Draft Matrix for Stakeholder Comment


	Draft BLM Matrix for Candidate Regional Mitigation Sites for Arizona SEZs
	
	

	 Criteria
	SEZs Being Evaluated
	Candidate Sites


	 
	Brenda
	Gillespie
	Agua Caliente
	Cactus Plain (TNC)
	La Posa Plain (TNC)
	Rainbow Valley (TNC)

	SITE CHARACTERISTICS
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	1. Contiguous area of site (acres).
	3,348
	2,618
	2,550
	58,928 
	64,880 
	24,439 

	BLM acres
	3,348
	2,618
	2,550
	58,928 
	64,073 
	21,644 

	private acres
	 
	 
	 
	 
	807 
	2,795 

	State Trust acres
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2. For ACECs, reason for designation. 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	3. VRI Class
	IV
	III
	III
	IV (100%)
	
	

	4. Consistent with the Resource Management Plan?
	Yes – RMP amended by PEIS ROD
	Yes – RMP amended by PEIS ROD
	Yes – RMP amended by PEIS ROD 
	√
	√
	√

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Same HUC 4 watershed?
	1503-Lower Colorado River below Lake Mead
	1507-Lower Gila River
	1507-Lower Gila River
	√ 
	√ 
	√ 

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	
	Lower Colorado River below Lake Mead
	Lower Colorado River below Lake Mead
	Lower Gila River

	6. Current terrestrial landscape intactness score (use Sonoran Desert Rapid Ecological Assessment Data)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Mitigation tool (restoration/enhancement, acquisition, banking, withdrawal, special designation, etc.).
	 
	 
	 
	Restoration
Close and revegetate unauthorized roads
	Restoration, remove barriers, wildlife crossing structures
	Acquisition, remove barriers, restoration, wildlife crossing structures

	8. In SEZ Ecoregion?
	Sonoran Desert
	Sonoran Desert
	Sonoran Desert
	√
	√
	√

	9. In SEZ ecological subregion?
	Colorado Desert- EPA: 81j
	Colorado Desert- EPA: 81j
	Colorado Desert- EPA: 81j
	√ 
	√
	√ 

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	
	Colorado Desert - EPA: 81j, 81d
	
	Colorado Desert - EPA: 81j; Arizona upland- EPA: 81k

	10. If applicable, meets priorities for ESA critical habitat?
	No critical habitat
	No critical habitat
	No critical habitat
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	√ for yes (1 point) or N/A; Justification:
	
	
	
	No critical habitat
	No critical habitat
	No critical habitat

	11. Mitigates for all or most identified unavoidable impacts that warrant offsite mitigation?
	Cultural, vegetation, wildlife, migratory birds, SSS Animals, hydrology, soils, visual resource
	Cultural, vegetation, wildlife, migratory birds, SSS Animals, hydrology, soils, Specially Designated Areas, visual resource
	Cultural, vegetation, wildlife, migratory birds, SSS Plants, SSS Animals, hydrology, recreation, soils, Specially Designated Areas, visual resource
	√
	√
	√

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	
	wildlife linkage (AGFD)
	wildlife movement corridor (RMP), wildlife linkage (AGFD)
	wildlife movement corridor (RMP), wildlife linkage (AGFD)

	12. Similar landscape value, ecological functionality, biological value, species, habitat types, and/or natural features?
	Sonoran-Mojave Creosote-White Bursage Desert Scrub
	Sonoran-Mojave Creosote-White Bursage Desert Scrub
	Sonoran-Mojave Creosote-White Bursage Desert Scrub
	 √
	√ 
	 NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2),
depending on whether site includes resources critical to meet mitigation objectives.
	
	
	
	
	Wildlife Habitat Management Area (RMP)
	

	13. Dominant vegetation community with mod-high integrity (acres)
	 
	 
	 
	Creosote-busage community 16,472 acres
	Creosote-busage community 44010 acres
	Creosote-busage community 17905 acres

	14. Provides adequate geographic extent?
	 
	 
	 
	√
	√
	√

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2),
depending on whether site provides area for mitigation at least as large as the entire developable area of the SEZ.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15. Feasibility of action?
	 
	 
	 
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2) Justification:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16. Links two or more protected areas?
	 
	 
	 
	X
	√
	√

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	
	No, but adjacent to East Cactus Plains and Gibraltar Mtn Wildnerness
	Between Kofa NWR (protected) and USA Yuma Proving Ground (long term withdrawal)
	Between Sonoran Desert National Monument (protected) and Sierra Estrella Mtns (land use exclusion area)

	17. Site and its proposed actions meet regional conservation/mitigation goals and objectives?
	 
	 
	 
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18. Presence of unique/valuable resources or features? (Calculate score on the basis of the number of unique/valuable resources or features present at the candidate site, as listed for criteria 18a through 18i.)
	
	
	
	5
	4
	7

	18a. Perennial, protected sources of water?
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	18b. Unique species assemblages?
	 
	 
	 
	Sand dune community
	 
	High diversity of SCGN bird and reptile species

	18c. AZGFD Species of Greatest Conservation Need (number of species from distribution models)
	24
	26
	31
	27
	26
	52

	18d. Heritage Data Management System species (number of species from occurrence data)
	0
	0
	0
	7
	3
	1

	18e. BLM Desert tortoise habitat
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Category 1 and 2 

	18f. Protected species and/or critical habitat?
	Western burrowing owl, CA leaf-nosed bat, Sonoran desert tortoise, Pale Townsend's big-eared bat, Western yellow bat
	Western burrowing owl, CA leaf-nosed bat, Sonoran desert tortoise, Western yellow bat
	Western burrowing owl, CA leaf-nosed bat, Le Conte's thrasher, Pale Townsend's big-eared bat
	6 SSS; 16,472 acres cresosote bursage vegetation
	6 SSS; 44,011 acres cresosote bursage vegetation
	11 SSS; 17,905 acres creosote bursage vegetation

	18g. Desert washes (miles) or ephemeral playas (acres)?
	 
	 
	 
	desert washes
	desert washes
	desert washes

	18h. Cultural resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places?
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	18i. Other?
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Wildlife movement connectivity for bighorn, tortoise between SDNM and Sierra Estrella Wilderness

	19. Sources of data for the site.
	Solar PEIS
	Solar PEIS
	Arizona RDEP
	USGS Protected Areas Database of the United States, TNC Ecoregional rollup, BLM REA, RMP, STATSGO, SURGO for soil stability; wildlife linkages
	USGS Protected Areas Database of the United States, TNC Ecoregional rollup, BLM REA, RMP, STATSGO, SURGO for soil stability; wildlife linkages
	USGS Protected Areas Database of the United States, TNC Ecoregional rollup, BLM REA, RMP, STATSGO, SURGO for soil stability; wildlife linkages

	EFFECTIVENESS / ADDITIONALITY 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	20. To what extent can the full spectrum of regional mitigation goals/objectives be met simultaneously? Use scale of 0 (low) to 5 (high).
	 
	 
	 
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Rate the extent to which the regional mitigation goals/objectives can be met simultaneously through mitigation actions at the site, based on the following scale: all (100%) of the goals and objectives can be met (score of 5); 75-99% can be met (score of 4); 50-74% (score of 3); 25 - 49% can be met (score of 2); less than 25% can be met (score of 1); none of the goals/objectives can be met (score of 0).
	
	
	
	
	
	

	21. How effective will the mitigation be in the context of achieving mitigation goals/objectives for conserving/restoring ecosystem intactness? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	 
	 
	 
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Rate the effectiveness of the mitigation actions at the site in terms of achieving mitigation goals/objectives, based on the following scale: highly effective (score of 5); moderately effective (scores of 2-4), and minimally effective (score of 1).
	
	
	
	
	
	

	22. For mitigation on BLM-administered lands, mitigation consists of actions not eligible for Bureau or other sources of funding?
	 
	 
	 
	√
	√
	√

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	
	Cactus Plain WSA
Need clarification
	Kofa NWR
Need clarification
	Sonoran Desert National Monument, Wilderness Area
Need clarification

	FEASIBILITY
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	23. What level of documentation is available to demonstrate effectiveness of mitigation action? Use scale of 1 (little to no documentation) to 5 (well-documented).
	 
	 
	 
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Justification:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	24. Based on action required (e.g., restoration, BLM land management action, land acquisition, Congressional action), how difficult will implementation be? Use scale of 1 (difficult) to 5 (relatively easy). 
	 
	 
	 
	4
	4
	4

	Rate the mitigation action, based on the following scale: restoration/enhancement actions (score of 5); BLM planning decisions (score of 3-4); land acquisition actions (score of 1-3); Congressional actions (score of 1). Ratings should be adjusted on the basis of factors such as cost of the action; time and effort requirements; public and/or BLM support for or opposition to action; and, for land acquisitions, willingness of seller.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	25. Time frame needed to establish site as mitigation location (estimated years).
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	26. Time frame for achieving mitigation goals and objectives from implementation (estimated years).
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	

	27. Cost estimate.
	 
	 
	 
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	DURABILITY 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	28. How durable would the mitigation be from a timeframe and management perspective? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	 
	 
	 
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Rate the temporal and managerial durability of the mitigation action, based on the following scale: Congressionally protected lands would be very durable (score of 5); other federally administered lands specifically designated in land use plans or withdrawn by public land order would be moderately to very durable (score of 4-5); federally administered lands without any special designation but with enforcement oversight would have limited durability (score of 2); lands without special designation or enforcement oversight would not be very durable (score of 1).
	
	
	
	
	
	

	29. How durable would the mitigation be in the context of permanence of conservation and biodiversity protections? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	 
	 
	 
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Justification:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	30. Are there potential effects of future climate change? If so, are they positive or negative for the resource(s) of concern?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	RISK
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	31. What are the constraints or threats to success?
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	32. To what extent will surrounding land uses impact mitigation success? Use scale of 1 (considerable) to 5 (low).
	 
	 
	 
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Rate the extent to which surrounding land uses and stressors (e.g., proximity to expanding urban areas, pressures on region for recreational land use, excessive groundwater withdrawal and drawdown conditions that could affect resources on the mitigation site) would jeopardize long-term success of the mitigation actions, based on the following  scale: if surrounding land uses are similar to or compatible with mitigation actions, the impact would be low (score of 5); if surrounding land uses are incompatible with mitigation actions or present significant pressure for use of the site for incompatible uses, the impact would be considerable (score of 1); surrounding land uses falling within this range would be assessed to determine degree of impact (score of 2-4).
	
	
	
	
	
	

	33. What is the relative probability of success? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	 
	 
	 
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Rate the relative probability of success of the actions at the mitigation site, based on the combination of factors evaluated in criteria 15 through 24, giving a score of 5 (high probability of success), a score of 1 (low probability of success), and scores of 2-4 to represent moderate degrees of probability of success.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	34. Cumulative benefit for resources? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	PRELIMINARY RANKING 

Calculate score by summing the entries in blue-shaded cells. Scores are calculated based on entries in blue-shaded cells as follows: all scaled values (i.e., ratings from 1 to 5) are summed; 1 pt is added for each √; 2 pts are deleted for each X.
	NA
	NA
	NA
	 
	 
	


	Criteria
	Candidate Sites

	 
	Sears Point ACEC (TNC)
	Saddle Mountain ACEC (TWS) 
	Cactus Plain (AZGFD)
	Hoodoo Wash (AZGFD)
	Palomas Plain (AZGFD)

	SITE CHARACTERISTICS
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	1. Contiguous area of site (acres).
	28,436 
	5,500 acres and another 12,040 acres of surrounding desert flats and foothills were determined to possess wilderness characteristics.
	11,000
	14,000
	25,000

	BLM acres
	13,644 
	17,540 
	 
	 
	 

	private acres
	8,638 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	State Trust acres
	6,154 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2. For ACECs, reason for designation. 
	Archaeology, National Historic Trail, riparian vegetation
	Saddle Mountain ACEC is 48,500 acres and is designated for big game and tortoise habitat (and other species), cultural resources, geology, and wildlife movement
	 
	 
	 

	 3. VRI Class
	II & III
	
	IV (100%)
	II (76.6%) & III (21.3%) No VRI (2.0%)
	II (94%) & No VRI (6%)

	4. Consistent with the Resource Management Plan?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	Site is in Havasu RMP Wildlife Habitat Management Area, 
	Site is in Yuma RMP Palomas Plain and Desert Mountians Wildlife Habitat Management Areas
	Site is in Yuma RMP Palomas Plain and Desert Mountians Wildlife Habitat Management Areas

	5. Same HUC 4 watershed?
	√ 
	NEED
	√ 
	√ 
	√ 

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	1507-Lower Gila River
	
	Lower Colorado
	Lower Gila
	Lower Gila

	6. Current terrestrial landscape intactness score (use Sonoran Desert Rapid Ecological Assessment Data)
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Mitigation tool (restoration/enhancement, acquisition, banking, withdrawal, special designation, etc.).
	Acquisition, restoration
	BLM could recommend strengthening the management prescriptions for the area in a future RMP amendment; for example, the Lands with Wilderness Characteristics managed for protection are ROW exclusion, but the broader ACEC is on ROW avoidance. BLM could make the entire ACEC ROW exclusion.
	Habitat Enhancement Restoration/Mesquite Bosque Creation, Species Specific Management Action Visual Resources
	Habitat Enhancement Restoration/Mesquite Bosque Creation, Species Specific Management Action Visual Resources
	Habitat Enhancement Restoration/Mesquite Bosque Creation, Species Specific Management Action Visual Resources

	8. In SEZ Ecoregion?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	9. In SEZ ecological subregion?
	√ 
	NEED
	√
	√
	√

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	Colorado Desert - EPA: 81j, 81g, 81m
	
	
	
	

	10. If applicable, meets priorities for ESA critical habitat?
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	√ for yes (1 point) or N/A; Justification:
	
	
	
	
	


	11. Mitigates for all or most identified unavoidable impacts that warrant offsite mitigation?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	wildlife linkage (AGFD)
	wildlife movement corridor, intact habitat, cultural resources 
	
	
	

	12. Similar landscape value, ecological functionality, biological value, species, habitat types, and/or natural features?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); depending on whether site includes resources critical to meet mitigation objectives.
	Wildlife Habitat Management Area (RMP)
	
	
	
	

	13. Dominant vegetation community with mod-high integrity (acres)
	Creosote-busage community 8714 acres
	 
	 
	 
	 

	14. Provides adequate geographic extent?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); depending on whether site provides area for mitigation at least as large as the entire developable area of the SEZ.
	
	
	
	
	

	15. Feasibility of action?
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	
	
	

	16. Links two or more protected areas?
	X
	√
	X
	X
	X

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	For acquisition of private lands between Saddle Mtn and Gila Bend Mtns element
	
	
	

	17. Site and its proposed actions meet regional conservation/ mitigation goals and objectives?
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	
	
	

	18. Presence of unique/valuable resources or features? (Calculate score on the basis of the number of unique/valuable resources or features present at the candidate site, as listed for criteria 18a through 18i.)
	6
	3
	5
	5
	5

	18a. Perennial, protected sources of water?
	 
	 
	Desert Washes
	Desert Washes
	North American Warm Desert Wash

	18b. Unique species assemblages?
	 
	 
	American Peregrin Falcon, Bald Eagle, Gila Monster, Lowland Leopard Frog, Sonoran Desert Tortoise, Arizona Bell's Vireo, Arizona Pocket Mouse, California Leaf-nosed Bat, Cave Myotis, Gila Woodpecker, Gilded Flicker, Greater Western Mastiff Bat, Harris' Antelope Squirrel, Kit fox, Le Conte’s Thrasher, Little Pocket Mouse, Mexican Free-tailed Bat, Pale Townsend’s Big-eared bat, Pocketed Free-tailed Bat, Regal Horned Lizard, Sonoran Desert Toad, Spotted Bat, Western Yellow Bat, Yuma Myotis
	Bald Eagle, Gila Monster, Sonoran Desert Tortoise, American Beaver, American Bittern, Arizona Bell's Vireo, Arizona Pocket Mouse, California Leaf-nosed Bat, Cave Myotis, Desert Bighorn Sheep, Ferruginous Hawk, Gila Woodpecker, Gilded Flicker, Greater Western Mastiff Bat, Harquahala Southern Pocket Gopher, Harris' Antelope Squirrel, Kit fox, Le Conte’s Thrasher, Lincoln’s Sparrow, Little Pocket Mouse, Pacific Wren, Pale Townsend’s Big-eared bat, Pocketed Free-tailed Bat, Savannah Sparrow, Sonoran Desert Toad, Spotted Bat, Western Yellow Bat, Wood Duck, Yuma Myotis
	 Bald Eagle, Gila Monster, Sonoran Desert Tortoise, American Bittern, American Beaver, Arizona Bell's Vireo, Arizona Pocket Mouse, California Leaf-nosed Bat, Cave Myotis, Desert Bighorn Sheep, Gila Woodpecker, Gilded Flicker, Golden Eagle, Greater Western Mastiff Bat, Harris' Antelope Squirrel, Harquahala Southern Pocket Gopher, Kit fox, Le Conte’s Thrasher, Lincoln’s Sparrow, Little Pocket Mouse, Le Conte’s Thrasher, Lincoln's Sparrow, Little Pocket Mouse, Mexican Free-tailed Bat, Pacific Wren, Pale Townsend’s Big-eared bat, Pocketed Free-Tailed Bat, Sonoran Desert Toad, Spotted Bat, Western Yellow Bat, Wood Duck, Yuma Myotis

	18c. AZGFD Species of Greatest Conservation Need (number of species from distribution models)
	36
	 
	 
	 
	 

	18d. Heritage Data Management System species (number of species from occurrence data)
	2
	 
	7
	7
	6

	18e. BLM Desert tortoise habitat
	 
	Category 2
	 
	 
	 

	18f. Protected species and/or critical habitat?
	8 SSS; 8,715 acres creosote bursage vegetaion
	 
	 
	 
	 

	18g. Desert washes (miles) or ephemeral playas (acres)?
	desert washes
	 
	Desert Washes
	Desert Washes
	North American Warm Desert Wash

	18h. Cultural resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places?
	High petroglyph concentration, National Historic Trail
	petroglyphs, rock shelter, geoglyphs
	 
	 
	 

	18i. Other?
	Gila River riparian
	unique geological formation
	Sonora-Mojave Creosotebush-White Bursage Desert Scrub, Sonora-Mojave Mixed Salt Desert Scrub, Sonoran Paloverde-Mixed Cacti Desert Scrub
	Xerix Riparian, Riparian, Apacherian-Chihuahuan Mesquite Upland Scrub, Sonora-Mojave Creosotebush-White Bursage Desert Scrub, Sonoran Paloverde-Mixed Cacti Desert Scrub
	Sonora-Mojave Creosotebush-White Bursage Desert Scrub, Riparian, Xeric Riparian, Sonora-Mojave Mixed Salt Desert Scrub, Sonoran Paloverde-Mixed Cacti Desert Scrub

	19. Sources of data for the site.
	USGS Protected Areas Database of the United States, TNC Ecoregional rollup, BLM REA, RMP, STATSGO, SURGO for soil stability; wildlife linkages
	 NEED
	AGFD GIS and SWAP data
	AGFD GIS and SWAP data
	AGFD GIS and SWAP data

	EFFECTIVENESS / ADDITIONALITY
	 
	 
	 
	 

	20. To what extent can the full spectrum of regional mitigation goals/objectives be met simultaneously? Use scale of 0 (low) to 5 (high).
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Rate the extent to which the regional mitigation goals/objectives can be met simultaneously through mitigation actions at the site, based on the following scale: all (100%) of the goals and objectives can be met (score of 5); 75-99% can be met (score of 4); 50-74% (score of 3); 25 - 49% can be met (score of 2); less than 25% can be met (score of 1); none of the goals/objectives can be met (score of 0).
	
	
	
	
	

	21. How effective will the mitigation be in the context of achieving mitigation goals/objectives for conserving/restoring ecosystem intactness? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Rate the effectiveness of the mitigation actions at the site in terms of achieving mitigation goals/objectives, based on the following scale: highly effective (score of 5); moderately effective (scores of 2-4), and minimally effective (score of 1).
	
	
	
	
	

	22. For mitigation on BLM-administered lands, mitigation consists of actions not eligible for Bureau or other sources of funding?
	√
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	Sears Point ACEC
	
	
	
	

	FEASIBILITY
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	23. What level of documentation is available to demonstrate effectiveness of mitigation action? Use scale of 1 (little to no documentation) to 5 (well-documented).
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Justification:
	
	
	
	
	

	24. Based on action required (e.g., restoration, BLM land management action, land acquisition, Congressional action), how difficult will implementation be? Use scale of 1 (difficult) to 5 (relatively easy). 
	NEED 
	3 
	4 
	4
	4

	Rate the mitigation action, based on the following scale: restoration/enhancement actions (score of 5); BLM planning decisions (score of 3-4); land acquisition actions (score of 1-3); Congressional actions (score of 1). Ratings should be adjusted on the basis of factors such as cost of the action; time and effort requirements; public and/or BLM support for or opposition to action; and, for land acquisitions, willingness of seller.
	
	Time?
	Site has motorized access
	Site has motorized access
	Site has motorized access

	25. Time frame needed to establish site as mitigation location (estimated years).
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	26. Time frame for achieving mitigation goals and objectives from implementation (estimated years).
	
	
	
	
	

	27. Cost estimate.
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	DURABILITY 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	28. How durable would the mitigation be from a timeframe and management perspective? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Rate the temporal and managerial durability of the mitigation action, based on the following scale: Congressionally protected lands would be very durable (score of 5); other federally administered lands specifically designated in land use plans or withdrawn by public land order would be moderately to very durable (score of 4-5); federally administered lands without any special designation but with enforcement oversight would have limited durability (score of 2); lands without special designation or enforcement oversight would not be very durable (score of 1).
	
	
	
	
	

	29. How durable would the mitigation be in the context of permanence of conservation and biodiversity protections? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Justification:
	
	
	
	
	

	30. Are there potential effects of future climate change? If so, are they positive or negative for the resource(s) of concern?
	
	
	
	
	

	RISK
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	31. What are the constraints or threats to success?
	 
	 
	Conflicts with recreation and nearby agriculture.
	Conflicts with recreation and nearby agriculture.
	Conflicts with recreation

	32. To what extent will surrounding land uses impact mitigation success? Use scale of 1 (considerable) to 5 (low).
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Rate the extent to which surrounding land uses and stressors (e.g., proximity to expanding urban areas, pressures on region for recreational land use, excessive groundwater withdrawal and drawdown conditions that could affect resources on the mitigation site) would jeopardize long-term success of the mitigation actions, based on the following  scale: if surrounding land uses are similar to or compatible with mitigation actions, the impact would be low (score of 5); if surrounding land uses are incompatible with mitigation actions or present significant pressure for use of the site for incompatible uses, the impact would be considerable (score of 1); surrounding land uses falling within this range would be assessed to determine degree of impact (score of 2-4).
	
	
	
	
	

	33. What is the relative probability of success? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Rate the relative probability of success of the actions at the mitigation site, based on the combination of factors evaluated in criteria 15 through 24, giving a score of 5 (high probability of success), a score of 1 (low probability of success), and scores of 2-4 to represent moderate degrees of probability of success.
	
	
	
	
	

	34. Cumulative benefit for resources? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	PRELIMINARY RANKING 
Calculate score by summing the entries in blue-shaded cells. Scores are calculated based on entries in blue-shaded cells as follows: all scaled values (i.e., ratings from 1 to 5) are summed; 1 pt is added for each √; 2 pts are deleted for each X.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


	Criteria
	Candidate Sites

	 
	Ranegras Plain (AZGFD)
	Sacaton Flats (AZGFD)
	Sears Point ACEC (BLM Yuma FO and Archaeology Southwest)
	Fred J. Weiler Vegetation Habitat Management Area  (BLM Yuma FO)
	Quail Point (Archaeology Southwest)

	SITE CHARACTERISTICS
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	1. Contiguous area of site (acres).
	14,500
	4,000
	28,500
	Surrounds and overlaps approximately 12,400 of the Sears Point ACEC
	360

	BLM acres
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	private acres
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	State Trust acres
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2. For ACECs, reason for designation. 
	 
	 
	Archaeology, National Historic Trail, riparian vegetation
	 
	In holding of Sears Point ACEC, designated for Archaeology, National Historic Trail, riparian vegetation.

	3. VRI Class
	III (100%)
	II (38.6%) & III (61.4%)
	II (42.1%), III (4.8%), IV (<0.1%), No VRI (53.1%)
	II (88%), III (9.4%), IV (<0.1%), No VRI (2.7%)
	 

	4. Consistent with the Resource Management Plan?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	Site is in Yuma RMP Palomas Plain and Desert Mountians Wildlife Habitat Management Areas
	Site is in Yuma RMP Palomas Plain Wildlife Habitat Management Area
	
	
	

	5. Same HUC 4 watershed?
	√ 
	√ 
	√
	√
	√

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	Lower Colorado
	Lower Gila
	Lower Gila
	Lower Gila
	Lower Gila

	6. Current terrestrial landscape intactness score (use Sonoran Desert Rapid Ecological Assessment Data)
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Mitigation tool (restoration/enhancement, acquisition, banking, withdrawal, special designation, etc.).
	Habitat Enhancement Restoration/Mesquite Bosque Creation, Species Specific Management Action Visual Resources
	Habitat Enhancement Restoration/Mesquite Bosque Creation, Species Specific Management Action Visual Resources
	Pursue the withdrawal of an additional 4,900 acres of Federal land within the ACEC.  Seek to acquire non-Federal lands within or adjacent to lands within the ACEC
	 
	Land Acquisition

	8. In SEZ Ecoregion?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	9. In SEZ ecological subregion?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	
	
	

	10. If applicable, meets priorities for ESA critical habitat?
	 N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	√ for yes (1 point) or N/A; Justification:
	
	
	
	
	

	11. Mitigates for all or most identified unavoidable impacts that warrant offsite mitigation?
	√
	√
	NEED 
	 NEED 
	 NEED 

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	
	
	

	12. Similar landscape value, ecological functionality, biological value, species, habitat types, and/or natural features?
	√
	√
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); depending on whether site includes resources critical to meet mitigation objectives.
	
	
	
	
	

	13. Dominant vegetation community with mod-high integrity (acres)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	14. Provides adequate geographic extent?
	√
	√
	√
	NEED
	NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); depending on whether site provides area for mitigation at least as large as the entire developable area of the SEZ.
	
	
	
	
	

	15. Feasibility of action?
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	
	
	

	16. Links two or more protected areas?
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	
	
	

	17. Site and its proposed actions meet regional conservation/ mitigation goals and objectives?
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2) Justification:
	
	
	
	
	

	18. Presence of unique/valuable resources or features? (Calculate score on the basis of the number of unique/valuable resources or features present at the candidate site, as listed for criteria 18a through 18i.)
	5
	5
	4
	3
	 NEED

	18a. Perennial, protected sources of water?
	Desert Washes
	Desert Washes
	large mesquite bosques
	large mesquite bosques
	 

	18b. Unique species assemblages?
	Bald Eagle, Gila Monster, Sonoran Desert Tortoise, American Bittern, American Beaver, Arizona Bell's Vireo, Arizona Pocket Mouse, California Leaf-nosed Bat, Cave Myotis, Gila Woodpecker, Gilded Flicker,  Greater Western Mastiff Bat, Harquahala Southern Pocket Gopher, Harris' Antelope Squirrel, Kit fox, Le Conte’s Thrasher, Lincoln's Sparrow, Little Pocket Mouse, Mexican Free-tailed Bat, Pacific Wren, Pale Townsend’s Big-eared bat, Pocketed Free-Tailed Bat, Sonoran Desert Toad, Spotted Bat, Western Burrowing Owl, Western Red Bat,  Western Yellow Bat, Wood Duck, Yuma Myotis
	Gila Monster, Sonoran Desert Tortoise, Arizona Pocket Mouse, California Leaf-nosed Bat, Cave Myotis, Desert Bighorn Sheep, Gila Woodpecker, Gilded Flicker, Greater Western Mastiff Bat, Harris' Antelope Squirrel, Kit fox, Le Conte’s Thrasher, Lincoln's Sparrow, Little Pocket Mouse, Mexican Free-tailed Bat, Pale Townsend’s Big-eared bat, Pocketed Free-Tailed Bat, Sonoran Desert Toad, Spotted Bat, Western Yellow Bat, Yuma Myotis
	 
	 
	 

	18c. AZGFD Species of Greatest Conservation Need (number of species from distribution models)
	 
	 
	36
	38
	 

	18d. Heritage Data Management System species (number of species from occurrence data)
	8
	4
	 
	 
	 

	18e. BLM Desert tortoise habitat
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	18f. Protected species and/or critical habitat?
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	18g. Desert washes (miles) or ephemeral playas (acres)?
	Desert Washes
	Desert Washes
	large mesquite bosques
	large mesquite bosques
	 

	18h. Cultural resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places?
	 
	 
	The ACEC contains a 3,700-acre core area that includes a high concentration of petroglyphs which are within an NRHP-listed archaeological district.
	
	rock art, precontact trail, rock shrines, and geoglyph

	18i. Other?
	Xeric Riparian, Sonora-Mojave Creosotebush-White Bursage Desert Scrub, Sonoran Paloverde-Mixed Cacti Desert Scrub
	Sonora-Mojave Creosotebush-White Bursage Desert Scrub, Sonoran Paloverde-Mixed Cacti Desert Scrub
	 
	 
	 

	19. Sources of data for the site.
	AGFD GIS and SWAP data
	AGFD GIS and SWAP data
	Yuma RMP 
	Yuma RMP 
	 NEED

	EFFECTIVENESS / ADDITIONALITY 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	20. To what extent can the full spectrum of regional mitigation goals/objectives be met simultaneously? Use scale of 0 (low) to 5 (high).
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Rate the extent to which the regional mitigation goals/objectives can be met simultaneously through mitigation actions at the site, based on the following scale: all (100%) of the goals and objectives can be met (score of 5); 75-99% can be met (score of 4); 50-74% (score of 3); 25 - 49% can be met (score of 2); less than 25% can be met (score of 1); none of the goals/objectives can be met (score of 0).
	
	
	
	
	

	21. How effective will the mitigation be in the context of achieving mitigation goals/objectives for conserving/restoring ecosystem intactness? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Rate the effectiveness of the mitigation actions at the site in terms of achieving mitigation goals/objectives, based on the following scale: highly effective (score of 5); moderately effective (scores of 2-4), and minimally effective (score of 1).
	
	
	
	
	

	22. For mitigation on BLM-administered lands, mitigation consists of actions not eligible for Bureau or other sources of funding?
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	
	
	

	FEASIBILITY
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	23. What level of documentation is available to demonstrate effectiveness of mitigation action? Use scale of 1 (little to no documentation) to 5 (well-documented).
	1
	1
	NEED
	NEED
	5

	Justification:
	
	
	
	
	Cultural

	24. Based on action required (e.g., restoration, BLM land management action, land acquisition, Congressional action), how difficult will implementation be? Use scale of 1 (difficult) to 5 (relatively easy). 
	4
	4 
	3 
	NEED 
	5

	Rate the mitigation action, based on the following scale: restoration/enhancement actions (score of 5); BLM planning decisions (score of 3-4); land acquisition actions (score of 1-3); Congressional actions (score of 1). Ratings should be adjusted on the basis of factors such as cost of the action; time and effort requirements; public and/or BLM support for or opposition to action; and, for land acquisitions, willingness of seller.
	Site has motorized access
	Site has motorized access
	Time
	
	

	25. Time frame needed to establish site as mitigation location (estimated years).
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	26. Time frame for achieving mitigation goals and objectives from implementation (estimated years).
	
	
	
	
	

	27. Cost estimate.
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	DURABILITY 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	28. How durable would the mitigation be from a timeframe and management perspective? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Rate the temporal and managerial durability of the mitigation action, based on the following scale: Congressionally protected lands would be very durable (score of 5); other federally administered lands specifically designated in land use plans or withdrawn by public land order would be moderately to very durable (score of 4-5); federally administered lands without any special designation but with enforcement oversight would have limited durability (score of 2); lands without special designation or enforcement oversight would not be very durable (score of 1).
	
	
	
	
	

	29. How durable would the mitigation be in the context of permanence of conservation and biodiversity protections? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Justification:
	
	
	
	
	

	30. Are there potential effects of future climate change? If so, are they positive or negative for the resource(s) of concern?
	
	
	
	
	

	RISK
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	31. What are the constraints or threats to success?
	Conflicts with recreation and grazing
	Conflicts with recreation
	 
	 
	 

	32. To what extent will surrounding land uses impact mitigation success? Use scale of 1 (considerable) to 5 (low).
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Rate the extent to which surrounding land uses and stressors (e.g., proximity to expanding urban areas, pressures on region for recreational land use, excessive groundwater withdrawal and drawdown conditions that could affect resources on the mitigation site) would jeopardize long-term success of the mitigation actions, based on the following  scale: if surrounding land uses are similar to or compatible with mitigation actions, the impact would be low (score of 5); if surrounding land uses are incompatible with mitigation actions or present significant pressure for use of the site for incompatible uses, the impact would be considerable (score of 1); surrounding land uses falling within this range would be assessed to determine degree of impact (score of 2-4).
	
	
	
	
	

	33. What is the relative probability of success? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Rate the relative probability of success of the actions at the mitigation site, based on the combination of factors evaluated in criteria 15 through 24, giving a score of 5 (high probability of success), a score of 1 (low probability of success), and scores of 2-4 to represent moderate degrees of probability of success.
	
	
	
	
	

	34. Cumulative benefit for resources? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	PRELIMINARY RANKING 
Calculate score by summing the entries in blue-shaded cells. Scores are calculated based on entries in blue-shaded cells as follows: all scaled values (i.e., ratings from 1 to 5) are summed; 1 pt is added for each √; 2 pts are deleted for each X.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


	Criteria
	 
	 
	Candidate Sites
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Red Rock Canyon (Archaeology Southwest)
	Robbins Butte (Archaeology Southwest)
	Gillespie Dam North  (Archaeology Southwest)
	Gillespie Dam South  (Archaeology Southwest)
	Enterprise North  (Archaeology Southwest)
	Enterprise Central  (Archaeology Southwest)

	SITE CHARACTERISTICS
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	1. Contiguous area of site (acres).
	1,189
	97
	89
	151
	46
	16

	BLM acres
	1,189
	97
	 
	 
	 
	 

	private acres
	 
	 
	89
	151
	46
	16

	State Trust acres
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2. For ACECs, reason for designation. 
	Located within the Gila River Terraces ACEC, designated for significant historic, cultural, or scenic value.
	Located within the Gila River Terraces ACEC, designated for significant historic, cultural, or scenic value.
	Located adjacent to the Gila River Terraces ACEC
	Located adjacent to the Gila River Terraces ACEC
	Located adjacent to the Gila River Terraces ACEC
	Located adjacent to the Gila River Terraces ACEC

	 VRI
	II (4.6%), III (38.6%), IV (56.8%)
	II (64.9%) & IV (35.1%)
	IV (6.7%) & No VRI (93.3%)
	No VRI
	No VRI
	No VRI

	4. Consistent with the Resource Management Plan?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Same HUC 4 watershed?
	√ 
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	(Lower Gila)
	(Lower Gila)
	(Lower Gila)
	(Lower Gila)
	(Lower Gila)
	(Lower Gila)

	6. Current terrestrial landscape intactness score (use Sonoran Desert Rapid Ecological Assessment Data)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. Mitigation tool (restoration/enhancement, acquisition, banking, withdrawal, special designation, etc.).
	On-Site Restoration
	On-Site Restoration
	Land Acquisition
	Land Acquisition
	Land Acquisition
	Land Acquisition

	8. In SEZ Ecoregion?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	9. In SEZ ecological subregion?
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. If applicable, meets priorities for ESA critical habitat?
	N/A 
	√
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	√ for yes (1 point) or N/A; Justification:
	
	Proposed critical habitat for Western yellow-billed cuckoo
	
	
	
	

	11. Mitigates for all or most identified unavoidable impacts that warrant offsite mitigation?
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√
	√

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	Archaic and Hohokam archaeology
	Archaic and Hohokam archaeology
	Archaic period and Hohokam and Patayan archaeology
	Archaic period and Hohokam and Patayan archaeology
	Hohokam archaeology
	Hohokam archaeology

	12. Similar landscape value, ecological functionality, biological value, species, habitat types, and/or natural features?
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); depending on whether site includes resources critical to meet mitigation objectives.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13. Dominant vegetation community with mod-high integrity (acres)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	14. Provides adequate geographic extent?
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); depending on whether site provides area for mitigation at least as large as the entire developable area of the SEZ.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15. Feasibility of action?
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16. Links two or more protected areas?
	NEED
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	17. Site and its proposed actions meet regional conservation/mitigation goals and objectives?
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18. Presence of unique/valuable resources or features? (Calculate score on the basis of the number of unique/valuable resources or features present at the candidate site, as listed for criteria 18a through 18i.)
	3
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2

	18a. Perennial, protected sources of water?
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	18b. Unique species assemblages?
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	18c. AZGFD Species of Greatest Conservation Need (number of species from distribution models)
	42
	36
	42
	37
	25
	20

	18d. Heritage Data Management System species (number of species from occurrence data)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	18e. BLM Desert tortoise habitat
	 Category 2
	No 
	Not BLM land – no BLM habitat category 
	Not BLM land – no BLM habitat category 
	Not BLM land – no BLM habitat category 
	Not BLM land – no BLM habitat category 

	18f. Protected species and/or critical habitat?
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	18g. Desert washes (miles) or ephemeral playas (acres)?
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	18h. Cultural resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places?
	Petroglyphs , Archaic and Hohokam archaeology
	Petroglyphs , Archaic and Hohokam archaeology
	Extensive petroglyph concentration
	Extensive petroglyph concentration
	Large habitation including Hohkam  ballcourt features
	Large habitation including Hohkam  ballcourt features

	18i. Other?
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	19. Sources of data for the site.
	Archaeology Southwest
	Archaeology Southwest
	Archaeology Southwest
	Archaeology Southwest
	Archaeology Southwest
	Archaeology Southwest

	EFFECTIVENESS / ADDITIONALITY 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	20. To what extent can the full spectrum of regional mitigation goals/objectives be met simultaneously? Use scale of 0 (low) to 5 (high).
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Rate the extent to which the regional mitigation goals/objectives can be met simultaneously through mitigation actions at the site, based on the following scale: all (100%) of the goals and objectives can be met (score of 5); 75-99% can be met (score of 4); 50-74% (score of 3); 25 - 49% can be met (score of 2); less than 25% can be met (score of 1); none of the goals/objectives can be met (score of 0).
	
	
	
	
	
	

	21. How effective will the mitigation be in the context of achieving mitigation goals/objectives for conserving/restoring ecosystem intactness? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Rate the effectiveness of the mitigation actions at the site in terms of achieving mitigation goals/objectives, based on the following scale: highly effective (score of 5); moderately effective (scores of 2-4), and minimally effective (score of 1).
	
	
	
	
	
	

	22. For mitigation on BLM-administered lands, mitigation consists of actions not eligible for Bureau or other sources of funding?
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	FEASIBILITY
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	23. What level of documentation is available to demonstrate effectiveness of mitigation action? Use scale of 1 (little to no documentation) to 5 (well-documented).
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Justification:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	24. Based on action required (e.g., restoration, BLM land management action, land acquisition, Congressional action), how difficult will implementation be? Use scale of 1 (difficult) to 5 (relatively easy). 
	4
	4
	5
	5
	5
	5

	Rate the mitigation action, based on the following scale: restoration/enhancement actions (score of 5); BLM planning decisions (score of 3-4); land acquisition actions (score of 1-3); Congressional actions (score of 1). Ratings should be adjusted on the basis of factors such as cost of the action; time and effort requirements; public and/or BLM support for or opposition to action; and, for land acquisitions, willingness of seller.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	25. Time frame needed to establish site as mitigation location (estimated years).
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	26. Time frame for achieving mitigation goals and objectives from implementation (estimated years).
	
	
	
	
	
	

	27. Cost estimate.
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	DURABILITY 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	28. How durable would the mitigation be from a timeframe and management perspective? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Rate the temporal and managerial durability of the mitigation action, based on the following scale: Congressionally protected lands would be very durable (score of 5); other federally administered lands specifically designated in land use plans or withdrawn by public land order would be moderately to very durable (score of 4-5); federally administered lands without any special designation but with enforcement oversight would have limited durability (score of 2); lands without special designation or enforcement oversight would not be very durable (score of 1).
	
	
	
	
	
	

	29. How durable would the mitigation be in the context of permanence of conservation and biodiversity protections? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Justification:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	30. Are there potential effects of future climate change? If so, are they positive or negative for the resource(s) of concern?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	RISK
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	31. What are the constraints or threats to success?
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	32. To what extent will surrounding land uses impact mitigation success? Use scale of 1 (considerable) to 5 (low).
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Rate the extent to which surrounding land uses and stressors (e.g., proximity to expanding urban areas, pressures on region for recreational land use, excessive groundwater withdrawal and drawdown conditions that could affect resources on the mitigation site) would jeopardize long-term success of the mitigation actions, based on the following  scale: if surrounding land uses are similar to or compatible with mitigation actions, the impact would be low (score of 5); if surrounding land uses are incompatible with mitigation actions or present significant pressure for use of the site for incompatible uses, the impact would be considerable (score of 1); surrounding land uses falling within this range would be assessed to determine degree of impact (score of 2-4).
	
	
	
	
	
	

	33. What is the relative probability of success? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Rate the relative probability of success of the actions at the mitigation site, based on the combination of factors evaluated in criteria 15 through 24, giving a score of 5 (high probability of success), a score of 1 (low probability of success), and scores of 2-4 to represent moderate degrees of probability of success.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	34. Cumulative benefit for resources? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	PRELIMINARY RANKING 
Calculate score by summing the entries in blue-shaded cells. Scores are calculated based on entries in blue-shaded cells as follows: all scaled values (i.e., ratings from 1 to 5) are summed; 1 pt is added for each √; 2 pts are deleted for each X.
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


	Criteria
	Candidate Sites

	 
	Enterprise South  (Archaeology Southwest)
	La Osa Ranch (Pima County)
	Marana Mound (Pima County)

	SITE CHARACTERISTICS
	 
	 
	 

	1. Contiguous area of site (acres).
	53
	6,000 to 12,000
	13,000 acres

	BLM acres
	 
	 
	 

	private acres
	53
	6,000 to 12,000
	 

	State Trust acres
	 
	 
	 

	2. For ACECs, reason for designation. 
	Located adjacent to the Gila River Terraces ACEC
	 
	 

	3. VRI Class
	 No VRI
	 
	 

	4. Consistent with the Resource Management Plan?
	 NEED
	NEED (Not in an RMP if private, but PHX RMP discusses acquisition (check))
	NEED (Not in an RMP if private, but PHX RMP discusses acquisition (check))

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	

	5. Same HUC 4 watershed?
	√ 
	X
	X

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	Lower Gila
	Middle Gila
	Middle Gila

	6. Current terrestrial landscape intactness score (use Sonoran Desert Rapid Ecological Assessment Data)
	
	
	

	7. Mitigation tool (restoration/ enhancement, acquisition, banking, withdrawal, special designation, etc.).
	Land Acquisition
	Acquisition and/or active wildlife habitat restoration.
	 

	8. In SEZ Ecoregion?
	√
	√
	√

	9. In SEZ ecological subregion?
	NEED
	√
	√

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	1,000 acres of 81o, with minor additional 81K, 81L and 81n.
	Mainly 81l, with some minor 81n

	10. If applicable, meets priorities for ESA critical habitat?
	 N/A
	N/A 
	N/A 

	√ for yes (1 point) or N/A; Justification:
	√
	
	

	11. Mitigates for all or most identified unavoidable impacts that warrant offsite mitigation?
	
	NEED
	NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	Hohokam archaeology
	
	

	12. Similar landscape value, ecological functionality, biological value, species, habitat types, and/or natural features?
	NEED
	NEED
	√

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); depending on whether site includes resources critical to meet mitigation objectives.
	
	
	Ironwood forest (a Pima County Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan special element) and creosote bush vegetation types

	13. Dominant vegetation community with mod-high integrity (acres)
	 
	 
	 

	14. Provides adequate geographic extent?
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	

	15. Feasibility of action?
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	

	16. Links two or more protected areas?
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	

	17. Site and its proposed actions meet regional conservation/mitigation goals and objectives?
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	

	18. Presence of unique/valuable resources or features? (Calculate score on the basis of the number of unique/valuable resources or features present at the candidate site, as listed for criteria 18a through 18i.)
	2
	7
	5

	18a. Perennial, protected sources of water?
	 
	Intermittent wetlands and mesquite-dominated riparian areas supported by effluent and stormwater
	 

	18b. Unique species assemblages?
	 
	Arizona HabiMap tool identified 36 Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN; from the Arizona State Wildlife Action Plan) in the project footprint of at least one of the three Solar Energy Zones in Arizona. Of these 36 species, the La Osa properties contains modeled habitat for 33 species (92%). Also, there are four species of Economic and Recreational Importance common to all SEZs (mountain lion, mule deer, white-winged dove, and Gambel’s quail). All four species are found at La Osa. BLM species of concern that common to both SEZ sites and La Osa include Le Conte’s thrasher, California leaf-nosed
bat, and Sonoran Desert tortoise.
	Arizona HabiMap tool identified 36 Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN; from the Arizona State Wildlife Action Plan) in at least one of the three Solar Energy Zones in Arizona. Of these 36 species, the Marana Mounds properties contains modeled habitat for 29 species (81%). Also, there are four species of Economic and Recreational Importance (i.e., game species) common to all Solar Energy Zones (mountain lion, mule deer, white-winged dove, and Gambel’s quail). All four species are found at Marana Mounds. BLM species of concern that common to both SEZ sites and Marana Mounds include the California leaf-nosed bat and Sonoran desert tortoise. The properties are in the historical distribution of Le Conte’s thrasher.

	18c. AZGFD Species of Greatest Conservation Need (number of species from distribution models)
	18
	52
	42

	18d. Heritage Data Management System species (number of species from occurrence data)
	 
	 
	 

	18e. BLM Desert tortoise habitat
	 Not BLM land no BLM category
	Not BLM land no BLM category
	Not BLM land no BLM category

	18f. Protected species and/or critical habitat?
	 
	Big Horn sheep habitat and abundant bird life. La Osa lands have value as habitat for several species covered under Pima County’s forthcoming Multi-species Conservation Plan including: burrowing owl, rufous-winged sparrow, Abert’s towhee, Bell’s vireo, Tucson shovel-nosed snake, ground snake, western red bat, and yellow bat. A portion of the site is identified as being a critical part of AZ Game and Fish Department Missing Linkage among Picacho Peak State Park, Samaniego Hills and the Silverbell Mountains. The site enhances connectivity to Ironwood Forest for wildlife.
	Marana Mounds lands have value as habitat for several species covered under Pima County’s forthcoming Multi-species Conservation Plan including: cactus ferruginous pygmy owl, burrowing owl, Tucson shovel-nosed snake, and ground snake.

	18g. Desert washes (miles) or ephemeral playas (acres)?
	 
	3659 acres of additional non-developable floodplain along Santa Cruz River. Excellent opportunities for restoration of floodplain functions and for wildlife habitat on over 2000 acres of land.
	 

	18h. Cultural resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places?
	Large habitation including Hohkam  ballcourt features
	41 acres of recorded archeological sites (where surveys have been done). Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail alignment passes through the site. Several large archaeological sites have been recorded associated with the Santa Cruz River system. The eastern ranchlands overlap with the Los Robles Archaeological District . The District is listed on the National Register of Historic Places in recognition of the high archaeological values associated with a dense concentration of Hohokam sites including large village sites and dense areas of rock art on boulder outcrops that are located along the western edge of Los Robles Wash dating between approximately A.D. 1050 and A.D 1450. The district contains a total of 129 archaeological sites within an area encompassing 12,894 acres of State Trust lands and Bureau of Land Management lands. Several related sites on nearby private lands, including a large ball court site with a late Classic component, AZ AA:11:12(ASM), the Pig Farm site, were not originally included within the District because of landowner objections. This site is a ball court Village dating to the Hohokam Pre-Classic Period (A.D. 750 – A.D. 1150) but also has a late Classic Period component (A.D. 1300 – 1450). All of these sites are considered ancestral sites by the Tohono O’odham.
	The Tortolita Fan contains by far the most intact and best preserved prehispanic late
Hohokam residential community, Marana Mounds, and its associated cultural
landscape. Major Hohokam residential areas, some that are hundreds of acres in size, and entire agricultural field systems are found throughout the Tortolita Fan. Between AD 1150 and 1300, up to 3,000 people resided in the Marana Mounds community, growing crops, and hunting and gathering wild foods. This prehispanic cultural landscape is unique in that it is the only one of its kind that remains essentially intact and undeveloped.

	18i. Other?
	 
	• 373 acres of wildlife corridors
• 2122 acres of damaged land for mitigation and restoration.• Scenic basalt-capped hills
	Hohokam residential community, Marana Mounds, and its associated cultural

	19. Sources of data for the site.
	Archaeology Southwest
	Arizona HabiMap, Land Advisors Organization: http://www.landadvisors.com/pdf/AZPL06951-96239.pdf
	landscape. Major Hohokam residential areas, some that are hundreds of acres in size, and entire agricultural field systems are found throughout the Tortolita Fan. Between AD 1150 and 1300, up to 3,000 people resided in the Marana Mounds community, growing crops, and hunting and gathering wild foods. This prehispanic cultural landscape is unique in that it is the only one of its kind that remains essentially intact and undeveloped.

	EFFECTIVENESS / ADDITIONALITY 
	 
	 

	20. To what extent can the full spectrum of regional mitigation goals/objectives be met simultaneously? Use scale of 0 (low) to 5 (high).
	NEED
	
	

	Rate the extent to which the regional mitigation goals/objectives can be met simultaneously through mitigation actions at the site, based on the following scale: all (100%) of the goals and objectives can be met (score of 5); 75-99% can be met (score of 4); 50-74% (score of 3); 25 - 49% can be met (score of 2); less than 25% can be met (score of 1); none of the goals/objectives can be met (score of 0).
	
	Preservation of military training, airspace and readiness; Waters of the US (Corps of Engineers); floodplain function mitigation; mesquite bosque and wetland mitigation; other xeroriparian restoration; wildlife movement corridor protection for javelina, coyote, deer, fox, reptiles including desert tortoise, and desert toads; migratory bird mitigation; historic and archeological protection and interpretation opportunities; visual resource mitigation; recreational access mitigation;measures to abate wind and water erosion and manage invasive species.
	Of the total Marana Mounds–Tortolita Fan acreage, approximately 1,500 acres are identified as within 232 archaeological sites. It is highly likely that more site acreage is located within this area. The Marana Mounds community is ancestral to a number of federally recognized Indian tribes, and as such is an important part of the present day cultural landscapes of the Tohono O’odham Nation, Gila River Indian Community, Ak-Chin Indian Community, Salta River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, and the Hopi Tribe. Protection of this unique cultural and natural landscape would be an extremely effective means to mitigate solar impacts to other areas of importance to these tribes, and consistent with local plans.

	21. How effective will the mitigation be in the context of achieving mitigation goals/objectives for conserving/restoring ecosystem intactness? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	 NEED
	
	

	Rate the effectiveness of the mitigation actions at the site in terms of achieving mitigation goals/objectives, based on the following scale: highly effective (score of 5); moderately effective (scores of 2-4), and minimally effective (score of 1).
	
	This site is not currently protected or managed for conservation and there is no other conservation buyer.
	This site is not currently protected or managed for conservation. In 2003, the Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection included this candidate mitigation site in their proposal for federal protection.

	22. For mitigation on BLM-administered lands, mitigation consists of actions not eligible for Bureau or other sources of funding?
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	

	FEASIBILITY
	 
	 
	 

	23. What level of documentation is available to demonstrate effectiveness of mitigation action? Use scale of 1 (little to no documentation) to 5 (well-documented).
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Justification:
	
	
	

	24. Based on action required (e.g., restoration, BLM land management action, land acquisition, Congressional action), how difficult will implementation be? Use scale of 1 (difficult) to 5 (relatively easy). 
	5
	
	

	Rate the mitigation action, based on the following scale: restoration/enhancement actions (score of 5); BLM planning decisions (score of 3-4); land acquisition actions (score of 1-3); Congressional actions (score of 1). Ratings should be adjusted on the basis of factors such as cost of the action; time and effort requirements; public and/or BLM support for or opposition to action; and, for land acquisitions, willingness of seller.
	
	Part of this property is actively being marketed for development but there is recognition that much of the site is not developable. Part of the area identified as a mitigation area was previously graded. The Santa Cruz River here receives periodic natural flood flows and intermittent effluent discharges.
	The land is predominantly owned by ASLD. The private parcel owner has indicated a willingness to donate or sell this land to conserve the archaeological values. Pima County would be willing to consider management of the property or holding a conservation easement on the property in perpetuity. The State Land identified here is adjacent to several Pima County natural open space properties, including Tortolita Mountain Park. To our knowledge there are no existing site conditions that would preclude long-term conservation.

	25. Time frame needed to establish site as mitigation location (estimated years).
	 
	 
	 

	26. Time frame for achieving mitigation goals and objectives from implementation (estimated years).
	
	
	

	27. Cost estimate.
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	DURABILITY 
	 
	 
	 

	28. How durable would the mitigation be from a timeframe and management perspective? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	 NEED
	
	

	Rate the temporal and managerial durability of the mitigation action, based on the following scale: Congressionally protected lands would be very durable (score of 5); other federally administered lands specifically designated in land use plans or withdrawn by public land order would be moderately to very durable (score of 4-5); federally administered lands without any special designation but with enforcement oversight would have limited durability (score of 2); lands without special designation or enforcement oversight would not be very durable (score of 1).
	
	The land could be placed into federal, state or local ownership. With Presidential action, the area could be added to the Monument, or administered through other BLM mechanisms such as an ACEC. A conservation easement could assist long-term protection.
	The land could be placed into federal or local ownership. A conservation easement
could assist long-term protection.

	29. How durable would the mitigation be in the context of permanence of conservation and biodiversity protections? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Justification:
	
	
	

	30. Are there potential effects of future climate change? If so, are they positive or negative for the resource(s) of concern?
	
	
	

	RISK
	 
	 
	 

	31. What are the constraints or threats to success?
	 
	The land in question is part of the Santa Cruz River floodplain and portions of it could be encroached if not used for mitigation; the adjacent lands outside the floodplain are for sale and might be developable, though concerns have been expressed by spokespersons from Air Force and Army National Guard leaders about encroaching military airspace. Reference materials: See proposed development areas map at http://www.landadvisors.com/pdf/AZPL06951-96239.pdf
	 

	32. To what extent will surrounding land uses impact mitigation success? Use scale of 1 (considerable) to 5 (low).
	 NEED
	NEED 
	

	Rate the extent to which surrounding land uses and stressors (e.g., proximity to expanding urban areas, pressures on region for recreational land use, excessive groundwater withdrawal and drawdown conditions that could affect resources on the mitigation site) would jeopardize long-term success of the mitigation actions, based on the following  scale: if surrounding land uses are similar to or compatible with mitigation actions, the impact would be low (score of 5); if surrounding land uses are incompatible with mitigation actions or present significant pressure for use of the site for incompatible uses, the impact would be considerable (score of 1); surrounding land uses falling within this range would be assessed to determine degree of impact (score of 2-4).
	
	
	ASLD could sell the land for development, and recent residential development abuts the proposed Marana Mounds mitigation area.

	33. What is the relative probability of success? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	 NEED
	NEED 
	NEED 

	Rate the relative probability of success of the actions at the mitigation site, based on the combination of factors evaluated in criteria 15 through 24, giving a score of 5 (high probability of success), a score of 1 (low probability of success), and scores of 2-4 to represent moderate degrees of probability of success.
	
	
	

	34. Cumulative benefit for resources? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	 
	 
	 

	PRELIMINARY RANKING 
Calculate score by summing the entries in blue-shaded cells. Scores are calculated based on entries in blue-shaded cells as follows: all scaled values (i.e., ratings from 1 to 5) are summed; 1 pt is added for each √; 2 pts are deleted for each X.
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	


	Criteria
	Candidate Sites

	 
	Boa Sorte (Pima County)
	Cocoraque Butte (Pima County)
	Los Robles Archeological/Historical District (Pima County) 

	SITE CHARACTERISTICS
	 
	 
	 

	1. Contiguous area of site (acres).
	1,800 acres
	4,628 acres
	3,136 acres

	BLM acres
	 
	 
	 

	private acres
	 
	 
	 

	State Trust acres
	 
	4,628 acres
	 

	2. For ACECs, reason for designation. 
	 
	 
	 

	3. VRI Class.
	 
	 
	 

	4. Consistent with the Resource Management Plan?
	X 
	X 
	X 

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	Not in an RMP if private, but PHX RMP discusses acquisition (check)
	Not in an RMP if private, but PHX RMP discusses acquisition (check)
	Not in an RMP if private, but PHX RMP discusses acquisition (check)

	5. Same HUC 4 watershed?
	X
	X
	X

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	Middle Gila
	Middle Gila
	Middle Gila

	6. Current terrestrial landscape intactness score (use Sonoran Desert Rapid Ecological Assessment Data)
	
	
	

	7. Mitigation tool (restoration/enhancement, acquisition, banking, withdrawal, special designation, etc.).
	Acquisition, with other optional mitigation components
	 
	Acquisition and/or active wildlife habitat restoration.

	8. In SEZ Ecoregion?
	√
	√
	√

	9. In SEZ ecological subregion?
	X
	X
	X

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	1158 acres of 81n, with 694 acres of 81l
	4340 acres of 81l, 235 acres of 81k, 53 acres of 81n
	2058 acres of 81o with 1066 acres and 81l and minor 81n

	10. If applicable, meets priorities for ESA critical habitat?
	 N/A
	 N/A
	 N/A

	√ for yes (1 point) or N/A; Justification:
	
	
	

	11. Mitigates for all or most identified unavoidable impacts that warrant offsite mitigation?
	 NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	

	12. Similar landscape value, ecological functionality, biological value, species, habitat types, and/or natural features?
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); depending on whether site includes resources critical to meet mitigation objectives. 
	
	
	

	13. Dominant vegetation community with mod-high integrity (acres)
	
	
	

	14. Provides adequate geographic extent?
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); depending on whether site provides area for mitigation at least as large as the entire developable area of the SEZ.
	
	
	

	15. Feasibility of action?
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	

	16. Links two or more protected areas?
	X
	X
	X

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	But acquires inholdings from Ironwood Forest National Monument
	

	17. Site and its proposed actions meet regional conservation/ mitigation goals and objectives?
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2); Justification:
	
	
	

	18. Presence of unique/valuable resources or features? (Calculate score on the basis of the number of unique/valuable resources or features present at the candidate site, as listed for criteria 18a through 18i.)
	7
	6
	7

	18a. Perennial, protected sources of water?
	Brawley Wash complex, with most of the area classified as an Important Riparian Area under the Conservation Lands System.
	 
	Santa Cruz River and Brawley Wash
floodplain

	18b. Unique species assemblages?
	Arizona HabiMap tool identified 36 Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN; from the Arizona State Wildlife Action Plan) in at least one of the three Solar Energy Zones in Arizona. Of these 36 species, the Boa Sorte properties contains modeled habitat for 30 species (83%). Also, there are four species of Economic and Recreational Importance (i.e., game species) common to all Solar Energy Zones (mountain lion, mule deer, white-winged dove, and Gambel’s quail). All four species are found at Boa Sorte. BLM species of concern that common to both SEZ sites and Boa Sorte include the California leafnosed bat. The properties are in the historical distribution of Le Conte’s thrasher.
	Arizona HabiMap tool identified 36 Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN; from the Arizona State Wildlife Action Plan) in the project footprint of at least one of the three Solar Energy Zones in Arizona. Of these 36 species, the Cocoraque Butte properties contains modeled habitat for 30 of these species (83%). Also, there are four species of Economic and Recreational Importance (i.e., game species) common to all Solar Energy Zones (mountain lion, mule deer, white-winged dove, and Gambel’s quail). All four species are found at Cocoraque Butte. BLM species of concern that common to both SEZ sites and this site include the California leaf-nosed bat and Sonoran Desert tortoise; the site is also in the historical range of the Le Conte’s thrasher.
	Arizona HabiMap tool identified 36 Species of Greatest Conservation Need (SGCN; from the Arizona State Wildlife Action Plan) in the project footprint of at least one of the three Solar Energy Zones (Agua Nuevas, Brenda, and Gillespie) in Arizona. Of these 36 species, the Los Robles properties contains modeled habitat for 31 (86%). Also, there are four species of Economic and Recreational Importance (i.e., game species) common to all Solar Energy Zones (mountain lion, mule deer, white-winged dove, and Gambel’s quail). All four species are found at Los Robles. BLM species of concern that common to both SEZ sites and Los Robles include California leaf-nosed bat, and Sonoran Desert tortoise. The property is in the historical range for LeConte’s thrasher.

	18c. AZGFD Species of Greatest Conservation Need (number of species from distribution models)
	44
	38
	48

	18d. Heritage Data Management System species (number of species from occurrence data)
	 
	 
	 

	18e. BLM Desert tortoise habitat
	 Not BLM land, no BLM habitat category
	Not BLM land, no BLM habitat category
	Not BLM land, no BLM habitat category


Cocoraque Butte lands have value as habitat for several species covered under Pima County’s forthcoming Multi-species Conservation Plan including: cactus ferruginous pygmy owl, burrowing owl, rufous-winged sparrow, Abert’s towhee, Bell’s vireo, Tucson shovelnosed

snake, and ground snake.

	• Portion of the site is identified as being part of AZ Game and Fish Department wildlife linkage zone which connects the Tucson and Roskruge mountains.
	Los Robles lands have value as habitat for several species covered under Pima County’s forthcoming Multi-species Conservation Plan including: cactus ferruginous pygmy owl, burrowing owl, rufous-winged sparrow, Abert’s towhee, Bell’s vireo, Tucson shovelnosed snake, ground snake, western red bat, and yellow bat with future potential for the yellow-billed cuckoo. A portion of the site is identified as being a part of AZ Game and Fish Department’s Missing Linkage between the Tortolita and Silverbell mountains (east/west), and between the Tucson, Coyote, and Silverbell mountains (north/south). The site has several Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan “special elements,” including Sonoran riparian scrub, ironwood forest, and palo verde/mixed cactus vegetation types.

	18g. Desert washes (miles) or ephemeral playas (acres)?
	Brawley Wash complex, with most of the area classified as an Important Riparian Area under the Conservation Lands System.
	Riparian areas and intermittent water
	Santa Cruz River and Brawley Wash
floodplain

	18h. Cultural resources eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places?
	High and low zones of archaeological sensitivity. Proximity to the archaeologically rich Cañada Del Oro Wash. Based on linear surveys conducted along streets, only one archaeological site, AZ AA:11:26 (ASM), has been previously identified within the four parcels, which is located in and near the extreme southeastern corner of the southeast parcel (123-10-001N). This site was previously recorded in 1983 during a survey for the Tucson Aqueduct Project (Central Arizona Project), and was excavated in 1986. The majority of the Boa Sorte lands have not been surveyed for cultural resources.
	Corcoraque Butte Archaeological District. Listed on the National Register of Historic Places at a National level of significance, Cocoraque Butte Archaeological District is adjacent to the Garcia Strip of the Tohono O'odham Indian Reservation, on the westernmost edge of Avra Valley. The District includes several prehistoric archaeological sites in addition to the wonderful constellation of petroglyphic rock art. Artesian springs at the base of the butte have attracted people during both prehistoric and historic times. Virtually no archaeological survey has been done to identify and record cultural resources on surrounding lands, but flaked and ground stone artifacts and pottery sherds are scattered across the landscape. The Tohono O’odham Nation considers this butte to be a highly significant traditional cultural place with important spiritual values, and BLM staff support its acquisition for conservation.
	Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail alignment passes through the site. The Los Robles Archaeological District (District), which is listed on the National Register of Historic Places, borders and, in a few areas, slightly overlaps the Ironwood National Monument. Pima County’s Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan identifies the Los Robles Complex as a Priority Archaeological Site Complex within Pima County that includes portions of the Los Robles Archaeological District. The District was created in 1989 to preserve and give National level recognition to the high archaeological values associated with an extensive concentration of Hohokam sites located along the western edge of Los Robles Wash dating between approximately A.D. 1050 and A.D 1450. The District includes 119 archaeological sites as contributing properties, representing a time of dramatic social change among the Hohokam, resulting in the emergence of new forms of social control centered on communities with a kind of public architecture referred to as “platform mounds.” The architectural shift signaled a typological shift to the Hohokam Classic Period. All of these sites are considered ancestral places by the Tohono O’odham. The district encompasses 12,894 acres of State Trust lands and Bureau of Land Management lands in Pima and Pinal Counties.

	18i. Other?
	The value of the property from a wildlife corridor perspective is strong, as it lies near the Bureau of Reclamation’s Tucson Mitigation Corridor and along the axis of Brawley Wash.
	cultural place with important spiritual values, and BLM staff support its acquisition for conservation.
	Relatively unimpaired floodplain functions. Restoration of agricultural fields to proper floodplain function and wildlife habitat presents important opportunities for these lands.

	19. Sources of data for the site.
	Arizona HabiMap, Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan (SDCP), Arizona HabiMap.
	Arizona HabiMap
	Ironwood Forest National Monument Management Plan; City of Tucson
Avra Valley Habitat Conservation Plan; Pima County Draft Multi-Species Conservation Plan, Arizona HabiMap.

	EFFECTIVENESS / ADDITIONALITY 
	 
	 

	20. To what extent can the full spectrum of regional mitigation goals/objectives be met simultaneously? Use scale of 0 (low) to 5 (high).
	
	
	


Waters of the US (Corps of Engineers); floodplain function mitigation; mesquite bosque and wetland mitigation; other xeroriparian restoration; wildlife movement corridor protection for javelina, coyote, deer, fox, reptiles including desert tortoise, and desert toads; migratory bird mitigation; historic and archeological protection and interpretation

	opportunities; visual resource mitigation; recreational access opportunities; preservation of military airspace and readiness; abatement of wind and water erosion.

	21. How effective will the mitigation be in the context of achieving mitigation goals/objectives for conserving/restoring ecosystem intactness? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	
	 NEED
	

	Rate the effectiveness of the mitigation actions at the site in terms of achieving mitigation goals/objectives, based on the following scale: highly effective (score of 5); moderately effective (scores of 2-4), and minimally effective (score of 1).
	This site is not currently protected or managed for conservation.
	 
	This site is not currently protected or managed for conservation. Provides a full spectrum of mitigation opportunities to be met simultaneously. 

	22. For mitigation on BLM-administered lands, mitigation consists of actions not eligible for Bureau or other sources of funding?
	 NEED
	X
	 NEED 

	√ for yes (1 point) or X for no (-2) Justification:
	
	No source of money currently exists to fund acquisition of State Trust land within the designated boundaries of Ironwood Forest National Monument.
	

	FEASIBILITY
	 
	 
	 

	23. What level of documentation is available to demonstrate effectiveness of mitigation action? Use scale of 1 (little to no documentation) to 5 (well-documented).
	NEED
	NEED
	NEED

	Justification:
	
	
	

	24. Based on action required (e.g., restoration, BLM land management action, land acquisition, Congressional action), how difficult will implementation be? Use scale of 1 (difficult) to 5 (relatively easy). 
	
	NEED
	

	Rate the mitigation action, based on the following scale: restoration/enhancement actions (score of 5); BLM planning decisions (score of 3-4); land acquisition actions (score of 1-3); Congressional actions (score of 1). Ratings should be adjusted on the basis of factors such as cost of the action; time and effort requirements; public and/or BLM support for or opposition to action; and, for land acquisitions, willingness of seller.
	The owner has indicated a willingness to sell and Pima County has an appraisal (and Phase 1 ESA report). Pima County would be willing to consider management of the property or holding a conservation easement on the property in perpetuity. To our knowledge there are no existing site conditions that would preclude long-term conservation.
	 
	The land is predominantly owned by ASLD. Pima County would be willing to consider management of the property or holding a conservation easement on the property in perpetuity. There might be opportunities to trade the farmland to Pima County, if not used for mitigation activities by BLM. To our knowledge there are no existing site conditions that would preclude long-term conservation.

	25. Time frame needed to establish site as mitigation location (estimated years).
	 
	 
	 

	26. Time frame for achieving mitigation goals and objectives from implementation (estimated years).
	
	
	

	27. Cost estimate.
	 NEED
	Arizona Land and Water Trust has money for acquisition of the base property (feeowned Cocoraque Ranch headquarters).
	 NEED

	DURABILITY 
	 
	 
	 

	28. How durable would the mitigation be from a timeframe and management perspective? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	
	
	

	Rate the temporal and managerial durability of the mitigation action, based on the following scale: Congressionally protected lands would be very durable (score of 5); other federally administered lands specifically designated in land use plans or withdrawn by public land order would be moderately to very durable (score of 4-5); federally administered lands without any special designation but with enforcement oversight would have limited durability (score of 2); lands without special designation or enforcement oversight would not be very durable (score of 1).
	The land could be placed into federal or local ownership. A conservation easement
could assist long-term protection.
	Any lands acquired would automatically become protected in the Monument without need for amending the Resource Management Plan.
	The land could be placed into federal, state or local ownership. With Presidential action, the area could be added to the Monument, or administered through other BLM mechanisms such as an ACEC. A conservation easement could assist long-term protection.

	29. How durable would the mitigation be in the context of permanence of conservation and biodiversity protections? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	  NEED
	  NEED
	 NEED 

	Justification:
	
	
	

	30. Are there potential effects of future climate change? If so, are they positive or negative for the resource(s) of concern?
	
	
	

	RISK
	 
	 
	 

	31. What are the constraints or threats to success?
	 
	Without acquisition, State Trust could allow leases which would damage some of natural and cultural values.
	A portion of the land in question is part of the Santa Cruz River and Brawley Wash floodplain and portions of it could be encroached if not used for mitigation; the adjacent lands outside the floodplain will likely be developed someday.

	32. To what extent will surrounding land uses impact mitigation success? Use scale of 1 (considerable) to 5 (low).
	Pima County Flood Control District is slowly buying land in the Brawley Wash floodplain. City of Tucson owns and manages much of the valley for protection of water resources.
	  NEED
	  NEED

	Rate the extent to which surrounding land uses and stressors (e.g., proximity to expanding urban areas, pressures on region for recreational land use, excessive groundwater withdrawal and drawdown conditions that could affect resources on the mitigation site) would jeopardize long-term success of the mitigation actions, based on the following  scale: if surrounding land uses are similar to or compatible with mitigation actions, the impact would be low (score of 5); if surrounding land uses are incompatible with mitigation actions or present significant pressure for use of the site for incompatible uses, the impact would be considerable (score of 1); surrounding land uses falling within this range would be assessed to determine degree of impact (score of 2-4).
	
	
	

	33. What is the relative probability of success? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	 NEED
	  NEED
	 NEED 

	Rate the relative probability of success of the actions at the mitigation site, based on the combination of factors evaluated in criteria 15 through 24, giving a score of 5 (high probability of success), a score of 1 (low probability of success), and scores of 2-4 to represent moderate degrees of probability of success.
	
	
	

	34. Cumulative benefit for resources? Use scale of 1 (low) to 5 (high).
	 
	 
	 

	PRELIMINARY RANKING 
Calculate score by summing the entries in blue-shaded cells. Scores are calculated based on entries in blue-shaded cells as follows: all scaled values (i.e., ratings from 1 to 5) are summed; 1 pt is added for each √; 2 pts are deleted for each X.
	 
	 
	 


� For candidate sites with blank cells, BLM is looking for additional information from stakeholder communities to complete the matrix.
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