. 330
(1920), Bradford v. Morrison, 212 U.S. 389 (1909), and Benson Mining & Smelting Co. v. Alta

Mining & Smelting Co., 145 U.S. 428 (1892)).
26 

See also Wilbur v. United States ex rel.

Krushnic, 280 U.S. 306, 316-17 (1930) (“[W]hen the location of a mining claim is perfected
under the law, it has the effect of a grant by the United States of the right of present and
exclusive possession. The claim is property in the fullest sense of that term.”). Since the
designation, Silver Bell has not been able to use or enjoy its unpatented claims nor will it in the
future with the restrictive management provisions set forth in the IFRMP.

Silver Bell also owns 880 acres of fee land within the IFNM. This fee land includes a
substantial segment along both sides of the primary access road to the Silver Bell Mine (called
Avra Valley Road). Public trespass from this road to the IFNM (by virtue of inclusion of Silver

FLPMA requiring BLM to maintain an inventory of all lands, including those with wilderness
characteristics.

25 Ironwood Forest National Monument, Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental
Impact Statement (Sept., 2011) at pg. 3 41.

26 In North American, for example, the Supreme Court held that the federal government could not reserve
land for a military base without paying the owner the value of an unpatented mining claim located on the
site. 253 U.S. at 337 38.

FOIA001:01728005

DOI-2021-08 00016



Monument Review
MS-1530
June 30, 2017
Page 14

Bell’s land in the monument) is a constant issue and BLM’s management has made it worse.
Many of BLM’s trailheads, interpretive signs and historic site designations can only be accessed
via trespass on Silver Bell’s property. Moreover, the massive road closures in the IFNM and
designation of only a few “Roaded Natural Areas” (where motorized vehicles are allowed) forces
motorized traffic to Avra Valley Road and Silverbell Road (both traversing Silver Bell’s private
property).

27

There has been no regard for ongoing industrial activity associated with the Silver Bell
Mine or the maintenance burdens associated with BLM’s management practices. Safety
concerns should be paramount as Avra Valley Road is heavily trafficked by mine employees and
industrial vehicles (including big rig trucks carrying copper and acid) with much larger profiles
than passenger cars. In addition, Silverbell Road (located entirely on Silver Bell’s private
property) outside of the IFNM is used routinely by the public to access the northwestern side of
the monument from Avra Valley Road. Silverbell Road is in very close proximity to active
mining operations. These facts have been ignored by the BLM and there is no provision in the
IFRMP or the related Travel Management Plan to address the inability of BLM to provide safe,
legal access into the core areas of the IFNM.

The designation of the IFNM has had a profound impact on Silver Bell’s ability to use
and enjoy its private lands and roads and its real property interest in thousands of acres of
unpatented mining claims located in the historic Silver Bell Mining District.

V. The concerns of State, tribal and local governments affected by a designation,
including economic development and fiscal condition of affected States, tribes, and
localities.

Arizona’s mines produce approximately 65% of the nation’s newly-mined copper, along
with significant amounts of associated valuable co-products (e.g., gold, silver, selenium,
tellurium and molybdenum). As of 2014, the Arizona copper industry employed approximately
11,500 people and had an estimated direct and indirect impact on the Arizona economy of nearly
$5 billion. In recent years, nearly $500 million in state and local taxes have been paid annually
by the mining industry in Arizona.

The Silver Bell Mine directly employs 175 people. In 2016, Silver Bell Mining, L.L.C.
paid $12,1 million in wages, salaries and benefits, $2.6 million in severance and sales taxes and
spent $41.8 million on materials (energy, fuel and supplies) directly benefiting the state and local

27 See Tab 8 containing Map 7 from the Ironwood Forest National Monument, Record of Decision and
Approved Resource Management Plan (Feb., 2013). The dark orange areas are the only “Roaded Natural
Areas” where a variety of modes of travel are authorized. There are only five “Roaded Natural Areas”

serving as entry into the IFNM. Entry into the IFNM from Avra Valley Road and Silverbell Road (on
Silver Bell’s private property) are two of the five entrances and the most commonly utilized as they are
the most direct route to the “crown jewel” of the IFNM.
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economy. When major producers, like Silver Bell, are prohibited from fully utilizing their assets
and expanding their operations, there are clear and measurable economic impacts to the fiscal
condition of the state and local governments.

It is important to give historical context and perspective to the IFNM designation. In
April 2001 then Arizona Governor Jane Dee Hull exchanged correspondence with then
Secretary of Interior Gale Norton that is worth close examination.28 One of Governor Hull’s
fundamental concerns was the process by which the IFNM was established (i.e., a Washington-
centric exercise without meaningful state consultation or participation). Incredibly, Governor
Hull noted that “neither I nor any member of my cabinet was ever invited to a public meeting to
discuss the potential declaration of any monument.” Further, Governor Hull stated that “the only
sign that an area was under consideration for monument status was a visit to this state by the
former secretary [Secretary Babbitt] for a short hike to which a handful of supporters and
selected media were invited.” Her account of the events was accurate. There was virtually no
stakeholder involvement or consideration of the economic or other effects of the designation.
Pima and Pinal County were the only local authorities involved and we know of no other state,
tribal or local government dialogue or input in the short three month period of consideration.

From an economic standpoint, Governor Hull expressed concern about the high
percentage of state land within the IFNM and that 95% of the revenue from those state trust
lands within the IFNM belongs to Arizona’s public schools. Governor Hull cited to current
revenues from leases for grazing, agriculture, rights of way and commercial leases and the loss
of future potential revenue from similar activities. With respect to mining, Governor Hull noted
that there were several thousand acres of mineral estate within the IFNM and that state land was
within the path of the projected trend of mineralization of the Silver Bell mine and that the new
mining on those state lands was “stymied due to the restrictions placed on adjacent federal
lands.” Incredibly, she estimated a potential loss to the State of $100 million in mineral rights
held by the State. The concerns she raised have proven to be true and will remain relevant in the
future until the IFNM’s boundaries are substantially reduced.

VI. Conclusion

Silver Bell urges the Secretary to thoroughly review the IFNM designation and to

recommend modification of the monument boundary to include only the smallest area of land

needed to accomplish the care and management of the valid historic and scientific objects within

the IFNM. Such a review should include consideration of:

28 See Tab 9 including a copy of Governor Hull’s letter to Secretary Norton dated April 6, 2001, redacted
to include comments specific to IFNM.
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1. historic and ongoing mining and mineral production in the Silver Bell Mountains,

which has been a productive mining district since the 1800s, and the benefit of

such activities to the American economy;

2. whether the Silver Bell Mountains and adjoining areas with valuable mineral

resources are legitimate “objects” subject to protection under the Antiquities Act;

3. the existence of private and state land within the IFNM, and how to ensure that

such lands are not subject to trespass and can remain productively utilized, as

opposed to being treated as de facto parts of the IFNM and subject to the control

of the BLM; and

4. the lack of coordination with stakeholders having significant interests impacted by

the IFNM at the time it was created by President Clinton.

Silver Bell contends that a boundary adjustment is warranted. At a minimum, Silver Bell
specifically requests a carve-out of certain of its unpatented claims as shown on the map attached
hereto as Tab 2. If such an adjustment is undertaken, clarification must be provided to the BLM
that the provisions of the IFRMP are no longer applicable and land management shall revert to
the management prescriptions set forth in the Phoenix Resource Area RMP (1989). Regardless
of the outcome of this review exercise, the BLM should be required to undertake an IFRMP
amendment to properly inventory and evaluate management of lands with any wilderness
characteristics in accordance with currently applicable BLM policy.

We truly appreciate the opportunity to provide comments pursuant to the Notice and are
willing to answer any questions or provide further information if needed.

Sincerely,

Nancy Johannesmeyer, PE
Senior Manager, Environmental Affairs
Asarco LLC

Enclosures

13000413.3/011797.0011
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3.1.6.3 Migratory Birds

Various species of migratory birds summer, winter, and/or migrate through the IFNM. The habitat
diversity provided by the broad expanses of Sonoran Desertscrub vegetation zones (including paloverde-
cacti-mixed scrub, jojoba chaparral, creosote-white bursage, and xeroriparian communities) support
numerous species of migratory birds. The most characteristic species include turkey vulture (Cathartes

aura), northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), white-winged dove
(Zenaida asiatica), elf owl (Micrathene whitneyi), lesser nighthawk (Chordeiles acutipennis), black-
chinned hummingbird (Archilochus alexandri), ash-throated flycatcher (Myiarchus cinerascens), purple
martin (Progne subis), Bell’s vireo (Vireo atricapillus), Lucy’s warbler (Vermivora luciae), and sage
sparrow (Amphispiza belli). Species such as killdeer (Charadrius vociferous), great blue heron (Ardea

herodias), mallard (Anas platyrhynchos), and black-necked stilt (Himantopus mexicanus) may be found
where suitable habitat exists.

3.1.7 Fire Ecology and Management

The BLM categorizes historic/natural fire regimes current for fire conditions in Arizona based on the
results of a nationwide coarse-scale assessment and mapping effort (Schmidt et al. 2002; USGS 1999). In
Arizona, BLM lands fall into four of the five identified historic/natural fire regimes, ranging from
Category I (0 to 35 year frequency and low severity) to Category IV (35 to 100+ year frequency, stand
replacement severity). The IFNM is characterized as a Category III historic/natural fire regime (i.e.,
having a 35- to 100-year frequency with a mixed severity of fires).

The current condition classes include Class 1 (i.e., lands where vegetation species, composition, and
structure are intact and functioning within historic range), Class 2 (i.e., lands where fire size, frequency,
intensity, severity, and/or landscape pattern and vegetation have been moderately modified), and Class 3
(i.e., lands where fire size, frequency, intensity, severity, and/or landscape pattern and vegetation have
been significantly altered from historical range). All of the lands within the IFNM Decision and planning
areas are designated as current condition Class 1. The BLM’s Arizona Statewide Land Use Plan
Amendment for Fire, Fuels and Air Quality Management provides general direction for fire management
to meet statewide goals (USDI, BLM 2003a). Fuels treatments would occur on a case-by-case basis,
generally in areas where treatments would be necessary for removal of invasive or exotic species.

3.1.8 Cultural Resources

Research in the Tucson vicinity and southern Arizona has outlined the cultural history of the region (Reid
and Whittlesey 1997). Human occupation of the area can be separated into six periods that represent
changing adaptations and lifeways. These include the Paleoindian (circa 12,000–8000 B.C.), Archaic
(circa 8000–1500 B.C.), Late Archaic/Early Agricultural (circa 1500 B.C.–A.D. 650), Formative (circa
A.D. 650–1400), Ethnohistoric (aboriginal protohistoric and historic, circa A.D. 1400–1950), and Euro-
American historic (circa A.D. 1500–1950) eras.

Paleoindian occupation began at least as early as 12,000 B.C. during the late Pleistocene era when
expansive ice sheets were retreating from the North American continent. Paleoindians hunted species that
became extinct at the end of the Ice Age, such as mammoths. Although significant Paleoindian hunting
sites have been found in southeastern Arizona, evidence of the Paleoindian era in the vicinity of the IFNM
is limited to isolated spear points (Agenbroad 1967; Ayres 1970; Doelle 1985; Huckell 1984).

The subsequent Archaic era, beginning at approximately 8000 B.C., represents an adaptation based on
hunting wild game and gathering indigenous plant foods within a climatic regime similar to modern
conditions (Sayles 1983; Sayles and Antevs 1941).
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Several Late Archaic/Early Agricultural era sites have been discovered along the course of the Santa Cruz
River southeast of the IFNM (Gregory and Mabry 1998; Mabry et al. 1997). Late Archaic/Early
Agricultural sites on the Santa Cruz River include some of the oldest canal systems and oldest pottery
vessels found in southern Arizona (Gregory 1999; Heidke 1997; Heidke and Ferg 1998; Mabry 1999).

Sites of the Formative era dominate the regional archaeological record. These sites reflect an adaptation
focused on farming villages, although wild game and indigenous plant foods continued to be exploited.
Around A.D. 500, a culture known as the Hohokam began to flourish and occupied much of what is today
southern and central Arizona for approximately a millennium. Marine shell jewelry, obsidian flaked stone
artifacts, turquoise, copper bells, and macaws indicate the Hohokam traveled well beyond their core area
of settlement or traded with groups in surrounding areas.

The current condition of cultural resources is characterized by discussing three indicators: (1) inventory
and evaluation, (2) threats to the historical integrity of resources and responses to those threats, and
(3) public and professional interpretation of cultural resources.

3.1.8.1  Extent of Inventory and Evaluation

Cultural resource survey is labor intensive and costly, and simple inventory and evaluation is a major
challenge for managing cultural resources. Archaeological sites reflecting both prehistoric and historic-era
occupation of the region are abundant, and the sites that have been recorded represent only a small
percentage of the cultural resources within the IFNM. Twenty-one documented surveys have, in the
aggregate, inventoried approximately 21,194 acres (33.1 square miles) for cultural resources within the
IFNM (Table 3-7). (Approximately 30 additional cultural investigations have been conducted in the
IFNM, but are not well documented.) The surveys encompass about 12 percent of the public land and
about 9 percent of the nonpublic lands within the IFNM.

Table 3-7: Summary of Cultural Resource Inventory Data

State and Private 
Lands 

Federal Public Lands 
(Surface Estate) 

Planning Area
(Entire IFNM)

Size (acres) 60,221 128,398 188,619

Size (square miles) 94 201 295

Surveyed for cultural resources (acres) 5,622 15,572 21,194

Surveyed for cultural resources (square miles) 8.8 24.3 33.1

Percentage surveyed 9.3% 12.1% 11.2%

Recorded cultural resources 64 279 343

Density (sites/square mile) 7 11 10 

Projected number of resources 700 2,300 3,000

SOURCES:  AZSITE 2003; Dart and Gibson 1988; Gibson 1987a, 1987b; Heilen 2004; U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land

Management 2004a
NOTE:  Numerous errors regarding site jurisdiction were noted in the AZSITE database. Jurisdiction was determined by overlaying a current

geographic information system jurisdictional map onto the site locations. If any part of a site was on public land, it was treated as being
within the decision area. BLM has no authority or responsibility to manage cultural resources on State Trust and private lands within

IFNM. 

The various surveys within the IFNM have recorded a total of 343 archaeological and historical sites.
More than 80 percent of the recorded sites (279) are on BLM surface estate, and the other are on State
Trust land (61) and private lands. The average density is about 11 sites per square mile on public land and
about 7 sites per square mile on State and private land. The survey data suggest there could be
approximately 3,000 sites within the IFNM (with about 2,300 on the BLM surface estate. The University
of Arizona recently completed a more statistically rigorous sample survey that indicates that there could
be about twice that many sites within the IFNM (Heilen and Reid 2006). The survey also recorded almost
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3,400 isolated finds indicating that there could be on the order of 125,000 isolated artifacts and features
within the IFNM.

About 89 percent of the 343 sites recorded within the IFNM reflect the aboriginal occupation of the
region, and about 7 percent reflect historical Euro-American occupation. About 3 percent of the sites have
both aboriginal and Euro-American components, and the cultural and temporal affiliations of the
remaining sites are unknown.

The only possible evidence of Paleoindian occupation identified in the IFNM is a broken spear point
found on sites with Archaic and Hohokam components. Five recorded sites have been identified as dating
to the Archaic era and 19 other Archaic components have been recognized on other multicomponent sites. 

Evidence of the Hohokam occupation of the region dominates the archaeological record of the IFNM; 201
of the recorded sties have been classified as Hohokam or probably Hohokam sites, and 34 other Hohokam
components have been recorded at multicomponent sites. The cultural affiliations of 63 other recorded
sites and 2 components at sites with historical Euro-American components have been classified as
reflecting unidentified prehistoric occupation. Nine sites have been classified as reflecting protohistoric or
historic period O’odham use of the IFNM, and 13 other O’odham components have been identified at
multicomponent sites. Two components at sites with O’odham components have been tentatively
identified as possibly reflecting affiliations with the Patayan culture, which was centered along the lower
Colorado River west of the Hohokam territory, and a possible Apache component has been recorded on a
Hohokam site.

About 25 to 30 of the sites recorded in the IFNM appear to represent Hohokam habitation sites, ranging
from small farmsteads to large villages. Features noted at these sites include trash mounds, roasting pits,
rock piles, rock alignments, and petroglyphs (rock art), along with numerous artifacts. A focus of
Hohokam habitation that overlaps the northeastern corner of the IFNM has been designated as the Los
Robles Archaeological District. About 130 archaeological sites have been recorded within the 20.7-
square-mile district. Many of the sites within the district are on State Trust land, including the large
villages known as Cerro Prieto and Pan Quemado. The Los Robles platform mound site at the core of the
district also in on State Trust land north of the IFNM. Twenty-one of the significant sites within the Los
Robles Archaeological District are located on BLM surface estate.

Another Hohokam habitation focus has been designated as the Cocoraque Butte Archaeological District.
There are at least two Hohokam habitation sites and many petroglyphs in the district, which encompasses
two large buttes, three smaller hills, and the surrounding flats on public and private land in the
southeastern part of the IFNM.

Most of the other aboriginal sites appear to reflect seasonal habitation or camps, or temporary work
locations where activities such as collection and processing of indigenous resources (such as cactus fruits)
were pursued. These sites consist of scatters of artifacts such as broken pottery and pieces of flaked and
ground stone. About one-third of the artifact scatters have archaeological features of various types, such
as roasting pits, rock piles, rock alignments, clearings, check dams, petroglyphs, stone tool quarries, and
bedrock grinding stones. About 45 of the recorded sites have petroglyphs. 

A unique historic-period site is the Santa Ana de Cuiquiburitac Mission, which was the location of a
visita (chapel served by a visiting priest) built in 1810-1811. The building is no longer extant, but artifacts
and features are scattered across the site, which also has an O’odham component.

Twenty-four historic-period sites have been classified as having or probably having Euro-American
affiliations. These sites include the Silver Bell Cemetery and the alignment of an abandoned railroad that
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served the mining town of Silver Bell, located in the Silver Bell Mountains just outside the IFNM. Other
Euro-American sites include a gravesite, a camp, three mining prospects, a road segment, and trash
scatters. Two minimally recorded sites have yielded no clues about their cultural affiliations.

There is limited information pertaining to specific places within the IFNM identified as having traditional
cultural significance, but an inventory study has not been conducted. Tribes with traditional cultural
affiliations with the region are known to have concerns about treatment of human remains, funerary
objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural patrimony that are sometimes present within archaeological
sites. Members of the Tohono O’odham Nation, which borders the IFNM, also might consider some
places within the IFNM that were used traditionally, such as stands of saguaro where fruit was collected,
as having cultural significance (Nabhan 1987, 1982). The Cocoraque Butte area is also known to have
some significance as a traditional cultural place. BLM plans to work closely with the Tohono O’odham
Nation and other concerned tribes to implement cultural resource management that accounts for the
extensive historic use of the area by local tribes, and that acknowledges tribal knowledge of and concern
for the cultural resources of the IFNM. Additional discussion of tribal interests is provided in Section 3.4.

Prior to the designation of the IFNM, which provides recognition and a measure of protection for all of
the cultural resources within the IFNM, three historic properties had been recognized as having special
significance by being listed in the National Register of Historic Places (Table 3-8). These include the Los
Robles Archaeological District, Cocoraque Butte Archaeological District, and the Santa Ana de
Cuiquiburitac Mission Site. The transfer of cultural resources eligible for the National Register is, by
regulatory definition, an “adverse effect.” BLM approval of the land exchange implies that overall it
resulted in public benefits. In 1986, the Arizona State Legislature authorized development of a state park
to preserve and publicly interpret the Los Robles Archaeological District, but development of the park
was not pursued and it was declassified as a state park in 1988.

Table 3-8: National Register Status of Cultural Resources Recorded within the IFNM

National Register Status Total Sites % 

Owner

BLM % Private/ State %

Properties listed

Los Robles Archaeological District

Sites within IFNM identified as contributing 
properties

53 15% 21 40% 32 60%

Sites within IFNM identified as 
noncontributing properties

4 1%  0% 4 100%

Sites within IFNM not identified in nomination 1 <1% 0% 1 100% 

Subtotal of sites within Los Robles 
Archaeological District in IFNM1

59 17% 21 36% 38 64%

Cocoraque Butte Archaeological District 1 <1% 1 100% 0%

Santa Ana de Cuiquiburitac Mission Site 1 <1% 1 100% 0%

Recommended eligible 175 51% 175 100% 0%

Recommended ineligible 22 6% 22 100% 0%

Unknown or unevaluated 86 25% 59 69% 27 31%

Totals 343 100% 279 81% 64 19%

SOURCES:  AZSITE 2003; Dart and Gibson 1988; Gibson 1987a, 1987b; Heilen 2004; U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land

Management 2004a

NOTE:
1
 The Los Robles Survey assigned a total of 158 sites numbers. Some of these were combined when site numbers were assigned in the

Arizona State Museum survey system. A total of 119 sites with Arizona State Museum numbers are classified as contributing sites in
the Los Robles District, and 10 as noncontributing sites. Approximately 45 percent of the sites within the listed district are within
IFNM. 

Ironwood Forest National Monument 3 34 September 2011
PRMP/FEIS 

FOIA001:01728005

DOI-2021-08 00056



  

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

  

     

 

   

  

 

  

 

 

   

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

The recorders of 175 other sites have recommended that they be considered eligible for the National
Register, and 22 sites have been evaluated as ineligible. The eligibility of the remaining sites within the
IFNM has not been evaluated.

Subsequent to the issuance of the draft EIS, two surveys inventoried cultural resources along 126.25 miles
of selected roads within and adjacent to the INFM (Fischler and French 2007; Whitney and others 2008).
The surveys covered 30-foot-wide corridors along approximately 111.5 miles of roadways on Federal
public land managed by BLM within the IFNM, 7 miles of roadways on State Trust land within the
IFNM, and 7.75 miles on Arizona State Trust land adjacent to the IFNM. With the completion of those
surveys, all but about 15 miles that the proposed Alternative C designates as remaining open for
motorized use have been inventoried for cultural resources.

The surveys found 10 previously recorded sites and discovered 80 other archaeological and historical sites
(Table 3-9). (Thirty-five of the other previously recorded archaeological and historical sites are located
along 21.4 miles of roads covered by prior surveys on public land within the INFM.) Fifty-seven of the
discovered sites were along roads on public land managed by BLM within the IFNM. Nine of the sites are
on State Trust land within the IFNM, and the other 14 sites are on State Trust land adjacent to the IFNM.

Table 3-9: Summary of Supplemental Cultural Resource Road Surveys

Federal 
Public Land 

State Land within 
IFNM 

State Land adjacent
to IFNM Totals

Extent of Supplemental Survey 

Miles surveyed within IFNM 111.5 7.0 7.75 126.25

Sites Discovered

 Archaic 2 0 0 2

Hohokam artifact scatter 19 5 6 30

 Hohokam habitation 3 0 3 6

Prehistoric (unidentified period) 9 0 3 12

 Historical O’odham 11 1 0 12

 Historical Euro American 10 2 0 12

 Prehistoric/Historic 3 1 2 6

Total Sites Discovered 57 9 14 80

National Register of Historic Places Evaluations

 Recommended eligible 50 9 14 73

 Recommended potentially eligible 5 0 0 5

Recommended not eligible 2 0 0 2

The discovered sites were similar to those previously recorded on the IFNM. Fifty of the sites reflect
prehistoric occupation of the area. Twelve of those could not be more precisely dated, but 2 were
identified as dating to the Archaic period and 36 to the Hohokam period. Twelve sites were identified as
historical Tohono O’odham sites, and 12 were identified as historical Euro-American sites. Six sites had
both prehistoric and historical components.

Most of the prehistoric sites seem to reflect seasonal camps or temporary use locations, but six sites
appear to be remnants of permanently occupied Hohokam habitations. The historical sites include trash
dumps, camps, windmills, cairns, mine shafts and prospects, and other features associated with mining
and ranching activities.

The BLM has not formally evaluated the National Register eligibility of the 80 discovered sites, but the
recorders evaluated 73 of them as having potential to yield important information and recommended that
they be considered eligible for the National Register under Criterion D. The recorders recommended that
five of the historical Euro-American sites be considered potentially eligible pending the results of further
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archival research, and they also concluded that two historical trash dumps had no values that warrant
preservation, and recommended that they be considered ineligible for the National Register.

3.1.8.2 Extent of and Responses to Threats

Three factors threaten the integrity of cultural resources, including (1) disturbance or destruction by
various types of development projects or land uses (including travel by undocumented immigrants and
smugglers), (2) natural erosion, and (3) unauthorized excavating and artifact collecting by vandals or
uninformed recreational users.

Review of potential impacts on cultural resources due to authorized uses of public land within what is
now the IFNM began in the 1970s in response to the passage of the National Historic Preservation Act.
Prior to that time, the most substantial use of the area was related to livestock grazing and prospecting and
the most substantial impacts on cultural resources probably were due to development of roads. Projects or
land uses reviewed since the 1970s have included electrical transmission lines, microwave
communication sites, roads, mineral exploration, range improvements (such as fences, cattle guards,
waterlines, and reseeding projects), and an ultralight airfield. The only approved project that has resulted
in an adverse effect on cultural resources in the vicinity of IFNM was a land exchange with ASARCO for
expansion of the Silver Bell Mine. Three prehistoric and eight historical sites immediately adjacent to
IFNM were studied before they were transferred from Federal ownership (Slawson and Ayres 1994,
1992). Two sites on the National Register have sustained notable damage over the last few years.
Petroglyphs within the Los Robles Archeological District on BLM land have been vandalized and defaced
by imposter (new) petroglyphs. Other sites on State Trust land within the District have also been
extensively damaged. BLM regularly monitors this site. The Santa Ana de Cuiquiburitac Mission site was
damaged by the creation of an unauthorized immigration route through the foundation of the chapel. In
collaboration with the Tohono O'odham Nation, BLM has placed a barrier of approximately 35 boulders
around the chapel foundation to prevent vehicular travel across the site. This barrier has proven to be an
effective protection measure. Both the BLM and Tohono O’odham Nation currently monitor the site.
Additionally, BLM and the Tohono O'odham Nation intensively mapped the site and surface features as
part of the stabilization process.

There are only meager data regarding the extent to which erosion is threatening the historic integrity of
cultural resources within the IFNM. Responses to the threats of erosion include stabilization and
restoration.

Unauthorized collection of cultural materials by persons uninformed of cultural resource protection laws
and intentional vandalism, such as target shooting and graffiti, are the most serious threats to cultural
resources on public land within the IFNM. However, there is little quantitative data about the extent of the
problem. Current responses to the threat of vandalism include site monitoring, reconnaissance, and law
enforcement. BLM cooperates with the State Historic Preservation Office in supporting a statewide site-
steward program. Volunteers regularly monitor selected sites and report vandalism or other damage to
appropriate land managing agencies. This has been one of the most successful strategies for protecting
cultural resources on public land. The Tucson Field Office currently is working with approximately six
volunteer site stewards and a local landowner who monitor archaeological sites within the IFNM. Sites
are monitored throughout the IFNM with a special focus on the Los Robles and Cocoraque Butte
Archaeological Districts and Silver Bell Cemetery. When vandal excavations and damaged or stolen
cultural materials are noted, they are reported to BLM rangers for follow-up investigations.

Other protection measures include placing signs at sites to inform visitors of laws protecting cultural
resources and penalties for unauthorized collection and excavation. The only signs, fences, and gates
installed to protect cultural resources within the IFNM are in the vicinity of the Cocoraque Butte
Archaeological District; but installation of signs to protect other sites is planned. Administrative measures
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such as road closures or special management designations also can be used to protect cultural resources.
Roads have been closed at Cocoraque Butte, but these closures have been difficult to enforce. 

3.1.8.3 Interpretation of Cultural Resources

The primary motivation for protecting and preserving cultural resources is to enhance public and
professional interpretation and appreciation of our cultural heritage. Public interpretation within the
IFNM has been limited primarily to occasional guided tours of Hohokam petroglyph sites. Future
opportunities for public interpretation include heritage publications, other media products, interpretive
signs and kiosks, and visitor centers.

Professional interpretation of cultural resources within the IFNM has been more intensive. The IFNM has
been used as an “outdoor laboratory” for training student and avocational archaeologists. University of
Arizona faculty and students have conducted two major research investigations of archaeological
resources within IFNM. One of these studies involved an extensive survey that documented the Hohokam
Los Robles platform mound community and the Cerro Prieto trincheras site, and resulted in the listing of
the Los Robles Archaeological District in the National Register (Downum 1993). The second study was a
University of Arizona research project that surveyed 5,186 acres in sample parcels distributed throughout
the IFNM in order to better understand the distribution of archaeological resources within the IFNM
(Heilen 2005; Heilen and Reid 2006). The survey doubled the number of recorded sites within the IFNM.
The third study involved an evaluation of the Santa Ana de Cuiquiburitac visita site (Reid and Heilen
2005).

3.1.9 Paleontological Resources

Paleontological resources constitute a fragile and nonrenewable scientific record of the history of life on
earth. Once damaged, destroyed, or improperly collected, the scientific and educational values of these
resources are reduced greatly or lost forever. In addition to their scientific, educational, and recreational
values, paleontological resources can be used to understand interrelationships between the biological and
geological components of ecosystems over long periods of time.

The fossils found on public lands are considered part of our national heritage and are therefore afforded
protection. Vertebrate fossils or other noteworthy occurrences of invertebrate and plant fossils are
considered significant by the BLM. Invertebrate and plant fossils are typically more abundant, and
therefore, the BLM does not ordinarily consider them to be of significance. 

Areas containing vertebrate fossils or noteworthy occurrences of invertebrate or plant fossils are managed
under one of four management classes:

Class 1 (low sensitivity): Igneous and metamorphic geologic units and sedimentary geologic units
where vertebrate fossils or uncommon nonvertebrate fossils are unlikely to occur

Class 2 (moderate sensitivity): Sedimentary geologic units that are known to contain or have
unknown potential to contain fossils that vary in significance, abundance, and predictable
occurrence

Class 3 (moderate sensitivity): Areas where geologic units are known to contain fossils but have
little or no risk of human-caused adverse impacts and/or low risk of natural degradation

Class 4 (high sensitivity): Areas where geologic units regularly and predictably contain vertebrate
fossils and/or uncommon nonvertebrate fossils, and are at risk of natural degradation and/or
human-caused adverse impacts
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The IFNM is mainly Class 1 and Class 2, though there are a few Class 3 areas. Acres within each
management class are summarized in Table 3-10.

Table 3-10: Classification of Lands within the IFNM for Fossil Sensitivity

Management Class 
Approximate acres within the 

Planning Area 
Approximate acres

administered by BLM

Class 1 62,610 43,800

Class 2 107,050 71,630

Class 3 20,040 12,970

SOURCE: U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management 2005

Paleontological resources in southern Arizona are typically found in the Quaternary deposits. There are a
few limited known occurrences of paleontological resources on the IFNM; however, no significant fossils
are known to occur within the monument. Several neotoma (packrat) middens located in late Pleistocene
and subrecent deposits have yielded various animal and plant species in the Wolcott Peak area of the
IFNM (USDI, BLM 1980a). Vertebrate fossils in southern Arizona include remnants of early horses,
elephants, dogs, gomphotheres, camels, mammoths, llamas, birds, fish, beavers, rats, foxes, weasels,
squirrels, lizards, snakes, chipmunks, mice, gophers, tortoises, bats, marmots, wolves, bears, badgers,
skunks, ground sloths, woodchucks, cats, donkeys, rhinoceros, peccaries, deer, elk, and bison. These are
typically found in the unconsolidated silt, sand, and gravel deposits of the Quaternary (Holocene and
Pleistocene), as well as the Tertiary sedimentary units. Some of these have been discovered during major
earth-moving activities, such as during highway and building construction projects. Others have been
discovered as ongoing erosional processes expose fossil remnants (Ratkevich 1993; Scarborough 2003;
USDI, BLM 1980a). Some of the Jurassic-aged sedimentary units in southern Arizona have yielded
fragments of dinosaur (believed to be tritylodontid) and crocodile (McCord and Tegowski 1996). Some
Cretaceous-aged dinosaurs (stegosaurian or archosaurian) have been found in the Comobabi Mountains to
the west of Tucson (McCord and Tegowski 1996). These older fossils are not abundant, but they may
occur in some geologic units in the planning area. Mammal tracks have been reported in Tertiary volcanic
sedimentary rocks in the Sawtooth Mountains (Scarborough 2002).

Various invertebrate fossils have been noted in southern Arizona and include corals, brachiopods,
gastropods, foraminifera, holothurians, ostracods, bryozoans, crinoids, trilobites, cephalopods,
pelecypods, echinoids, blastoids, and others.

The BLM has developed objectives for paleontological resources (BLM Manual H-8270-1, General
Procedural Guidance for Paleontological Resource Management) to provide protection of the resources. It
is the policy of BLM to manage paleontological resources for these values and to mitigate adverse
impacts on them. 

3.1.10 Visual Resources 

The IFNM is a landscape of contrasts. Its broad, flat valleys are interrupted by rugged, steep-sloped
mountains, and punctuated by isolated hills. The gently sloping bajadas that soften the transitions between
jagged mountain and valley floor are dissected by dry, desert washes that nevertheless support a variety of
colors. A variation of green-hued vegetation is found in abundance, and the reds and yellows of native
flowers appear in their seasons. The richness of the ecosystem is manifest in the sometimes dramatic,
sometimes subtle variations in colors and textures that cover, yet fail to obscure, the striking landforms
that hint at the geological processes that formed this southwestern region of the United States. The
sculptural forms of Sonoran Desert cacti add an almost museum quality to some of the landscapes within
the IFNM.

Ironwood Forest National Monument 3 38 September 2011
PRMP/FEIS 

FOIA001:01728005

DOI-2021-08 00060



FOIA001:01728005

DOI-2021-08 00061













































FOIA001:01728005

DOI-2021-08 00083





FOIA001:01728005

DOI-2021-08 00085





FOIA001:01728005

DOI-2021-08 00087























VINCE LEACH
1700 WEST WASHINGTON, SUITE H
PHOENIX, ARIZONA  85007-2844
CAPITOL PHONE:  (602) 926-3106
TOLL FREE:  1-800-352-8404

vleach@azleg.gov
 
 
TUCSON LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
400 WEST CONGRESS, SUITE 201
TUCSON, ARIZONA  85701
TUCSON PHONE:  (520) 398-6000
TUCSON FAX:  (520)  398-6028
 
 
DISTRICT 11

 COMMITTEES:
APPROPRIATIONS
APPROPRIATIONS

SUBCOMMITTEE ON
PUBLIC SAFETY,
INFRASTRUCTURE &
RESOURCES,

CHAIRMAN
ENERGY, ENVIRONMENT &

NATURAL RESOURCES
WAYS & MEANS, 
VICE-CHAIRMAN

 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON
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July 7, 2017

Monument Review
MS-1530
U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street N.W.
Washington, D.C.  20240
 
Subject: DOI-2017-0002, Review of Certain National Monuments Established Since 1996;
Notice of Opportunity for Public Comment
 
To Whom It May Concern:
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide public comments regarding the review of specific
Arizona National Monuments over 100,000 acres designated since 1996.  We are providing these
comments relative to the Ironwood Forest National Monument (�IFNM�) as it is located in our
11th Arizona Legislative District.  We request that the Department of Interior modify the
boundaries of the IFNM to take into account the property rights of the private land owners and
the State of Arizona within the IFNM.
 
President William Clinton hastily designated the Ironwood Forest National Monument on June 9,
2000, without a public review or public input process.  The lack of public input led to the
creation of the IFNM which is comprised of approximately 33% State Trust land and other
private land holdings. The inclusion of these lands has created a situation where these lands
cannot be fully utilized or developed, which negatively impacts the private property owners and
the State of Arizona.  The inclusion State Trust land negatively impacts the beneficiary of the
trust, Arizona�s public school system.  Additionally, the IFNM is adjacent to the historic Silver
Bell Mining District, which has been producing minerals for over a century, and prevents current
mining operations from future exploration.  Governor Jane Dee Hull, in a letter to then Secretary
of Interior Gale Norton dated April 6, 2001, estimated that this represented a potential loss of
$100 million to the State of Arizona.  This is an unacceptable loss for Arizona and for our
legislative district.
 
Over 50% of Arizona�s land is held by the federal government, which significantly impacts
Arizona�s economy.  In the last years of President Clinton�s administration, approximately 2
million additional acres were designated as new national monuments in Arizona.  Due to the lack
of public input and the inclusion of an unprecedented amount of State Trust and private land, we
request that the boundaries of the Ironwood Forest National Monument be formally reviewed to
take into account state and private property rights.
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Sincerely,

   
Representative Vince Leach   Representative Mark Finchem
Legislative District 11    Legislative District 11

Senator Steve Smith
Legislative District 11
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