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Appendix M: Comprehensive Conservation Plan Management 
Goals, Objectives and Strategies 
 
 
GOAL 1: WILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT 
 
Protect, maintain, enhance and/or restore the diversity and abundance of wildlife species and ecological 
communities of the Sonoran Desert represented at Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge (NWR). 
 
Objective 1: 
 
Continue to gather sound scientific data on the size and movements of the U. S. sub-population of Sonoran 
pronghorn. 
 
Current Status: 
 
The refuge coordinates population survey/monitoring activities with the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department (AGFD). Regularly occurring activities include an aerial survey of all Sonoran pronghorn 
habitat on the refuge every two years using a standard protocol that provides population estimates with a 95 
percent confidence interval, less rigorous surveys on alternating years, and weekly aerial reconnaissance of 
portions of the refuge Sonoran pronghorn habitat. Two Sonoran pronghorn are currently radio collared.  
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
This objective, is an action item of the Sonoran pronghorn recovery plan. 
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. In cooperation with the Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD), conduct the survey of the 
U.S. sub-population at least biennially. 

2. When necessary weather conditions are present, and a determination has been made that the risk 
of capture myopathy is sufficiently low, the refuge will conduct radio collaring operations, with 
eventual goal of having operating radio collars on 10 percent of the U.S. population. 

3. The refuge, in cooperation with AGFD, will continue weekly aerial monitoring of radio collared 
pronghorn. 

4. Refuge and AGFD staff will monitor fawn recruitment while conducting the weekly telemetry 
flights. 

 
Objective 2:  
 
Continue to ensure that reliable sources of free water are available in at least 22 locations within the range 
of the Sonoran pronghorn. 
 
Current Status: 
 
Twenty-two developed waters located within Sonoran pronghorn habitat are currently functional. Two of 
these waters, Charlie Bell and Bassarisc Tank, are used by both desert bighorn sheep and Sonoran 
pronghorn. The remaining 20 functional pronghorn waters include: Redtail and Jose Juan Charcos, 
excavations in the soil which collect runoff and are supplemented by fiberglass tanks and drinking troughs; 
Adobe Well, Adobe House Well and Tanks, Chico Shunie Well, Jack’s Well, Little Tule Well, Lower Well, 
Papago Well, Tiller Well, Antelope Tank, and nine recently developed buried storage tanks with multiple 
water collection locations and regulated wildlife drinking troughs  
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Supplemental water is periodically hauled to six of the pronghorn waters, Redtail Charco, Jose Juan 
Charco, Antelope Tank, Bassarisc Tank, Jack’s Well, and Little Tule Well. Antelope Tank has been 
redeveloped using a model that has been successful in other southwestern desert environments. This 
includes a large buried storage tank, multiple runoff collection points and a drinking trough metered by a 
float valve. In more than two and one-half years of operation, including a period of prolonged drought in the 
fall and winter of 2005 and 2006, Antelope Tank has not required any supplemental water. This suggests 
that supplemental water will be required very infrequently, and only after protracted drought. The nine 
recently developed buried tanks also employ this model, and should require only very infrequent hauling of 
supplemental water.  Little Tule Well is proposed for redevelopment, and likely will not require water 
hauling after redevelopment. The remaining wells pump water through the use of windmills and do not 
typically require any hauling of supplemental water. 
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
While there is some debate among wildlife biologists regarding the efficacy of developed water to support 
populations in arid regions, it is professional judgment of refuge biologists and the Sonoran pronghorn 
recovery team that the developed waters should be maintained and supplied with water. Experiments with 
temporary waters conducted in the summers of 2002 and 2003 demonstrated that Sonoran pronghorn do use 
new sources of free water in the refuge environment. The refuge will continue to study the effects of 
supplying supplemental water and will provide water to pronghorns as long as the recovery plan and 
recovery team mandate. 
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Continue hauling water as needed to Redtail Charco, Jose Juan Charco, Antelope Tank, Bassarisc 
Tank, the nine newly developed Sonoran pronghorn waters, Jack’s Well, Adobe Well, and Little 
Tule Well. 

2. Redevelop non-functioning or poorly functioning pronghorn waters at Jack’s Well and Chico Shunie 
Well. 

3. Survey Sonoran pronghorn habitat throughout the refuge to identify potential sites for upgraded 
developed waters similar to the redeveloped water at Antelope Tank. 

4. Develop additional waters at suitable sites in Sonoran pronghorn habitat, should the Sonoran 
pronghorn recovery team determine they are necessary. 

5. If suitable, reliable equipment can be located, install water sensors with remote transmission 
capability in Sonoran pronghorn waters. 

6. Annually collect samples of water from all developed waters in Sonoran pronghorn habitat and 
sample for organisms or compounds pathogenic to Sonoran pronghorn. 

 
Objective 3: 
 
Continue to review and evaluate Sonoran pronghorn use of developed waters, both temporary and 
permanent. 
 
Current Status: 
 
During the summers of 2002 and 2003 the refuge placed temporary waters south of Charlie Bell Road in 
Daniels Arroyo, and at two locations on the bajada of the Agua Dulce Mountains. Water were equipped with 
automated cameras set to photograph any large animal that approached the water. Refuge and AGFD staff 
visited the temporary waters regularly to replenish the water supply, recover film and service the cameras. 
Monitoring demonstrated that pronghorn did find and use the temporary waters. Analysis of this study and 
review of secondary source materials confirms that Sonoran pronghorn will readily use supplemental water, 
but its role in Sonoran pronghorn recovery is still not fully understood (Morgart et al. 2005).  
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Rationale for Objective: 
 
Evaluating pronghorn use of sources of free water is an objective of the Sonoran pronghorn recovery plan. 
Additional information about the pronghorn’s use of developed waters will be useful in developing recovery 
actions to be implemented on the refuge. 
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Determine occupied habitat in early summer, examine locations of known waters, select areas of 
occupied habitat without water nearby, and pack in portable waters. Monitor use with cameras. 

2. Monitor developed waters in Sonoran pronghorn habitat using automated cameras, on a sample of 
the waters to document use by pronghorn, other wildlife and undocumented aliens (UDAs). 

 
Objective 4 
 
Continue to operate semi-captive breeding enclosure for Sonoran pronghorn and relocate breeding stock 
from Mexico to the enclosure. 
 
Current Status: 
 
In 2003 refuge staff established a semi-captive breeding site for Sonoran pronghorn, following guidelines 
from a white paper on Sonoran pronghorn reestablishment standards prepared for the Canada/Mexico/U.S. 
Trilateral Committee for Wildlife and Ecosystem Conservation and Management (Morgart et al., 2002) The 
breeding enclosure is located in refuge non-wilderness south of Charlie Bell Road. This is an area of 
approximately 260 hectares (640 acres) enclosed by a fence that will contain pronghorn and exclude 
predators. Predators, primarily coyote, were aggressively trapped and removed from the enclosure. A 
water source, Tiller Well, has been drilled in the enclosure to provide both a source of free water in a 
wildlife drinking trough and irrigation water for a forage plot. This plot is irrigated to mimic rainfall 
received in a wetter than average year, but is not planted with forage species. Rather, the existing seed 
bank in the soil supplies the source of vegetation, decreasing the likelihood of introducing non-native plant 
species. After observing Sonoran pronghorn eating alfalfa hay used as bedding material during transport, 
refuge staff has provided alfalfa hay in a manger as a supplemental food source in periods of drought. 
During 2004 and 2005 refuge and AGFD staff captured Sonoran pronghorn in Mexico and on the refuge to 
serve as breeding stock. In the spring of 2006 there were 18 adult Sonoran pronghorn in the facility, 12 does, 
2 breeding bucks and 4 yearling bucks. The yearling bucks were considered surplus animals and they were 
scheduled for release into the refuge when conditions were favorable.   
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
Establishing relocation methodology and protocols is an action item in the Sonoran pronghorn recovery 
program. By providing enhanced food and water resources in an environment of reduced predation, the 
semi-captive breeding enclosure should foster high recruitment rates. Crossing females from Mexico’s 
larger population with refuge male stock should help increase the overall genetic diversity of the small U.S. 
population of Sonoran pronghorn. 
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Monitor the enclosure regularly to detect predator entry, pronghorn productivity and general 
health. 

2. Consider experimental planting of alfalfa in the enclosure’s forage enhancement area. 
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Objective 5 
 
Continue to close eastern portion of refuge to visitor access during Sonoran pronghorn fawning season. 
 
Current Status: 
 
From 2002 to 2006 the refuge has been closed to all public access in an area ranging from its eastern 
boundary to a north-south line passing approximately 8 kilometers (5 miles) east of Tule Well, or 
approximately the eastern three-quarters of the refuge, between March 15 and July 15. This closure is 
aimed at protecting Sonoran pronghorn from disturbance during their fawning season, when fawns and 
nursing mothers are particularly sensitive. 
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
“Reducing disturbance at critical times of the year” is called for in the Sonoran pronghorn recovery plan. 
Other public lands near the refuge have been ordered to close public access during the Sonoran pronghorn 
fawning season as a condition of their biological opinions under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. 
Such closure should benefit the species during a period of time critical to recruitment of new animals.  
 
Strategy for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Closure of eastern portion of refuge during Sonoran Pronghorn fawning season until the U.S. 
population has stabilized is recommended in the CCP Biological Assessment. 

 
Objective 6: 
 
Within two years of plan adoption, develop two additional forage enhancement areas in Sonoran pronghorn 
habitat on the refuge. 
 
Current Status: 
 
The semi-captive breeding enclosure, described above under Objective 4, includes one forage enhancement 
area for Sonoran pronghorn. Three other forage enhancements have been developed in the Childs Valley of 
the refuge and two to the north of the refuge on the Barry M. Goldwater Range (BMGR). 
  
Rationale for Objective: 
 
Establishing and evaluating forage enhancement plots on BMGR is the first recovery objective mentioned 
in the Sonoran pronghorn recovery plan. Sonoran pronghorn have been observed using existing 
enhancements on the refuge and BMGR. The Sonoran pronghorn recovery team endorses developing two 
additional plots on the refuge. 
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Survey refuge for suitable forage enhancement sites. 
2. Select sites of approximately 10 hectares (25 acres), in areas of higher than average vegetative 

cover and documented frequent pronghorn presence. 
3. Selectively thin creosote bush by burning with a hand-held propane-fired weed burner to create 

openings. 
4. Rig approximately 2.4 hectares (6 acres) within each forage enhancement area for sprinkler 

irrigation and irrigate to mimic natural rainfall of a slightly wetter than average year. 
5. Monitor use of the forage enhancement with automated cameras. 
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Objective 7: 
 
Within two years of plan adoption, implement a study of Sonoran pronghorn predator density, movement, 
and developed water use on the refuge. Under certain situations, implement predator controls. 
 
Current Status: 
 
Studies of predation on Sonoran pronghorn on the refuge to date have been limited to necropsy of 
pronghorn mortalities to identify cause of death and incidental observation of coyote and other predators 
during weekly pronghorn reconnaissance flights. 
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
The Sonoran pronghorn recovery plan calls for “reducing predation through the selective removal of 
coyotes from specific areas and at times of the year when adult female pronghorn are most susceptible to 
predations (the need for coyote control will vary from year-to-year based on environmental conditions).” 
Conducting predator studies will enhance the refuge’s ability to determine the likely impact of predation 
and better focus/time coyote removal. 
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Radio collar at least three coyotes to facilitate tracking. 
2. Investigate use of developed waters, size of home range and breeding success of coyote on the 

refuge. 
3. When the U.S. Sonoran pronghorn population is below 100 and winter and spring precipitation is 50 

percent or less of the average, selectively remove coyotes from pronghorn fawning and rearing 
habitat. 

 
Objective 8: 
 
Within one year of plan adoption install additional measures to protect the lesser long-nosed bat maternity 
roost on refuge. 
 
Current Status: 
 
Although the location of the maternity roost is remote and unpublished, it had been used frequently as a 
shelter by UDAs or smugglers. This use may have been responsible for the roost’s not having been used by 
lesser long-nosed bats during the summer of 2003. In the early spring of 2004, the refuge installed a steel 
fence ranging from 2.5 to 3 meters (8 to 10 feet) high around the roost entrance to discourage human entry. 
The fence is constructed of 2.5-centimeter (1-inch) vertical pipes welded to cross pipes at 13-centimeter (5 -
inch) intervals. The tops of the vertical pipes are cut at an angle to produce a sharp point and the top 30 
centimeters (12 inches) of the pipe is bent outwards. The sharp tops and outward bend should make 
climbing over the fence difficult. This fence provided an immediate positive effect to bats that were 
displaced by human interference. Bats returned to roost in large numbers during the summers of 2004 and 
2005. Refuge staff periodically monitors the entrance to the roost to document damage caused by 
unauthorized human use and assess use by bats. Refuge law enforcement personnel conduct periodic 
surveillance of the roost to check signs that the entrance has been used as a campsite, storage area or 
shelter and/or apprehend persons so using the entrance. Refuge biologists will continue to survey for 
additional, unknown roost sites on the refuge. The refuge will continue to keep the location of the roost 
unpublished. Survey and surveillance activities are conducted on foot in wilderness.  
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Rationale for Objective: 
 
Recovery actions for this endangered bat species include protection of all known roost sites from 
disturbance. Eliminating or reducing the roost disturbance known to occur on the refuge is thus a priority. 
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Install a gate at the roost entrance if there is any evidence that unauthorized human use of the 
roost entrance is occurring. This gate will be locked closed during the season when the migratory 
bats are not present, to interrupt patterns of human use. The gate will be locked open during the 
bat’s breeding and rearing season, as juvenile lesser long-nosed bats are poor flyers and have little 
ability to pass through any type of gate. The gate will be designed to allow passage of adult bats in 
case it remains closed inadvertently. This gate will be a secondary line of defense, should 
unauthorized users breach the fence. 

2. Post bi-lingual signs warning of bio-hazards such as rabies to further discourage use of the roost 
entrance. 

3. Continue to conduct periodic monitoring and surveillance of the roost entrance. 
 
Objective 9: 
 
Within three years of plan implementation, develop a refuge program to survey the refuge for endangered, 
threatened or recently delisted species believed to potentially occur on the refuge. 
 
Current Status: 
 
There are two credible records of Cactus ferruginous pygmy owl, recently delisted from endangered species 
status, occurring on the refuge. The Pierson’s milkvetch, a threatened plant, has not been documented on 
the refuge, but occurs to the west of the refuge on U.S. Marine Corps lands. Suitable habitat for this plant 
occurs on the Pinta Sands in the south central portion of the refuge. 
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
The refuge should develop accurate records of all federally protected species occurring within its 
boundaries. 
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Develop and implement a monitoring protocol for periodic cactus ferruginous pygmy owl surveys. 
2. Develop and implement a survey protocol for Pierson’s milkvetch. 

 
 
Objective 10: 
 
Continue to maintain a database of scientifically valid information regarding the size and composition of the 
refuge desert bighorn sheep population. 
 
Current Status: 
 
Refuge staff, in cooperation with AGFD, conducts aerial surveys of the refuge desert bighorn sheep 
population every 3 years (results of surveys conducted since 1993 are presented in Section 2.1.2 of the EIS). 
Approximately 10 percent of the known refuge desert bighorn sheep population is radio collared at any 
time. Refuge staff keeps records of sheep movement and maintains a database of desert bighorn sheep 
population statistics, including group size observed, sex and age structure, and percent of habitat surveyed. 
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Rationale for Objective: 
 
Conservation of desert bighorn sheep was central to the creation of the refuge. Accurate information about 
the refuge’s desert bighorn sheep population is essential to gauging the efficacy of conservation efforts of 
the refuge and identifying any needed changes in management regime. 
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Continue to participate cooperatively with AGFD in aerial surveys of refuge desert bighorn sheep 
every 3 years. 

2. Keep active radio collars on 10 percent of the refuge desert bighorn sheep population. 
 
Objective 11: 
 
Within ten years of plan adoption, maintain a refuge desert bighorn sheep population of 500 to 700 sheep.  
 
Current Status: 
 
No desert bighorn sheep population target range is currently established. The refuge rather manages for a 
healthy, sustainable population of sheep. The most recent refuge population estimate for desert bighorn 
sheep is 348, with a 95 percent confidence interval of 236 to 658. This estimate was calculated from the 
results of the December 2005 population survey. 
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
The proposed population range of 500 to 700 individual sheep on the refuge is the result of an effort to 
determine a sustainable population that the refuge might support in the absence of human-created 
decimating factors such as vegetation change from over-grazing, isolation of the refuge from perennial 
sources of water in the Gila River to the north, and introduction of disease by domestic livestock. The range 
was derived by comparing the densities of sheep per acre in other ranges in Southwestern Arizona and 
applying a low average to the acres of desert bighorn sheep habitat on the refuge.  
 
Strategy for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. If the desert bighorn sheep population does not reach the target range with 10 years of plan 
adoption, the refuge will revisit the target to evaluate its validity and evaluate management. 

 
Objective 12: 
 
Within three years of plan adoption, complete analysis of data generated from University of Arizona study 
of desert bighorn sheep use of developed waters. Continue to welcome proposals for research of the effect of 
developed waters on desert bighorn sheep populations. 
 
Current Status: 
 
The University of Arizona initiated an experimental study of desert bighorn sheep use of developed waters 
and movement response to changes in maintenance of developed waters on the refuge in 2002. Sheep were 
fitted with satellite radio collars that allow detailed tracking of movement. After two summers of tracking 
movement of collared sheep, developed waters in the Sierra Pinta Mountains (Heart, Eagle and North Pinta 
Tanks, see Figure K-1) were experimentally fenced off to exclude sheep access. The movement of sheep was 
then tracked for three years to detect the impact of removing access to developed waters. The initial 
experimental design called for longer tracking, but funds to continue the experiment was unavailable. 
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Rationale for Objective: 
 
There is considerable controversy regarding the nature of the relationship between desert bighorn sheep 
and developed waters. This experiment was designed to explore that relationship and track behavioral and 
population level changes when access to developed waters is removed. As the results of this experiment are 
unlikely to be definitive, additional research is desirable.  
 
Strategy for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. The protocols for this experiment have been established by the University of Arizona.  
2. The refuge will evaluate the data generated by University of Arizona. 
3. The refuge will consider any proposals for additional research on desert bighorn sheep water 

use. 
 
Objective 13:  
 
If definitive research or experimental results are developed, consider developing additional waters or 
cessation of water hauling to existing waters. 
 
Current Status: 
 
As stated above there is considerable controversy regarding the effect of developed waters on desert 
bighorn sheep populations.  
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
Desert bighorn sheep conservation is a refuge purpose, as is wilderness stewardship. Should better data be 
developed regarding the effects of developed water on sheep, the refuge should consider such data and act 
upon them in order to better pursue its purposes. 
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Should data demonstrate that additional developed waters would benefit sheep populations, the 
refuge would develop additional waters. 

2. Prior to development of any water, the refuge would conduct a habitat analysis of the proposed 
site of the developed water. 

3. After construction any new developed water, the refuge would monitor sheep response. 
4. Should data demonstrate that developed water to not aid desert bighorn sheep conservation, 

the refuge would initiate a phased program of cessation of water hauling.. 
5. The refuge would monitor sheep response to cessation of water hauling.  
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Objective 14: 
 
Within 12 years of plan implementation, complete upgrades to the eight desert bighorn sheep developed 
waters located in wilderness.  
 
Current Status: 
 
The refuge maintains, and periodically supplies water to, eight developed waters located within desert 
bighorn sheep habitat in wilderness and one developed water located within desert bighorn sheep habitat 
outside of wilderness. The wilderness waters are Buck Peak, Halfway, Tuseral, Bassarisc, North Pinta, 
Granite, Eagle and Heart Tanks. The non-wilderness water is the Childs Mountain parabolic tank. The 
developed waters include short adits bored into bedrock to collect and hold water, as well as natural tinajas 
with developed enhancements such as sediment dams up gradient or small cement dams at the tinaja to 
increase its water capacity.  Only the Childs Mountain parabolic tank is fully artificial; the other waters all 
use existing topography to collect water and variously developed depressions to catch and retain the water. 
 
The refuge’s approach to managing desert bighorn sheep requires assuring that these waters do not go dry 
during the hottest periods of the year. During a typical year a developed water may require no 
supplemental water or one to two loads of supplemental water, with the possibility for additional water 
hauling in periods of drought. Refuge staff typically hauls water in a 5,675 liter (1,500 gallon) capacity heavy 
truck. During the extreme drought of 2002, the refuge used a helicopter to deliver water to Heart Tank, 
although that is not normal practice.  
 
Rationale for Objective 
 
The refuge has provided supplemental wildlife waters in desert bighorn sheep habitat since the 1960s. 
There is dispute in professional wildlife circles regarding the efficacy of providing developed waters for 
desert bighorn sheep, and an experiment examining the dependence of sheep on developed waters at 
Cabeza Prieta is currently underway (see Objective 11). It is the professional opinion of refuge and other 
Service biologists, however, that provision of reliable sources of free water in desert bighorn sheep habitat 
has benefited, and will continue to benefit, sheep populations at Cabeza Prieta.  
Some individuals and organizations have objected to the refuge’s use of vehicles in wilderness to haul 
supplemental water. From both wilderness stewardship and operational efficiency points of view, reducing 
the frequency of water hauling trips or eliminating them entirely is desirable. The proposed upgrades to 
existing desert bighorn sheep waters are of a design that has been used successfully in similar habitats in 
Southern California and Southwestern Arizona (J. Hervert, AGFD, pers. comm. 2002), as well as at the 
Antelope Tank on the refuge, a developed water for Sonoran pronghorn. The improved design includes 
buried water storage tanks, multiple collection points in natural drainage ways and a drinking trough of 
limited surface area. These improvements greatly increase water collection efficiency during rainstorms, 
and reduce evaporation of stored water. Increases in water storage volume and collection efficiency, coupled 
with a decrease in evaporation, should greatly reduce the need to haul supplemental water. Additional 
benefits anticipated from the upgraded developed water are reduced visual profile as compared to the 
current waters and an enhanced feasibility of delivering supplemental water by helicopter should that 
option be desired. 
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Survey the terrain around the existing desert bighorn sheep developed waters in wilderness to 
identify suitable locations for water collection points and buried storage tanks. Consult with 
Regional Office engineering staff and others with experience in siting and designing wildlife waters. 

2. Design upgraded waters with enhanced visual clues to water storage level so that water level can be 
easily checked during wildlife reconnaissance flights. 

3. Design upgraded waters to facilitate adding supplemental water by helicopter drop. 
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4. Coordinate with non-governmental organizations, including, but not limited to, the Arizona Desert 
Bighorn Sheep Society and the Yuma Valley Rod and Gun Club, for volunteer labor to construct 
improved waters. 

5. After installation is complete, monitor wildlife use through automated cameras. 
 
Objective 15: 
 
Within two years of plan adoption, implement studies, including radio collaring, to investigate use of 
developed waters, size of home range, breeding success, and movement of mountain lion on the refuge, as 
well as movement of mountain lion relative to movement of desert bighorn sheep.  
 
Current Status: 
 
Current knowledge regarding predation on refuge desert bighorn sheep by mountain lion is limited to some 
observed mortality of sheep from lion predation and incidental observation of lion during aerial 
reconnaissance. 
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
Conservation of desert bighorn sheep was central to the creation of Cabeza Prieta NWR. Collecting data on 
lion predation will enhance the refuge management’s understanding of ecological forces affecting the sheep 
populations. 
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Conduct radio collaring of mountain lion on the refuge and monitor movements. 
2. Continue to investigate mortalities of collared desert bighorn sheep. 

 
Objective 16: 
 
Within three years of plan adoption, determine and track the status and distribution of bird species of 
conservation interest for the Sonoran Desert. 
 
Current Status: 
 
The refuge staff monitors Le Conte’s thrasher nests for reproductive success, renesting attempts and nest 
site characteristics. Le Conte’s thrasher is listed by the Arizona Partners in Flight program as an indicator 
of Sonoran Desert health. 
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
The Service’s Office of Migratory Bird Management lists several birds known or believed to inhabit the 
refuge as Birds of Conservation Concern. Similarly some birds that occur on the refuge have been listed by 
the Arizona Partners in Flight Program’s indicators of Sonoran Desert health. Tracking the population 
trends, distribution, and habitat use of such birds on the refuge will contribute to overall knowledge of the 
health of the Sonora Desert ecosystem and also provide a measure of the effectiveness of habitat 
management of the refuge. 
 
While refuge habitats are protected from urbanization, they are still impacted by illegal entries by 
undocumented aliens seeking access to the U.S., illegal transport of drugs through the refuge, actions of the 
agencies charged with protecting our borders from aliens and drugs, military operations (over flights 
currently, bombing missions in the past), refuge staff conducting various management actions and members 
of the public visiting the refuge. Also, areas outside of the refuge are impacted by development and other 
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land uses. Monitoring these populations will facilitate identification of long-term changes in Sonoran Desert 
health.  The data collected can also be used to assess needs for landscape level conservation. 
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Initiate point counts for loggerhead shrike, Bell’s vireo, gray vireo, crissal thrasher, yellow warbler, 
black-chinned sparrow and sage sparrow. 

2. Continue to monitor Le Conte’s thrasher nests for reproductive success, renesting attempts and 
nest site characteristics.  

3. Initiate studies of the age/size class of saguaros used by nesting by Gila woodpecker and glided 
flicker. 

4. Initiate collection of natural history information on the cactus ferruginous pygmy owl. 
5. Record all data from these investigations/surveys in a database. 
6. Repeat all surveys every two years. 

 
Objective 17: 
 
Within 5 years of plan adoption, implement surveys for desert tortoise, Gila monster, chuckwalla, canyon 
spotted whiptail and rosy boa. 
 
Current Status:  
 
While there have been isolated records of several of these animals on the refuge, no information regarding 
their numbers or distribution currently exists. 
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
The refuge has not collected data on reptiles in a systematic manner. The Sonoran population of desert 
tortoise, a former candidate for listing as an endangered species, has received considerable attention due to 
the listing of the Mohave Desert tortoise population. The Service decided not to list this species because 
much of its habitat is on federal lands, but is still concerned about the species, and its populations should be 
monitored. The other reptiles listed above are indicators of the overall health of the Sonoran desert.  
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Use information from the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM) document “Desert Tortoise 
Habitat Management on Public Lands,” to identify suitable habitat for the tortoise on the refuge. 
Conduct surveys in these areas, using protocols from the BLM.  

2. Determine potential habitat for the Gila monster, chuckwalla, canyon spotted whiptail and rosy boa, 
and conduct survey of this habitat. 

 
 
Objective 18: 
 
Within five years of plan adoption, develop and implement protocols for inventory and monitoring of golden 
eagle, prairie falcon and raven. 
 
Current Status: 
 
The refuge does not currently monitor for raptors or ravens. 
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Rationale for Objective: 
 
Collection of data on these high-level predatory birds will aid in identifying population trends among their 
prey species. 
 
Strategy for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Refuge staff will review the protocols in place at other refuges and federally managed land and 
prepare similar protocols for the refuge. 

 
Objective 19: 
 
Within five years of plan adoption, develop and implement a program to monitor long-term desert health on 
the refuge. 
 
Current Status: 
 
The refuge formerly operated eight meteorological instruments that record precipitation, temperature and 
humidity, these instruments are currently non-functional and need repairs. The refuge established 
vegetation transects in 2002 for repeat monitoring to detect changes in vegetation composition over time. 
 
Rationale for Objective:  
 
Given concerns about climate change, human impacts and the effects of invasive/exotic species, monitoring 
the long-term condition of the desert is appropriate. 
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Repair and relocate meteorological instruments. 
2. Resume monitoring of meteorological instruments. 
3. Continue to periodically survey vegetation transects. 
4. With the Regional Office Remote Sensing Scientist, develop and implement a change detection 

analysis using aerial photography sampling. 
 
Objective 20:   
 
Within three years of plan adoption, the refuge will develop protocols to survey invasive/exotic species, 
establish priorities for invasive species management, and develop measures to limit the spread of invasive 
species 
 
Current Status: 
 
Three invasive plant species: buffelgrass, Sahara mustard, and fountain grass have become established on 
the refuge. Domestic and feral animals continue to be an occasional problem on the refuge. 
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
Invasive, exotic plant species can disrupt native ecosystems through aggressive displacement of native 
species. Many domestic or feral animals can carry diseases pathogenic to native wildlife, particularly desert 
bighorn sheep.  
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Strategies of Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Continue to train refuge staff to recognize nonnative vegetation encountered during refuge 
field-work and document its location and extent of spread. 

2. The refuge will work with the Mexican government to identify means of controlling the spread 
of exotic plants along Mexican Highway 2. 

3. Where new or isolated small infestations of invasive plants are located, refuge staff will 
eradicate them using hand pulling or appropriate chemical means to prevent the spread of 
infestations. 

4. When trespass livestock is encountered, refuge staff will attempt to locate the owner and have 
the livestock removed quickly. When no owner can be found, trespass livestock will be 
humanely removed. 

 
Objective 21:  
 
Within five years, develop and implement a protocol for surveying the refuge mule deer population.  
 
Current Status:  
 
There is no systematic survey of refuge mule deer populations. Information about the populations is 
anecdotal. 
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
The refuge mule deer population likely completes directly with the endangered Sonoran pronghorn 
population for forage and water resources. An increased understanding of the status of mule deer 
population on the refuge will facilitate informed decisions regarding management of this resource. 
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Consult with AGFD to identify practical methods of deer survey. 
2. Implement surveys as staffing land budget allow. 
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GOAL 2: WILDERNESS STEWARDSHIP 
  
Protect and conserve refuge wilderness employing strategies of wildlife and plant conservation that will 
maintain and restore the wilderness character of Cabeza Prieta NWR. 
 
Objective 1: 
 
Throughout life of plan, conduct minimum requirements analysis (MRA) prior to initiating any management 
actions taking place in wilderness.  
 
Current Status: 
 
Activities generally prohibited in wilderness may be approved under Section 4(c) of the Wilderness Act of 
1964, when they are the minimum required to meet the needs of administering the wilderness. The MRA is 
a two-step process of determining, first that the proposed activity is necessary to administer the land as 
wilderness, and second that the activity is the minimum (or least disturbing of wilderness character) 
alternative for such administration. Programmatic MRAs for all management programs proposed in this 
CCP have been completed and appear in Appendix F to the CCP/EIS document. 
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
While the programmatic MRAs already completed should address all management activities anticipated to 
occur in wilderness, they are generic to each class of activity and do not capture all the variables unique to 
each activity in wilderness. For this reason, activity-specific MRAs will be completed prior to each 
management action proposed to occur in wilderness. It is also possible that changed conditions or 
approaches to refuge management may require unanticipated management actions. These actions will 
require also MRAs, if they will occur in refuge wilderness. 
      
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Prior to undertaking each proposed management activity in wilderness, complete an activity 
specific MRA. This analysis will step-down from the activity’s programmatic MRA and include 
variables specific to the activity, such as season, site-specific conditions, etc. 

2. Conduct a MRA of each proposed new management activity identified. This analysis should resolve 
the following issues: Is the activity necessary to support administration of the area as a wilderness? 
Would any other activities having less impact on wilderness character achieve the same end? Do the 
means of accomplishing the activity create the minimum intrusion on wilderness feasible? In 
analyzing impacts to wilderness from an activity, the cumulative effects of each means of conducting 
the activity must be considered (e.g., use of rotary wing aircraft transport and power tools to 
execute a task in one day may have intense short term impacts, but these may be less than the 
cumulative impacts of deploying a work crew using hand tools and pack stock in the wilderness for 
six weeks to accomplish the same task). Activities that pass the minimum requirements test 
described above may be considered appropriate for implementation in the wilderness.  

3. Establish standards for verifying that each activity carried out meets its MRA, including post-
activity monitoring to detect impacts to the wilderness. 

 
Objective 2: 
 
Continue to remove abandoned vehicles as quickly as is feasible when they are identified on the refuge. 
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Current Status: 
 
Many vehicles used in smuggling UDAs or narcotics across the refuge are abandoned when they become 
stuck or break down. Refuge staff removes vehicles abandoned in wilderness to a non-wilderness access 
point, where they are further removed by a commercial vehicle hauling service. Vehicles abandoned in non-
wilderness are removed by a commercial service if they are accessible by public access road, otherwise they 
are towed to a public access road by refuge staff.  
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
The presence of abandoned vehicles in refuge wilderness is disruptive to the sense of solitude, natural 
condition and untrammeled character called for in the Wilderness Act of 1964. Removing vehicles as soon as 
possible is consistent with the Wilderness Act. 
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. With a refuge vehicle, pull the abandoned vehicle to the nearest public access road it crossed. 
When feasible, use the vehicle tracks as a pathway to avoid additional impacts to wilderness and 
new disturbance of desert soil. 

2. If the abandoned vehicle has functional steering, a refuge staff member will ride in the towed 
vehicle and steer so as to keep it within existing vehicle ruts. 

3. Investigate the feasibility and suitability of using heavy-lift military helicopters for removing 
vehicles, if any military units are interested in using this as a training opportunity. 

 
Objective 3: 

 
Within one year of plan adoption, discontinue all refuge management use (other than refuge law 
enforcement personnel engaged in border law enforcement in cooperation with Border Patrol) of 
administrative trails not required to provide management access as documented by minimum requirement 
analysis. 
 
Current Status: 
 
Approximately 234 kilometers (145 miles) of administrative trails occur within the wilderness portion of the 
refuge. These are unimproved or very lightly improved vehicle trackways established prior to wilderness 
designation in 1990. Refuge staff operates motor vehicles on these trails to accomplish approved 
management activities, subject to MRA, and Border Patrol agents operate motor vehicles on these trails to 
execute law enforcement activities consistent with the memorandum of understanding (MOU) between the 
Department of Homeland Security, the Department of the Interior and the Department of Agriculture. All 
other use of the administrative trails by any type of mechanized or motorized transport is prohibited. 
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
The administrative trails, although primitive as compared to actual roads, are visible evidence of vehicular 
travel, and thus detract from the wilderness character of the refuge wilderness. Even infrequent use of the 
trails leaves enduring marks on the desert landscape. The presence of administrative trails may also invite 
unauthorized wilderness travel by otherwise authorized visitors traveling on the non-wilderness access 
corridors. Discontinuing refuge management use of administrative trails not necessary for administration of 
the refuge as a wilderness is consistent with the wilderness stewardship refuge purpose. It should be noted, 
however, that the refuge has no authority to close the administrative trails to use by border law 
enforcement personnel.  
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Strategiesy for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Close all trails not essential to management (see Figure K-2 for trails remaining open under 
this alternative). This is approximately 32 kilometers (20 miles) of administrative trails. 

2. Post all closed trails as closed to any vehicular use on all refuge maps depicting the trails. 
3. Where closed trails are accessible from one of the non-wilderness public routes, also post them 

closed at the access point.  
 
Objective 4: 
 
Continue to rehabilitate old vehicle trackways not officially part of the administrative trails network. 
 
Current Status: 
 
The Final Programmatic Environmental Assessment for the Future Management of Cabeza Prieta 
National Wildlife Refuge and Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan, published in September of 1998, 
identified 224 kilometers (139 miles) of discernable vehicle trackways as not being part of the 
Administrative Trails system. These trails were slated for closure. Although the 1998 plan has not been 
implemented, these non-designated trails have not been considered part of the Administrative Trails 
system. The refuge has rehabilitated, and will continue to rehabilitate, such unofficial trails or other vehicle 
tracks in wilderness. Each year, refuge volunteers do a limited amount of rehabilitation to reclaim 
unauthorized trails in wilderness 
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
Rehabilitating the old trackways to a natural appearance is consistent with preserving /restoring wilderness 
character and should have the additional benefit of discouraging their unauthorized use as roadways by 
smugglers of UDAs or Narcotics. 
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1 Where feasible, use naturally occurring materials to physically block entry to closed trackways 
from the access corridors or administrative trails. This is only recommended where terrain or 
vegetation define a fairly narrow entry to the trail being closed. In other cases blocking the entry to 
the trail may result in the trail entrance migrating around the barrier, creating new areas of impact 
to wilderness character. 

2 Rehabilitate the old trackway to a natural appearance, using hand tools and natural materials from 
the immediate the area or live native plants taken from alongside the public access roads. 

3 Where old trackways extend for some distance into the backcountry, rehabilitate the first 400 
meters (1/4 mile) to obscure the end of the trackway. 

 
Objective 5: 
 
Within three years, develop a comprehensive outreach program to Border Patrol, Customs and other 
border law enforcement agency staff.  
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Current Status: 
 
The Arizona Desert Wilderness Act of 1990 provided for continued border law enforcement activities in the 
refuge wilderness, under an MOU between the Service and Border Patrol to avoid unnecessary degradation 
of wilderness. A national MOU was signed in 2006 between the Department of Homeland Security, 
Department of the Interior and Department of Agriculture to establish guidelines for cooperation on border 
law enforcement among bureaus of the agencies. The pre-exiting local MOUs between the refuge and the 
Yuma and Tucson area offices of the Border Patrol are rendered out of date by this new national MOU.  
 
Most border law enforcement patrols use El Camino del Diablo and conduct daily helicopter reconnaissance. 
Patrols by vehicle are also allowed on refuge administrative trails in wilderness. Vehicles are used off of 
established refuge roads and administrative trails only in cases of rescue and arrest activities. The Border 
Patrol has also established a residential camp/command center (Camp Grip) on El Camino del Diablo and is 
currently in process of completing environmental compliance documents for additional residential camps 
along the Camino. These facilities have been located within the non-wilderness corridor, but are visible from 
surrounding wilderness. 
 
In recent years undocumented alien traffic in and around the refuge has increased greatly, apparently in 
response to increased law enforcement in areas previously used more heavily. The refuge has been criticized 
for allowing border law enforcement agents to engage in unacceptable practices, such as vehicle use in 
wilderness, The refuge has presented training and orientation sessions for Border Patrol and Customs 
agents to increase their awareness of appropriate use of wilderness. 
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
The recent increase in undocumented alien and smuggling traffic on the refuge has caused serious 
degradation of wilderness resources. Impacts from this traffic include development of a heavily used 
unofficial “highway” running northeast from the Camino del Diablo through the Mohawk and San Cristobal 
Valleys to an administrative trail in the Growler Valley, other readily observed vehicle trails and footpaths, 
large amounts of litter, and a great increase in the number of abandoned vehicles. Given these impacts, the 
refuge has a strong interest in accommodating and facilitating border law enforcement in any way possible, 
but must also work to ensure that such activities are as wilderness compatible as is feasible. Past outreach 
to Border Patrol has been successful, but periodic reassignment of agents necessitates an ongoing effort. 
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Continue to offer formal training and informal informational contacts to Border Patrol and 
Customs. 

2. Draft updated MOUs with the local offices of the Border Patrol and obtain approval. 
3. Develop a field use map for Border Patrol and Customs agents, depicting all administrative 

trails and including bulleted information about low impact wilderness travel. 
4. Develop a training video covering wilderness issues and low impact techniques that can be 

viewed by reassigned agents prior to their deployment in wilderness. 
5. Encourage cross training between Border Patrol, Customs and refuge law enforcement staffs.  

 
Objective 7: 
 
Remove at least 25 military tow darts or similar pieces of military debris from wilderness annually. 
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Current Status: 
 
At least 1,600 pieces of large military debris, such as tow darts used as targets in air-to-air combat training, 
litter areas of the refuge wilderness. The Air Force has surveyed the refuge to identify locations of 
concentrations of such material. Unexploded ordnance is removed by the military as it is identified. 
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
The presence of military debris is inconsistent with the Wilderness Act’s definition of a designated 
wilderness as an area “. . . which generally appears to have been affected primarily by the forces of nature, 
with the imprint of man’s work substantially unnoticeable. . .”(Sec. 2 (c)). Metallic debris can also cause 
considerable visual impact due to glare from reflected sunlight. 
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Conduct minimum requirements analysis to identify appropriate means of removing debris. 
Consider use of pack stock, helicopter, and/or motor vehicles. 

2. Schedule all removal activities during time of the year when impacts to refuge resources, 
particularly Sonoran pronghorn, will be minimized, and when visitation is low. 

3. Solicit volunteer labor from Friends of the Cabeza Prieta and other groups interested in 
protecting the refuge’s wilderness character. 

 
Objective 8: 
 
Continue to coordinate with military, other governmental, and private commercial lessees of communication 
sites on Childs Mountain to assure that all installations, buildings, and other equipment not essential to 
protecting human health and safety or efficient border law enforcement, are removed by 2018. 
 
Current Status: 
 
Childs Mountain has been used as a communications equipment site since construction of the Ajo Air Force 
Base (now closed) in 1956. Facilities current operating on the summit include an Air Force radar tower, 
several private communications facilities, and an Air Route Surveillance Radar-4 (ARSR-4) operated by the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). The ARSR-4 is used as a civilian aircraft tracking system for 
civilian air traffic control, as well as Air Force, Border Patrol, and U.S. Customs Service. 
 
The Service, Luke Air Force Base and the FAA entered into a MOU in 1998 to allow use of the summit for a 
20-year period. According to that MOU, all facilities will be removed from the summit in 2018, at the end of 
the period. The MOU is subject to modification, however, and recent investments in upgrading equipment 
suggest that lessees may anticipate an extension of the equipment’s tenure on Childs Mountain. The refuge 
and the Service support retaining those facilities necessary to the protection of human health and safety or 
U.S. national security beyond the 2018 expiration of the current MOU. 
 
Rationale for Objective 
 
Although the radar and communications site on the summit of Childs Mountain lies outside of the 
designated wilderness, developed facilities on the summit are prominently visible from large areas of the 
eastern portion of the wilderness. These facilities do not serve a refuge purpose and degrade wilderness 
character. For these reasons the refuge should avoid renewing or revising the MOU to extend the tenure of 
the facilities, except where they serve a vital health and safety or national security function. 
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Strategy for Accomplishing Objective 
 

1. Notify all operators and owners of facilities on Childs Mountain that the current MOU may not 
be extended, so that they can explore alternative sites. 
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GOAL 3: VISITOR SERVICES MANAGEMENT 
 
Provide visitors with compatible, high quality wildlife-dependent recreational and educational experiences 
designed to foster better appreciation, understanding and protection of the plant, animal and wilderness 
resources of Cabeza Prieta NWR. 
 
Objective 1: 
 
Continue to coordinate access permitting with the military and BLM. 
 
Current Status: 
 
Access to the refuge, other than the visitor center, is by permit only. The refuge, the BMGR and BLM issue 
joint public access permits. Permits are available at several locations, including the refuge office and visitor 
center in Ajo, Luke Air Force Base in Phoenix, Marine Corps Air Station Yuma in Yuma, Gila Bend 
Auxiliary Air Base in Gila Bend and the Bureau of Land Management Office in Phoenix. Visitors must 
contact the Auxiliary Air Base by telephone prior to entry and upon exit of the BMGR. Visitors must 
contact the refuge automated phone-in line prior to entering the refuge, but must not contact the line upon 
leaving the refuge. The refuge access permit serves as a hold harmless agreement protecting the military 
from any liability if refuge visitors are harmed by military activities or debris. Each recipient of an access 
permit also receives an informational packet outlining the rules and regulations for the BMGR and the 
Refuge. The refuge visitor center is staffed during normal business hours on weekdays year round, as well 
as on Saturdays during the winter months (October through April). 
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
The current joint permit is a military requirement due to an on-going need to protect the military from 
liability related to potential visitor harm from current or previous military activity. 
 
Strategy for Accomplishing Objective: 
 
1. Continue to implement the current permit system. 
 
Objective 2: 
 
Within one year of plan adoption implement new vehicle restrictions. Travel trailers will not be allowed on 
the refuge non-wilderness access roads due to concerns about visitor safety. Licensed, street legal 
motorcycles and off road vehicles (as defined by the state of Arizona) will be permitted. Passenger vehicles 
and trucks will continue to require four-wheel-drive on el Camino del Diablo and Christmas Pass Road. 
Passenger vehicles and trucks using Charlie Bell Road will require high clearance, but two-wheel-drive will 
be allowed. A party size limit of four vehicles traveling together will be implemented to reduce impact of 
large caravans. 
 
Current Status: 
 
Visitors intending to drive on El Camino del Diablo or Christmas Pass Road must have a vehicle with four-
wheel-drive (4WD). Two-wheel-drive, high-clearance vehicles are permitted on Charlie Bell Road. 
Motorcycles, off-road recreational vehicles and travel trailer are not specifically denied access to the refuge. 
There is no party size restriction. 
 



 581

Rationale for Objective: 
 
The restriction of travel trailers is aimed at reducing the amount of visitor rescue necessary. Vehicles 
pulling travel trailers have a greater likelihood of becoming stuck on the primitive refuge roads. Licensed, 
street-legal motorcycles and off-road vehicles will be allowed on the refuge as there is no rationale for 
prohibiting legal vehicles that are capable of safely transiting the refuge non-wilderness roads. Restricting 
party size will allow control of large caravans traveling together by requiring a special use permit. 
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Provide information detailing the new vehicle restrictions in all visitor outreach information. 
2. Post signs clearly explaining the restrictions at all points of entry to the refuge. 
3. Continue to restrict vehicle use to traveled road surface, allowing pull-offs for parking or 

passing within the center 30 meters (100 feet) of the 60 meter (200 foot) non-wilderness public 
access corridors through the wilderness. 

4. Refuge law enforcement personnel will cite visitors using unauthorized types of vehicles. 
5. Implement that all motorcycles and ATVs must be fitted with a mast displaying an orange flag 

at least 2.4 meters (8 feet) off the ground. The flag’s area must equal or exceed 0.5 square 
meter (80 square inches). 

6. Parties of five or more vehicles traveling together will require a Special Use Permit. 
 
Objective 3:  
 
Upon plan adoption establish new visitor camping regulations in order to limit impacts to the wilderness 
resource and other natural resources. 
 
Current Status: 
 
The following restrictions currently apply to visitors camping on the refuge. No camping is allowed within 
400 meters (1/4 mile) of any wildlife water, fires are restricted to charcoal or camp stoves and the maximum 
length of stay is 14 consecutive days. There are three developed, vehicle accessible, primitive camping areas 
with minimal amenities at Papago Well, Tule Well and Christmas Pass. There is no restriction on visitor 
group size. 
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
Camping is considered an appropriate use on the refuge in support of hunting and wildlife observation due 
to the remoteness of the refuge, difficulty of access and twilight or nocturnal activity of many desert wildlife 
species. Camping has the potential to adversely affect wilderness character and other refuge resources if 
not adequately managed. Fire restrictions at the established campsites are necessary to prevent 
consumption of dead wood that provides habitat for desert insects. Fire restrictions are not necessary in the 
refuge backcountry, due to the dispersed nature and very low rate camping in the backcountry. Length of 
stay restrictions are typically used on public lands allowing camping to facilitate tracking of visitor use and 
prevent “squatting” or permanent occupation of public land. Party size restrictions protect the wilderness 
and other natural resources of the refuge. Larger camping and hiking parties tend to create far greater 
impacts than do smaller parties using similar camping and travel techniques (see Monz et al., 2000, for a 
discussion of reasons to limit party size in wilderness).  
 



 582

Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Continue to prohibit camping within 400 meters (1/4) mile of any wildlife water. 
2. Continue to limit recreational visitors’ length of stay to 14 consecutive days. 
3. Implement recreational visitor party size limitation of four vehicles or eight persons. 
4. Allow larger parties and longer visits on a case-by-case basis by special use permit 
5. Allow back-country users (those hiking and not camping at the three established, vehicle 

accessible campsites) to use dead and downed wood for campfires. At the established campsites, 
allow wood fires using wood hauled into the refuge that is readily identifiable as wood not native 
to the refuge (pine, construction waste lumber, etc.). 

 
Objective 4: 
 
Retain exiting pack and saddle stock regulations. 
 
Current Status: 
 
Virtually all use of pack and saddle stock on the refuge has been by desert bighorn sheep hunters, but any 
refuge visitor could use stock, subject to a special use permit. Restrictions of the special use permit for pack 
and saddle stock include: a maximum of four horses, burros or mules per party; travel only on the 
administrative trails, dry washes and along the base of the mountain ranges; no grazing on the refuge or use 
of refuge water holes, tinajas, tanks, etc. to water stock; feed pellets or processed and pelletized feed only 
while on the refuge and for three days prior to entry. There are five designated stock camps along the 
refuge public access roads: Daniel's Arroyo, Lower Well, Agua Dulce, O'Neil Hills, Christmas Pass, Coyote 
Wash and Tule Tank (1 mile east of Tule Well). Long term camping (more than two nights) with pack or 
saddle stock is allowed only in these designated stock camps, all surface disturbance at campsites must be 
restored and all trash and animal waste must be removed from the camps. 
 
Rationale for Objectives: 
 
Control of pack and saddle stock, through the requirement of a special use permit with restrictions, is 
appropriate due to the much greater impacts on campsites and trails caused by pack and saddle stock 
versus hikers (Spildie et al., 2000). 
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Provide notice that a special use permit is necessary for pack or saddle stock on the refuge. 
2. Provide information regarding the responsibilities of pack and saddle stock users with all 

permits issued to such users. 
 
Objective 5: 
 
Within ten years of plan adoption, develop a revised hunt program for implementation as conditions 
warrant. 
 
Current Condition: 
 
A desert bighorn sheep hunt occurs on the refuge each year during the month of December. In cooperation 
and coordination with AGFD, the refuge establishes the number of sheep hunting permits that will be 
issued, based on the size of the refuge desert bighorn sheep population. Since hunting began in 1968, the 
number of permits issued has ranged between seven and one per year. No other hunting is currently 
allowed on the refuge. 
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Rationale for Objective:  
 
Hunting is one of the six wildlife dependent public uses and should be permitted on National Wildlife 
Refuges when compatible with the refuge purpose(s). Although data on population numbers are not 
currently sufficient to evaluate the appropriateness of hunting other species, hunting mule deer and 
predators (primarily coyote) on the refuge may be determined compatible when the refuge Sonoran 
pronghorn population has recovered sufficiently to allow hunting within the range of Sonoran pronghorn. 
Mule deer compete with Sonoran pronghorn for forage and water resources. Managing the refuge mule 
deer population could thus benefit the pronghorn population. Predator hunts could be beneficial if coyote 
become established on the refuge at greater than natural densities. 
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Continue to offer a desert bighorn sheep hunt in coordination with AGFD, setting permit 
numbers based on the refuge sheep population. 

2. If results of population surveys indicate that the refuge mule deer herd would sustain hunting, 
and the U.S. Sonoran pronghorn population would not be jeopardized by a hunt in its range, 
conduct a compatibility determination for a mule deer hunt. 

3. If results of population surveys indicate that coyote numbers on the refuge unnaturally high 
and predator hunts are consistent with refuge management, conduct a compatibility 
determination for a public refuge predator hunt. 

4. In cooperation with AGFD, implement mule deer or predator hunt, as determined compatible. 
Monitor hunt for any adverse effects to refuge wildlife populations. 

 
Objective 6:  
 
Continue to ensure that the leave-no-trace (LNT) ethic of wilderness use and travel is reflected in the 
refuge’s provision of visitor services and that LNT information is available to visitors.  
 
Current Status: 
 
LNT brochures are provided to all bighorn sheep hunters and back country campers. 
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
Staff training and up-to-date public information on LNT will help to ensure that visitor use activities are 
consistent with protection of wilderness character. 
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Ensure that all refuge visitor contact and field staff as well as refuge volunteers have 
opportunities to be trained in LNT techniques at least every other year. 

2. Provide LNT information to all refuge backcountry visitors. 
3. Submit all LNT visitor information brochures to the Service Regional Wilderness Coordinator 

annually for review. 
 
Objective 7: 
 
Within five years, acquire a 12-hectare (30-acre) site adjacent to the refuge office site, develop an 
interpretive trail and develop additional interpretive materials for site. 
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Current Status: 
 
In November of 1940, Executive Order 8598 set aside 16 hectares (40 acres) in Ajo for an administrative 
site. In 1969, Public Land Order 46171 revoked 12 hectares (30 acres) of that withdrawal and returned it to 
the state. A visitor center was built in 1980 on the remaining 4 hectares (10 acres). There is a short 
interpretive trail on the 4-hectare site, but lack of space and existing administrative facilities on the site 
limit the length and variety of that trail. The refuge has investigated leasing or purchasing the revoked 12 
hectares (30 acres) to add an interpretive trail to the visitor center. 
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
Visitors to Ajo, Arizona have access to some interpretive materials at the existing refuge office and visitor 
center, but must travel some distance on poor roads to experience the refuge resources. An improved 
interpretive trail adjacent to the office and visitor center would allow visitors to become acquainted with a 
range of Sonoran Desert vegetation and interpretive materials at an easily accessed location. An 
interpretive trail and other site interpretation at this location would also greatly facilitate the refuge’s 
ability to conduct interpretive and educational programs for area schools, residents and visitors. 
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Service Regional Office realty staff will enter negotiations with the State of Arizona for the 
purchase or long-term lease of the 12-hectare (30-acre) parcel. 

2. Upon purchase or lease of the property, the refuge, in coordination with the Service Regional 
Office Division of Visitor Services, will contract for a landscape design incorporating a trail, 
native landscape plantings, interpretive panels, and self-guided interpretive tour. 

 
Objective 8:  
 
Within ten years of Plan Adoption expand the visitor center/Administrative Office Complex, and develop 
new interpretive and educational materials for the visitor center. 
 
Current Status: 
 
The visitor center was built in 1980. It houses a small exhibit room with some interpretive materials and 
modest video screening facilities as well as the refuge administrative offices. Interpretive materials in the 
visitor center include cultural artifacts, wildlife life taxidermy mounts, a variety of interpretive brochures 
and a refuge orientation video.  
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
Refuge visitation and staff have both grown since the construction of the visitor center in 1980. A larger 
visitor center/Administrative Office would accommodate present and future visitation levels and staff 
numbers. Developing new interpretive and educational materials is appropriate to reflect current resource 
knowledge, as well as interpret recent developments such as the precipitous decrease in Sonoran pronghorn 
on the refuge and the great increase in illegal traffic on the refuge.  
 
Strategies to Accomplish Objective: 
 

1. Contract with vendors to develop plans for enlarged visitor center/administrative building. 
2. Develop an updated refuge orientation video. 
3. In cooperation with Regional Office Visitor Services staff, develop interpretive and educational 

materials for the refuge. 
4. If grant funding is obtained, construct accessible trail and overlook with shade structure and 
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interpretive panels for desert pupfish refugium on visitor center site. 
 
Objective 9: 
 
Within eight years of plan adoption increase opportunities for self-guided interpretive public activities in the 
refuge non-wilderness. 
 
Current Status: 
 
Other than the exhibits at the visitor center and its site, there are no interpreted sites available to the 
general public on the refuge. The interpretive panels on the Childs Mountain Watchable Wildlife station are 
not generally available, as they can only be accessed by guided tour groups under current management 
restrictions. 
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
Interpretation is one of the six priority public uses of National Wildlife Refuges. Providing additional self-
guided interpretive opportunities will lead to greater visitor appreciation and understanding of refuge 
resources. 
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Continue to offer guided tours of the Childs Mountain Watchable Wildlife site. 
2. Coordinate with BLM to redevelop a public access road loop in the non-wilderness portion of 

the Childs Valley. This road would only be open to public use after a determination that such 
use would not jeopardize the Sonoran pronghorn. 

3. Develop interpretive signage at overlooks and other suitable locations along the Childs 
Mountain Road and the Childs Valley loop road. 

4. Develop additional interpretive pamphlets regarding the beneficial attributes of bats, such as 
plant pollination. 

5. Continue to participate annually in the Sonoran Shindig. 
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GOAL 4: CULTURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 
 
Protect, maintain and interpret cultural and historic resources on Cabeza Prieta NWR, in cooperation with 
Tribal governments and the State of Arizona to benefit present and future generations. 
 
Objective 1: 
 
Continue to protect refuge cultural and historic resources through pre-disturbance surveys and resource 
assessment. 
 
Current Status: 
 
The refuge conducts on-site, pre-disturbance surveys prior to any work requiring disturbance of soil. In 
2001 the Cultural Resources Overview and Assessment, Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge was 
completed. This analysis of records of cultural resources on the refuge provides information about 
prehistoric use and settlement patterns on the land that became the refuge. 
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
The National Historic Preservation Act established a responsibility for cultural resources protection on all 
federal lands. Cultural resource awareness and protection also produces good will with the Tohono O’odham 
Nation and Hia-Ced O’odham band, which have cultural links to the refuge lands. 
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Require archaeological review to be completed prior to any work on the refuge that will require 
disturbance of the soil surface. 

2. Consult with the Tohono O’odham Tribe and Hia-Ced O’odham band prior to permitting any 
archaeological research on refuge lands. 

3. Continue to update refuge cultural resources records as cultural resources are discovered on the 
refuge. Location information in these records will not be disclosed to the public in order to protect 
sensitive cultural sites. 

4. Continue to allow Archaeological Site Stewards, an Arizona registered volunteer association, to 
survey the refuge for cultural and historic sites. 

 
Objective 2: 
 
Within three years of plan adoption, develop and implement standards for cultural resources interpretation. 
 
Current Status: 
 
Some artifacts are interpreted at the refuge visitor center. 
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
Interpretation of refuge cultural resources is consistent with their protection, provided that no on-site 
interpretation calls attention to fragile prehistoric cultural resources that might be subject to damage or 
removal by collectors. 
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Strategies for Accomplishing Objective: 
 

1. Develop interpretive materials for the old Ajo landfill on the visitor center site. These materials 
would deal with the early twentieth century history of Ajo. 

2. Update generalized cultural and historic brochure for the refuge. 
3. Continue to display interpretive cultural artifacts at the visitor center, but do not remove any 

additional artifacts from their context in the refuge. 
4. Do not develop any site-specific interpretive materials for cultural resources on the refuge. 

 
Objective 3: 
 
Within three year of plan adoption, implement periodic inspections of known cultural sites to identify and 
mitigate disturbance. 
 
Current Status:  
 
No regular, formal inspection of cultural sites occurs, although staff inspects sites from time to time. 
 
Rationale for Objective: 
 
Regular inspections of, and mitigation of damage to, cultural sites on the refuge will keep these sites intact 
for future research when archaeological techniques have improved to reveal more about the prehistoric use 
of the refuge lands. 
 
Strategies for Accomplishing Objective:  
 

1. Refuge staff will annually visit each known archaeological site and inspect for damage. 
2. Where sites have suffered damage, the refuge will develop and implement stabilization measures, in 

coordination with the regional cultural resources officer 
3. Refuge law enforcement staff will periodically patrol known sites to apprehend unauthorized 

individuals and discourage unauthorized entry. 
4. The refuge will provide training to border law enforcement personnel regarding the sensitivity of 

refuge cultural resources and avoidance of damage to such resources during border law 
enforcement operations. 
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