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APPENDIX B: SUMMARY OF KEY LEGAL MANDATES


Legal mandates provide direction for what can 
and cannot be considered in this plan. Several 
provisions of key legal mandates are summarized 
below. 

NATIONAL PARKS AND RECREATION 
ACT OF 1978 (PL 95-625) 

Section 604(b) of the National Parks and 
Recreation Act requires that general manage­
ment plans be prepared and revised in a timely 
manner for each unit in the national park 
system. The act further specifies that general 
management plans shall include measures for 
the preservation of the area’s resources, indica­
tions of the types and intensities of development 
associated with public use of the unit, visitor 
carrying capacities for all areas of the unit, and 
indications of potential modifications of the 
unit’s external boundaries if needed. 

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT OF 1973, AS 
AMENDED (16 USC 1531 ET SEQ.) 

The purpose of the Endangered Species Act is to 
protect animal and plant species that are 
currently in danger of extinction (endangered) 
and those that may become so in the foreseeable 
future (threatened). Section 7 requires all federal 
agencies to ensure that their activities do not 
have adverse impacts on the continued existence 
of threatened or endangered species or on 
designated areas (critical habitats) that are 
important in conserving those species. Thus, the 
National Park Service is required to fully 
integrate endangered species conservation 
planning into park system management. 
Agencies also are required to consult with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure that any 
action authorized, funded, or carried out by the 
agency does not jeopardize the continued 
existence of listed species or critical habitat. The 
result of formal or informal consultation with 
the Fish and Wildlife Service should be 
documented in an environmental assessment or 
environmental impact statement. 

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 
ACT OF 1969 (NEPA — PL 91-190) 

The National Environmental Policy Act sets 
forth the federal policy to preserve important 
historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our 
national heritage. Another purpose of the act is 
to help public officials make decisions that are 
based on an objective understanding of 
environmental consequences and to take actions 
that protect, restore, and enhance the 
environment. The act applies to all federal 
projects or projects that require federal 
involvement. All federal agencies are directed to 
use a systematic interdisciplinary approach that 
integrates natural and social sciences in planning 
and decision-making that may affect the human 
environment. This act and the Council on Envi­
ronmental Quality implementing regulations 
describe the process that must be followed by a 
proposed federal action such as this plan. 
Among the steps in the process, this act and the 
regulations require early coordination, called 
“scoping,” to determine the scope and 
significance of issues to be addressed in an envi­
ronmental impact statement. A structured 
format for public involvement during the public 
review process is specified. When preparing an 
environmental impact statement, federal 
agencies are further required to rigorously 
explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed action. 

NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
ACT OF 1966, AS AMENDED (16 USC 470, 
ET SEQ.) 

The National Historic Preservation Act 
establishes as federal policy that the historical 
and cultural foundations of the nation’s heritage 
be preserved. Section 106 of the act requires that 
federal agencies that have direct or indirect 
jurisdiction over undertakings take into account 
the effect of those undertakings on properties 
eligible for or listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places. The section also gives the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and 
the state historic preservation officer an 

272




Appendix B: Summary of Key Legal Mandates 

opportunity to comment on the undertaking. 
The 1992 amendments to the act have further 
defined the roles of American Indian tribes and 
the affected public in the section 106 con­
sultation process. Section 110 of the act requires 
that federal managers, in consultation with the 
state historic preservation officers, establish 
programs to identify, evaluate, and nominate 
properties to the National Register of Historic 
Places. National register eligible or listed 
properties and national historic landmarks are 
afforded special protection in federal project 
planning and implementation. In 1999 the Advi­
sory Council on Historic Preservation issued 
revised section 106 regulations. The role of early 
and continuing consultation with the state 
historic preservation office and American Indian 
groups is clarified. 

Under the terms of stipulation VI. E of the 1995 
programmatic agreement among the National 
Park Service, the Advisory Council on Historic 

Preservation, and the National Conference of 
State Historic Preservation Officers, the 
National Park Service, “in consultation with the 
SHPO, will make a determination about which 
undertakings are programmatic exclusions 
under IV. A and B, and all other undertakings, 
potential effects on those resources to seek 
review and comment under 36 CFR 800.4–6 
during the plan review process.” The 
implementation of all construction actions in the 
preferred alternative would require consultation 
and review at the scoping, conceptual, and 
design stages by the Arizona state historic 
preservation office. American Indian groups 
would participate in these reviews as well. 

In the following table the specific undertakings 
are listed, along with the National Park Service’s 
determination of how those individual 
undertakings relate to the 1995 programmatic 
agreement. 

TABLE B-1: ACTIONS THAT MAY AFFECT CULTURAL RESOURCES AND ASSOCIATED COMPLIANCE 
REQUIREMENTS 

(Requirements of the Arizona State Historic Preservation Office and/or the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation) 

Action Compliance Requirement 
Rehabilitate visitor center Further SHPO review necessary 
Construct visitor center annex No further SHPO review unless construction would 

affect National Register of Historic Places archeological 
sites or unless location would affect a cultural landscape 

Develop trails and wayside exhibits No further SHPO review necessary 
Demolish Montezuma Ranch No further SHPO review unless ranch determined 
structures eligible for National Register of Historic Places 
Upgrade facilities at Montezuma Pass No further SHPO review necessary 
Do rehabilitation work in housing area Further SHPO review necessary 
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DRAFT MEMORANDUM 

To: Director 

From: Regional Director, IMR 

Subject: Wilderness Suitability Assessment - Coronado National Memorial 

In keeping with the instructions of the Wilderness Act (P.L. 88-577, 78 Stat. 890; 16 U.S.C. 1131­
1136) and National Park Service Management Policies (Chapter 6: Wilderness Preservation and 
Management), we have completed an in-park wilderness suitability assessment evaluating the 
memorial, an area of 4,750 acres. 

In accordance with law and NPS Management Policies, Coronado National Memorial has 
reviewed the memorial’s land and determined that they are neither roadless nor undeveloped, 
nor are of sufficient size to make practicable their preservation as wilderness. 

The Wilderness Act defines wilderness as “an area of undeveloped federal land retaining its 
primeval character and influence, without permanent improvements or human habitation which 
is protected and managed so as to preserve its natural conditions…” 

Our suitability assessment finds that the majority of this memorial’s land would not meet the 
primary definitions of wilderness, as defined in the Wilderness Act. This determination applied 
the following Wilderness Act and Management Policy criteria: in that it is an area: 

•	 the earth and its community of life are untrammeled by man, where man himself is a 
visitor who does not remain; 

•	 the area is undeveloped and retains its primeval character and influence, without 

permanent improvements or human habitation;


•	 the area generally appears to have been affected primarily by the forces of nature, with the 
imprint of man’s work substantially unnoticeable; 

•	 the area is protected and managed so as to preserve it natural conditions; and, 

•	 the area offers outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type 
of recreation. 

Our assessment did recognize that the area was operated as working cattle ranch and contained 
pastures for grazing during most of the period of private and public ownership, and the area does 
contain some physical evidence of this occupation. In addition, the area contains physical 
evidence from various mining operations in the area and an active partially-paved road that 
bisects the national memorial. In addition, other active roads are found on the memorial land. 
The evaluation on these criteria determined that the national memorial lands do not meet the 
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undeveloped/roadless, size, or wilderness character criteria and are therefore unsuitable for 
preserving as wilderness. 

The memorial lands are fragmented by dirt and paved roads, parking lots, picnic areas, power and 
phone lines, private and governmental structures, and a utility corridor. There is no plan in the 
foreseeable future to remove these features. 

Significant portions of the national memorial generally appear to be affected by human activity. 
Although these areas offer some opportunities for solitude and primitive and unconfined 
recreation, the small size of the areas and proximity of roads make these opportunities limited at 
best. 

The free play of natural forces and processes have been altered by road, utility line construction 
and maintenance; fire suppression since the late 1880s; 100 years of grazing in grassland areas; 
mining; vegetation manipulation and invasion of  exotic species; changes to diversity, populations 
levels and structure, and behavior of wildlife; and continued human presence and development. 

Attached is a draft Notice of Final Determination of Non-Suitability for publication the Federal 
Register should you approve this memorandum as the NPS’ final wilderness assessment suitable 
determination for Coronado National Memorial. 

Sincerely, 
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Draft 

Findings 

Wilderness Suitability Assessment 
Coronado National Memorial 

These actions are in accordance with long standing policy and law. The Wilderness Act of 1964, 
regulations in the Code of Federal Regulations (Title 43 Public Lands: Interior, Part 19 Wilderness 
Preservation ), Secretarial Order 2920, and NPS Management Policies (2001; Chapter 6, 
Wilderness Preservation) require that the National Park Service review roadless and undeveloped 
areas, including new areas or expanded boundaries, within the National Park System to 
determine whether they are suitable or not suitable for preserving as wilderness. 

NEPA requirements for this process are met by applying the Categorical Exclusion 3.4 (E)(6) 
regarding actions related to inventories. 

Parcel Description 

Coronado National Memorial was formerly a part of Coronado National Forest and working 
ranches on the United States-Mexico border. It is in southeast Arizona, 21 miles south of Sierra 
Vista and 26 miles west of Bisbee. It comprises 4.750 acres with two small private in holdings. 
Currently, two areas of the memorial are leased for grazing. A road through the memorial is paved 
about a mile beyond the visitor center and then becomes a mountainous dirt-and-gravel road 
that leads to Montezuma Pass. Other dirt roads transverse the memorial providing access to 
private in holding, grazing allotments, and are service roads for the park staff. The area contains 
housing, visitor facilities, and administrative facilities for the park. Presently, structures associated 
with the Montezuma Ranch can be found in the grassland area of the memorial south of the 
entrance road. The ranch has been acquired by the National Park Service and either will be 
adaptively used for park purpose or the structures removed and the area restored to grassland. 

Suitability Assessment 

According to law, regulation, and policy, a suitability assessment is a factual determination, based 
on available objective criteria and best professional judgment of park staff, of whether the 
memorial 1) are undeveloped or roadless, 2) are of sufficient size to make management as 
wilderness practicable or are more than 5,000 acres and 3) meet criteria of wilderness character. 
The following information addresses those requirements and criteria. 

1) Is the memorial undeveloped or roadless? 

According to Department of Interior regulations at 43 CFR 19, the memorial’s lands do not fit the 
definition of “roadless”: the memorial is bisected by road which is paved about a mile beyond the 
visitor center and then becomes a mountainous dirt-and-gravel road that leads to Montezuma 
Pass. This road is regularly maintained and is drivable in a passenger car without four wheel drive; 
this road is the primary access to into the memorial. The road to the two private in holdings are 
maintained and drivable in a passenger car without four wheel drive. East Forest Land and 
Windmill Road are not regularly maintained, but are drivable with four wheel drive vehicles. 

The memorial’s land does not qualify as undeveloped: see Wilderness Character criteria below. 
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2)	 Is the land more than 5,000 acres or of sufficient size to make practicable preservation 
and use in an unimpaired condition? 

The total acreage for the memorial is 4,750 acres. Development within the memorial has further 
fragmented park lands. The one area in the national memorial that is protected from road noise is 
the south slope of Smuggler’s Ridge but this is only 670 acres. The small size of this memorial’s 
lands, the general fragmentation by roads and utility corridors and, for the most part, the isolation 
from designated wilderness. 

Specifically, the following would be impediments to the practical management of this area as 
wilderness: 

•	 While a few of the ecological changes noted under the Wilderness Character criteria 
(below) could be restored to a more natural condition, most of  them would be difficult 
or impossible to improve due to the small size of the area, incompatible uses on adjacent 
lands, and the roads and utility corridors. 

•	 The small size of the memorial combined with the numerous developments makes it 
difficult to ensure that the imprint of human’s work would appears to be substantially 
unnoticeable or that the area would retain its primeval character. Extensive restoration 
work, with possible loss of cultural resources would be necessary and would still not 
change the incompatible uses on surrounding lands that also detract from these qualities. 

•	 Because the area’s naturalness is compromised by past and current uses, extensive 
restoration would be required to “preserve natural conditions,” which would 
compromise the wildness of the area. 

•	 The small size of the area and the proximity to roads, development, and adjacent 
incompatible uses make it difficult to provide for opportunities for solitude or a 
primitive and unconfined type of recreation. 

3)	  Criteria regarding the nature and quality of Wilderness Character 

Criterion 1: The earth and its community of life are untrammeled by humans, where humans are 
visitors who do not remain. 

The free play of natural forces and processes has been altered in the following ways: 

•	 Fire suppression: Fire has been suppressed here since the late 1880s, resulting in 
significant changes in vegetation, fuel loads, and fire intensity. Land use surround the 
memorial (timber production, grazing, and private homes) may prevent the application 
of management tactics that would eventually return a natural fire regime. 

•	 Grazing: Grazing has occurred on memorial lands since the early 1900s and today the 
memorial contains two grazing allotments. One of which (Joe’s Spring) is activity being 
used though under the guidance of the memorial’s livestock management plan and the 
other (Montezuma) has not been grazed since 1990. Grazing often has some or all of the 
following effects: reduction of biomass available to wildlife for forage and cover; 
introduction of invasive alien species; change in species composition; and increased 
erosion. 

•	 Vegetation manipulation: An orchard was planted in the area of Montezuma Ranch as 
well as some non-native plants near ranch buildings. The orchard has been removed. 
Vegetation removal will probably continue along the road and power line corridor as 
part of routine maintenance. Various invasive alien species, are common in the pasture 
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area. The majority of grass and grass-like species within the area are invasive non-
natives. 

•	 Road construction and maintenance: The construction and maintenance of the road, the 
ranch infrastructure, mining infrastructure, and visitor and administrative infrastructure 
have over time increased sedimentation and changed natural drainages, which in turn 
has affected vegetation and habitat. The road and buildings also increases the chance of 
alien species introduction and other edge effects. 

•	 Wildlife: Diversity, population levels and structure, behavior, and gene flow of wildlife 
may have been affected by hunting, predator control, and human presence prior to 
establishment of the national memorial. The fragmentation of the area by the main 
memorial road reduces its value to wildlife. 

•	 Visitation: Public visitation and illegal activities occur on memorial lands throughout the 
year. 

Criterion 2. The area is undeveloped and retains its primeval character and influence, without 

permanent improvements or human habitation.


•	 Developments and permanent improvements: the main memorial road, East Forest 
Lane, Windmill Road, power line, underground utilities, dumps, fences, stock tanks, 
remains of ranch house and associated structures, visitor center, picnic area, 
maintenance facilities, administrative offices, park housing, parking lots, private 
homes, and mine sites. 

•	 Primeval character and influence: This is compromised by both the developments and 
the ecological modifications noted under criterion 1. 

•	 Human habitation: Residence for three park staff (and their families) and two private 
homes. 

There is no plan to remove the main memorial road, active power lines, or phone lines in the 
foreseeable future, and these corridors would not qualify for wilderness designation. Excluding 
them would leave segments areas of a few hundred acres. 

Criterion 3: The area generally appears to have been affected primarily by the forces of nature, 
with the imprint of humans’ work substantially unnoticeable. 

Most of the ecological changes noted under criterion 1 would be noticeable to a trained observer. 
The development noted under criterion 2 would be noticeable by untrained visitors from all of 
the area except south of Smuggler’s Ridge. Some of the ecological changes, such as the change in 
fire regime or vegetation, would be noticeable to the untrained observer, although they might not 
realize the anthropogenic nature of the change. 

Criterion 4. The area is protected and managed so as to preserve its natural condition. 

The parking lots, picnic area, visitor center area, maintenance area, housing area, maintenance 
along the main memorial road, power lines, roads and area around the private in holdings would 
continue to be maintained by manual and mechanical methods. All fires are suppressed in the 
memorial. 

Criterion 5. The area offers outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined 
type of recreation. 
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Visitation to the area is moderate to heavy with many visitors taking a short hike on one of the 
park trails. The chance of seeing another person during a half day visit to the area is greater than 
90%. The paved road bisects the national memorial, and most of the memorial’s lands are less 
than 1 mile from the road, which is visible from most areas within the boundary. Road noise can 
be heard from most places. 

Other Considerations: A wilderness may also contain significant ecological, geological, or other 
features of scientific, educational, scenic, or historic value. 

•	 Ecological:  The memorial contains habitat for the lesser long-nosed bat (endangered), 
the Mexican long-tongued bat (species of concern), Mexican spotted owl (threatened) 
and loggerhead shrike (species of concern). 

•	 Geological: There is nothing significant. 
•	 Scientific: There is nothing 
•	 Educational: Dramatic views of land areas in the U.S. and Mexico where the Coronado 

Expedition may have traveled. 
•	 Scenic: Dramatic views of land areas in the U.S. and Mexico where the Coronado 


Expedition may have traveled.

•	 Historical: Historic and pre-historic use of the area occurred and there have been 

archeological survey of the area. The area has been mined, logged, ranched, homesteaded, 
traveled through, and hunted over the years. 

Public Input 

A newsletter issued in June 2001 requesting public thought on the suitability of  Coronado 
National Memorial for wilderness designation. The newsletter was sent to the mailing list of 
about 400 agencies and individuals as well as some 23 conservation groups. The newsletter was 
placed on the internet for broader public access. A wide range of opinions was received in the 38 
electronic and mailed comments. Some people wrote in favor of all of formal wilderness 
designation while others opposed any wilderness designation. 

A follow-up newsletter was published in February 2001 explaining the National Park Service 
determination that neither Coronado National Memorial nor a portion of the memorial was not 
suitable for wilderness designation. The results from the park service’s evaluation are being 
placed in the draft Coronado National Memorial General Management Plan/Environmental 
Impact Statement. 
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The preferred alternative (alternative B) was • Maximize the range of visitor services, 

developed in 2001 using an evaluation process educational activities, and interpretive 

called “Choosing By Advantages.” The opportunities. 

planning team used the process to examine an 
initial set of alternatives (alternatives A–E) and The evaluation resulted in a numerical ranking 

to evaluate the attributes of each against a set of the greatest advantages offered by each 
alternative. Each alternative offered certainof factors to determine the relative advantage 
strong advantages. Adding the factor of costof one alternative action over another. The led to the selection of a preferred alternative. factors were as follows: 
This process was a preliminary internal 

•	 Maximize the preservation and protection exercise and remains subject to change based 
of natural and cultural resources. on public comments and other factors. 

•	 Maximize the national memorial’s 
operational efficiency and sustainability. 
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APPENDIX E: SCIENTIFIC NAMES OF PLANTS AND ANIMALS

DISCUSSED IN THIS PLAN


Common Name Scientific Name 
ANIMALS 

Desert cottontail Sylvilagus audubonii 
Acorn woodpeckers Melanerpes formicivorus 
Black-tailed jackrabbit Lepus californicus 
White-tailed deer Odocoileus virginianus 
Mule deer Odocoileus hemionus 
American kestrel Falco sparverius 
Arizona shrew Sorex arizonae 
Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus 
Barking frog Eleutherodactylus augusti 
Barred tiger salamander Ambystoma mavortium 
Blackneck garter snakes Thamnophis cyrtopsis 
Black-tailed prairie dog Cynomys ludovicianus 
Cactus ferruginous pygmy-owl Glaucidium brasilianum cactorum 
Chihuahuan blackhead snake Tantilla wilcoxi 
Coachwhip Masticophis flagellum 
Common king snake Lampropeltis getula 
Cooper’s hawk Accipiter cooperii 
Desert shrew Notiosorex crawfordi 
Elegant trogon Trogon elegans 
Great plains skink Eumeces obsoletus 
Jaguar Panthera onca 
Jaguarundi Felis yagouaroundi 
Lesser long-nosed bat Leptonycteris curasoae 
Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus 
Lyre snake Trimorphodon biscutatus 
Madrean alligator lizard Elgaria kingii 
Mexican long-tongued bat Choeronycteris mexicana 
Mexican spotted owl Strix occidentalis lucida 
Mexican wolf Canis lupus baileyi 
Mojave rattlesnake Crotalus scutulatus 
Mountain patchnose snake Salvadora grahamiae 
Ocelot Felis pardalis 
Prairie lizard Sceloporus undulatus 
Red-tailed hawk Buteo jamaicensis 
Short-horned lizard Phrynosoma douglasii 
Sonora tiger salamander Ambystoma tigrinum stebbinsi 
Sonoran mountain king snake Lampropeltis pyromelana 
Big bend patchnose snake Salvadora deserticola 
Night snake Hypsiglena torquata 
Whooping crane Grus Americana 
Woodhouse’s toad Bufo woodhousii 
Yaqui topminnow Poeciliopsis occidentalis sonorensis 
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Common Name Scientific Name 
PLANTS 

Alligator juniper Juniperus deppeana 
Arizona agave Agave arizonica 
Arizona rosewood Vauquelinia californica 
Arizona sycamore Platanus wrightii 
Arizona white oak Quercus arizonica 
Beargrass Nolina microcarpa 
Blue grama Bouteloua gracilis 
Brickellia Brickellia sp. 
Cane cholla Opuntia spinosior 
Canelo Hills Ladies Tresses Spiranthes delitescens 
Catclaw acacia Acacia greggii 
Cochise pincushion cactus Coryphantha vivipara 
Desert spoon Dasylirion wheeleri 
Desert willow Chilopsis linearis 
Emory oak Quercus emoryi 
Fairy duster Calliandra eriophylla 
Hedgehog cactus Echinocereus pectinatus 
Honey mesquite Prosopis glandulosa 
Huachuca water umbrel Lilaeopsis schaffneriana spp. recurva 
Lehmann lovegrass Eragrostis lehmanniana 
Manzanita Arctostaphlos spp 
Marguay verde Agave salmiana crassispina 
Mexican blue oak Quercus oblongifolia 
Mexican piñon pine Pinus discolor 
Mountain mahogany Cercocarpus montanus 
Needle grass Stipa sp. 
Palmer’s agave Agave palmeri 
Poison ivy Toxicodendron radicans 
Rabbit brush Chrysothamnus nauseosus 
Side oats grama Bouteloua curtipendula 
Sumac Rhus virens 
Wild grape Vitis arizonica 
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As the nation’s principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior has responsibility for 
most of our nationally owned public lands and natural resources. This includes fostering sound use 
of our land and water resources; protecting our fish, wildlife, and biological diversity; preserving 
the environmental and cultural values of our national parks and historical places; and providing for 
the enjoyment of life through outdoor recreation. The department assesses our energy and mineral 
resources and works to ensure that their development is in the best interests of all our people by 
encouraging stewardship and citizen participation in their care. The department also has a major 
responsibility for American Indian reservation communities and for people who live in island 
territories under U.S. administration. 
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