
5. Land use 
This section examines land ownership and use within the six counties surrounding the Coronado 
National Forest (CNF). Land ownership and use are both variables which can significantly 
influence interaction between forests and surrounding communities. Regional development 
patterns and major land use vary from county to county, reflecting differences in climate, 
topography, ownership, and other cultural, social, and economic trends. Individual counties must 
attend to a range of land use issues including, but not limited to, water quality and availability, 
logging and mining activity, agricultural and recreational lands, access to state and federal land, 
transition of rangelands, open space preservation, and residential sprawl (Northern Economics 
2002).   

Collected land use and ownership data reveal that the area of assessment for the CNF contains a 
relatively high percentage of private and State Trust land, both of which stand to have a 
considerable impact on future forest planning. Santa Cruz County is also notable for the amount 
of land managed by the USDA Forest Service (52.7%). Each of these factors contributes to a land 
use policy environment that is increasingly focused on the sustainability of urban development in 
the face of increasing calls for the preservation of open space. The proximity of private parcels 
and forest lands has also contributed to a number of significant land exchanges involving the 
CNF within the last twenty years. 

                                                                                                                                                                                             

5.1 Historical context and land use patterns 
Since the federal government first began designating public-trust land in the late nineteenth 
century, the amount of national forest land in Arizona has remained remarkably steady. The 
concept of shared land has had a long history in the Southwest, mirroring Native American and 
Mexican American sensibilities (Baker et al. 1988). This, in part, may explain the relative 
stability of the use of these lands since their inception. The amount of land under public domain 
stood at 75% in Arizona in 1891, and by 1977, that number remained at over 70%. Today, the 
National Forest System itself accounts for about 15% of the land in Arizona. This small segment 
of the state’s land represents a substantial portion of Arizona’s natural resources, including 40% 
of the watersheds and nearly 60% of the timber extracted (Baker et al. 1988). For this reason, 
maintaining the integrity of the forest boundaries by acquisition of land to form contiguous 
borders has historically been an essential objective of the USFS. Recently, trends have reflected 
the increasing importance of national forests as a resource for recreational use. While the 
Coronado has 30,000 roadless acres, the primary purpose of national forest land is for “multiple 
use” although certain elements of its subsidiary functions, like maintaining wilderness and 
species habitats, can limit this practice.   

The majority of land in the National Forest System is grassland, while about 20% of the Rocky 
Mountain Region (including Arizona and New Mexico) is forested (Alig et al. 2003)1. In the 
latter areas, logging remains an integral and controversial element of national forest land use 
despite the fact that private owners contribute 90% of the timber harvest in the U.S. and control 
60-70% of the timberland (Haynes 2003a, Alig and Butler 2004). Five years ago, Arizona 
national forests produced 13 million cubic feet of saw-timber, but over the past two decades, the 
amount of land devoted to timber uses has declined 30% or more, and these lower levels are 
expected to remain stable for at least the next fifty years (Mills and Zhou 2003, Alig and Butler 

                                                 
1 In this particular report, Alig and the others have defined the Rocky Mountains Regions as consisting of “the Intermountain and 
Great Plains subregions,” including the following states: Kansas, Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota, Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, 
Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming. 



2004, Johnson 2000). Although there are no active timber interests in the CNF, projects on a local 
scale such as road construction, mining, and the harvesting of firewood for fuel and kindling may 
affect protected sites for owls and other wildlife (USFWS 1999). Mining remains an active 
industry both in Arizona and in the Coronado. The production value of Arizona’s minerals five 
years ago was in the vicinity of $3 billion and accounted for over 65% of U.S. copper production. 
Arizona’s copper industry makes use of over 180,000 acres of the state’s land. Hundreds of 
mines, active and inactive, are spread through Cochise County and beyond, many on USFS land 
(U.S. Customs 2003). In 2003, the Department of Agriculture announced a proposed mine 
expansion into a roadless area near the Dragoon Mountain range for Alpha Calcit Arizona, Ltd. 
(USFS 2003b). 

Also in the planning stages is an extended power line set for installation by the Tucson Electric 
Power Company (TEP). The corridor plans include a fifteen-mile segment which would pass 
through the CNF and which would require regular maintenance involving increased vehicular 
traffic to that area. In addition, there are suggestions that such a corridor might increase 
residential development in the project vicinity along with increased border patrol presence and 
security concerns involving illegal immigrants. While comprehensive studies were incomplete at 
the time of this report, the possibility of adverse affects on biological, visual, and cultural 
resources, as well as to land use and soil, were considered foreseeable and were balanced against 
improved electricity reliability in the region surrounding Nogales which some expect would 
contribute to long-term benefits in business development and regional growth. 

As noted, although the total amount of land covered has remained consistent, the specific lands 
contained within the national forests have occasionally transferred ownership. The forests have 
added or released land regularly in an attempt to consolidate land within the outer boundaries of 
the national forests (Baker, et al. 1988). In the Coronado, land swaps like the Cote and the Camp 
Tatiyee land exchanges are still pending. Naturally, the private citizens who live on the outskirts 
of the forest represent a formidable influence on the forests themselves. Originally, grazers and 
lumbermen expanded their own privately held lands into those earmarked for the national forests 
although this was eventually suppressed. Nonetheless, the communities that build and grow on 
the edges of these public lands frequently apply for trades involving these lands to allow towns to 
grow—applications which may either be accepted or rejected by the USFS depending upon how 
such trades threaten to impact specific forests. 

 

5.2 Land ownership and land use  
There are over 19 million acres of land in the six-county area of assessment for CNF. Within this 
expanse, there are distinct patterns of land ownership and use, each of which carries important 
implications for current and future forest management. Figures 16 and 17 provide information on 
land ownership for the entire area of assessment while Table 27 provides more detailed land 
ownership data on a county-by-county basis. Figure 16 displays a relatively large amount of State 
Trust land in close proximity to private land as well as considerable Native American holdings 
within the area of assessment. Data in Figure 17 suggest that, as a whole, the area of assessment 
for the CNF differs from overall ownership patterns for the State of Arizona. For example, the 
area contains a relatively large amount of private acreage compared to the state (25% versus 18% 
respectively) as well as a considerable amount of State Trust land (23% versus 13% respectively). 
Both of these factors exercise a great deal of influence on regional development patterns as is 
discussed later in this section (AZSLD 2004).  

The more detailed data provided in Table 27 indicate important differences in ownership among 
the six individual counties within the area of assessment. Here again, Cochise, Pinal, and Hidalgo 
Counties are notable for their relatively substantial amounts of private and State Trust land. 



Graham and Pima Counties show the highest percentage of land owned by Native American 
entities (36.33% and 42.11% respectively) while Santa Cruz County reports the greatest amount 
of land held by the FS (52.72%). Meanwhile Santa Cruz County also reports a considerable 
amount of private land (37.68%) and limited State Trust land (7.78%) when compared to 
neighboring counties and the state as a whole.  
 
 
 

 
Figure 1. Land Ownership within Area of Assessment 
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Figure 2. Percent Ownership by Major Land Owners in Six-County Area of Assessment 
Table 1. Land Ownership by County, 2005 

 

Land Ownership Acres Percent  Land Ownership Acres Percent 
Cochise County  Pinal County 

BLM 390,906.48 9.83%  Ak-Chin Indian Res. 21,449.98 0.62% 
Chiricahua N.M. 12,162.87 0.31%  BLM 374,035.32 10.88% 
Coronado NF 490,740.92 12.34%  Bureau of Reclamation 40,204.42 1.17% 
Coronado N.M. 4,172.49 0.10%  Casa Grande N.M. 469.42 0.01% 
Fort-Bowie N.H.S 1,561.09 0.04%  Coronado NF 23,281.87 0.68% 
Fort-Huachuca 79,364.16 2.00%  County Land 3,676.12 0.11% 
Game and Fish 3,092.63 0.08%  Game and Fish 52.93 0.00% 
Military Res. 664.33 0.02%  Gila River Indian Res. 276,028.20 8.03% 
Other 61.77 0.00%  Hohokam Pima N.M. 1,574.81 0.05% 
Private Land 1,590,299.94 39.99%  Indian Allotments 1,090.45 0.03% 
San Bernardino N.W.R. 2,368.49 0.06%  Military Res. 7,300.52 0.21% 
State Trust Land 1,374,463.33 34.56%  Parks and Recreation 10,527.79 0.31% 
Willcox Range 27,825.94 0.70%  Private Land 877,267.20 25.52% 
TOTAL 3,977,184.44 100.00%  San Carlos Indian Res. 133,544.31 3.88% 

Graham County  State Trust Land 1,204,920.53 35.05% 
BLM 733,117.44 24.64%  Tohono O’ odham Indian Res. 266,350.41 7.75% 
Coronado NF 380,693.78 12.80%  Tonto NF 195,735.84 5.69% 
Fort Grant 40.04 0.00%  TOTAL 3,437,510.12 100.00% 
Game and Fish 1,036.87 0.03%  Santa Cruz County 
Military Res. 399.69 0.01%  BLM 13,518.30 1.71% 
Private Land 282,943.80 9.51%  Coronado NF 417,233.87 52.72% 
San Carlos Indian Res. 1,080,785.68 36.33%  Other 277.10 0.04% 
State Trust Land 496,181.38 16.68%  Parks and Recreation 599.87 0.08% 
TOTAL 2,975,198.68 100.00%  Private Land 298,252.35 37.68% 

Pima County  State Trust Land 61,597.17 7.78% 
Barry Goldwater Air 57,433.49 0.98%  Tumacacori N.M. 9.94 0.00% 
Buenos Aires N.W.R. 113,641.28 1.93%  TOTAL 791,488.60 100.00% 
BLM 373,786.22 6.36%  Hidalgo County, NM 
Cabeza Prieta N.W.R. 400,681.23 6.82%  BLM 805,454 36.51% 
Coronado NF 336,888.98 5.73%  Coronado NF  77,220  3.50% 
County Land 2,573.35 0.04%  State Trust Land 354,431  16.07% 
Davis-Mothan AFB 10,728.30 0.18%  Indian Allotments 11,000  0.50% 
Game and Fish 1,560.84 0.03%  Private Land 957,970  43.42% 
Military Res. 39.94 0.00%  TOTAL 2,206,080  100.00% 
Organ Pipe N.M. 328,944.09 5.60%     
Other 440.40 0.01%     
Parks and Recreation 11,191.64 0.19%     
Pascua Yaqui Res. 556.86 0.01%     
Private Land 816,920.51 13.90%     



Saguaro NP 82,246.08 1.40%     
San Xavier Indian Res. 71,226.43 1.21%     
State Trust Land 862,221.37 14.67%     
Tohono O’ odham Indian Res. 2,403,533.14 40.89%     
TOTAL 5,877,607.42 100.00%     
       
Sources: Arizona State Land Department 
Hidalgo County Tax Assessors Office 

 
 

Figure 18 depicts land cover within the entire area of assessment while Table 28 provides detailed 
data on land cover within each of the six counties. As a point of clarification, cells with no data 
for a given category indicate that the land cover type does not exist within the county whereas a 
figure of 0.00% indicates that the cover type constituted less than one-tenth of one percent of the 
county’s total land area. Pinal County reported the greatest amount of residential cover at 3.38% 
compared to 1.11% for the assessment area as a whole. Meanwhile, Pima County reported the 
highest amount of commercial, services, industrial, and urban land cover of all counties in the 
area. Shrub, brush, and mixed range constituted the predominant land cover in five of the six 
counties in the area of assessment. The lone exception was Santa Cruz County, which reported a 
considerable portion of evergreen forest land (38.05%) and a relatively high percentage of 
herbaceous land cover (14.28%). Graham County also reported significant evergreen forest land 
(13.23%) while Pinal County held the greatest amount of cropland and pasture (13.98%). 

 



 
Figure 3. Land Cover within Area of Assessment 

 
 

 
 
 

Table 2. Land Cover by County and Assessment Area, 1990 
 

    Cochise County Graham County  Hidalgo County Pima County 
Land 
Use 

Code Coverage Type  Acres Percent Acres Percent Acres Percent Acres Percent 
0 Unknown / Background 6,696 0.17% 12,739 0.43% 1,141 0.05% 28,511 0.49% 

11 Residential 13,848 0.35% 3,140 0.11% 1,078 0.05% 77,339 1.32% 
12 Commercial and services 5,548 0.14% 710 0.02% 375 0.02% 18,090 0.31% 
13 Industrial 2,858 0.07% 230 0.01% 412 0.02% 21,246 0.36% 
14 Transportation, communication, utilities 10,885 0.27% 297 0.01% 2,288 0.10% 7,992 0.14% 
15 Industrial and commercial complexes 854 0.02% 16 0.00% - - - - 



16 Mixed urban or built-up land 405 0.01% 297 0.01% - - 3,562 0.06% 
17 Other urban or built-up land 2,030 0.05% 781 0.03% - - 8,507 0.14% 
21 Cropland and pasture 237,619 5.97% 71,032 2.39% 50,498 2.29% 79,589 1.35% 

22 
Orchards, groves, vineyards, nurseries 
and ornamental horticultural areas 2,089 0.05% 318 0.01% - - 8,888 0.15% 

23 Confined feeding operations 167 0.00% 10 0.00% 111 0.01% 499 0.01% 
24 Other agricultural land 4,207 0.11% 470 0.02% 546 0.02% 1,942 0.03% 
31 Herbaceous rangeland 39,986 1.01% 13,888 0.47% 401 0.02% 22,376 0.38% 
32 Shrub and brush rangeland 2,150,826 54.08% 2,023,904 68.03% 831,369 37.69% 5,091,944 86.63% 
33 Mixed rangeland 900,597 22.64% 301,633 10.14% 1,201,490 54.46% 121,407 2.07% 
41 Deciduous forest land 5,955 0.15% 3,086 0.10% - - 223 0.00% 
42 Evergreen forest land 434,737 10.93% 393,686 13.23% 70,940 3.22% 279,935 4.76% 
43 Mixed forest land 19,595 0.49% 102,460 3.44% 173 0.01% 275 0.00% 
52 Lakes - - 51 0.00% 110 0.01% 15 0.00% 
53 Reservoirs 272 0.01% 4,693 0.16% - - 434 0.01% 
61 Forested wetland 6,461 0.16% 15,969 0.54% 4,274 0.19% 34,890 0.59% 
62 Nonforested wetland 1,702 0.04% 4,558 0.15% 5,705 0.26% 1,068 0.02% 
71 Dry salt flats 34,891 0.88% 0   27,065 1.23% 8 0.00% 
73 Sandy areas not beaches 2,475 0.06% 5,640 0.19% 886 0.04% 21,497 0.37% 
74 Bare exposed rock 29,571 0.74% 14,240 0.48% 6,049 0.27% 1,838 0.03% 
75 Strip mines, quarries, gravel pits 2,329 0.06% 486 0.02% 530 0.02% 9,213 0.16% 
76 Transitional areas 60,581 1.52% 864 0.03% 637 0.03% 36,322 0.62% 

 Total 3,977,184 100.00% 2,975,199 100.00% 2,206,080 100.00% 5,877,607 100.00% 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 28 (cont.). Land Cover by County and Assessment Area, 1990 

 
    Pinal County Santa Cruz County Total Assessment Area 
Land 
Use 

Code Coverage Type  Acres Percent Acres Percent Acres Percent 
0 Unknown / Background 1,467 0.04% 20,727 2.62% 71,280 0.37% 

11 Residential 116,038 3.38% 3,339 0.42% 214,783 1.11% 
12 Commercial and services 3,511 0.10% 1,063 0.13% 29,297 0.15% 
13 Industrial 5,510 0.16% 94 0.01% 30,350 0.16% 
14 Transportation, communication, utilities 9,302 0.27% 1,847 0.23% 32,611 0.17% 
15 Industrial and commercial complexes - - - - 870 0.00% 



16 Mixed urban or built-up land 138 0.00% 480 0.06% 4,881 0.03% 
17 Other urban or built-up land 2,399 0.07% 1,326 0.17% 15,043 0.08% 
21 Cropland and pasture 480,601 13.98% 12,401 1.57% 931,741 4.84% 

22 
Orchards, groves, vineyards, nurseries and 
ornamental horticultural areas 4,837 0.14% - - 16,133 0.08% 

23 Confined feeding operations 1,751 0.05% - - 2,537 0.01% 
24 Other agricultural land 374 0.01% 1,050 0.13% 8,588 0.04% 
31 Herbaceous rangeland 13,962 0.41% 113,038 14.28% 203,651 1.06% 
32 Shrub and brush rangeland 2,649,065 77.06% 293,052 37.03% 13,040,161 67.69% 
33 Mixed rangeland - - 39,332 4.97% 2,564,459 13.31% 
41 Deciduous forest land - - 280 0.04% 9,545 0.05% 
42 Evergreen forest land 50,467 1.47% 301,173 38.05% 1,530,937 7.95% 
43 Mixed forest land 279 0.01% 169 0.02% 122,951 0.64% 
52 Lakes - - - - 176 0.00% 
53 Reservoirs 1,847 0.05% 316 0.04% 7,562 0.04% 
61 Forested wetland 23,472 0.68% - - 85,066 0.44% 
62 Nonforested wetland 6,347 0.18% - - 19,379 0.10% 
71 Dry salt flats - - - - 61,964 0.32% 
73 Sandy areas not beaches 32,406 0.94% - - 62,904 0.33% 
74 Bare exposed rock 9,807 0.29% 53 0.01% 61,558 0.32% 
75 Strip mines, quarries, gravel pits 5,577 0.16% 253 0.03% 18,388 0.10% 
76 Transitional areas 18,354 0.53% 1,496 0.19% 118,254 0.61% 

 Total 3,437,510 100.00% 791,489 100.00% 19,265,069 100.00% 
 

Source: U.S. Geological Survey, 1990 
Land use/ land cover digital data collected by USGS and converted to ARC/INFO by the EPA. Each quadrangle of land use data has a different representative date; however, 
dates ranging from mid-1970s to early 1980s are common.  

Metadata can be found at http://www.epa.gov/ngispgm3/spdata/EPAGIRAS/meta/general-metadata.text

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5.3 County land use plans and local policy environment 
For the purpose of this assessment, county comprehensive plans have been used as a primary 
source of information on the history of land use within the region, the patterns of development, 
desired conditions, and current county land use policies. It should be noted, however, that county 
governments hold no legal authority over independent jurisdictions such as federal and state 
lands, incorporated cities and towns, or Native American tribal reservations. Additionally, the 
comprehensive plans reviewed for this assessment vary widely with respect to the date of their 
adoption, the nature of land use data provided, and the overall format of the documents. While 
some offer a broad analysis of land use patterns and desired conditions, others present more 
detailed, prescriptive policies and guidelines for county land use. As such, information from the 
various comprehensive plans is discussed in terms of its potential for influencing land use 

http://www.epa.gov/ngispgm3/spdata/EPAGIRAS/meta/general-metadata.text


patterns adjacent to the national forest. Comprehensive land use plans for Hidalgo County, NM 
and the state of Sonora, Mexico were not available at the time of this assessment.  

 
Graham County Comprehensive Plan 

Like many areas throughout the Mountain West, patterns of existing land use in Graham County 
are rooted in the history of settlement by miners, ranchers, and farmers. The Graham County 
Comprehensive Plan marks 1872 as a milestone in the development of the county after the 
establishment that year of a copper mine in the town of Clifton (then in Graham County). At 
about the same time, farming communities were being established along the Gila River, which 
traverses the county from east to west (Graham County 1996).  

Today, Graham County remains an area of rich natural resources with a rural culture and an 
economy supported by continued copper mining, cotton farming, and cattle ranching. The Gila 
River is a vital source of water for approximately 52,000 acres of cultivable land in the county, 
much of which is dedicated to the production of cotton, a primary component of the county’s 
agricultural economy. Mining has also continued to play a major role the development of Graham 
County. In addition to a number of small mines operating throughout the county, the Phelps-
Dodge Corporation manages a large open pit mine north of Safford. Graham County is also home 
to the Large Binocular Telescope, the world’s most powerful optical telescope, which was 
completed in 2004. For these reasons, the Graham County Comprehensive Plan emphasizes the 
importance of protecting both the natural resources and scenic beauty that are “essential to the 
economic stability and unique character and lifestyles” of the area (Graham County 1996).  

Graham County covers 4,650 square miles, making it the twelfth largest of Arizona’s fifteen 
counties. In addition to twenty-two square miles of water, the Comprehensive Plan identifies 
three basic geologic areas within Graham County: 1) The Gila River basin; 2) the mountain areas 
comprised by the Gila, Pinaleño, Santa Teresa, and Galiuro ranges; and 3) the high desert plains 
north of the Gila and Pinaleño Mountains. Graham County is also the home of Aravaipa Canyon 
and the Gila Box, the only two federally designated riparian areas in the United States as of 1996 
(Graham County 1996).  

The Graham County Comprehensive Plan identifies fifteen land use zones in the county 
permitting uses from dense residential developments such as mobile home and travel trailer parks 
to manufacturing and industrial uses. The plan further classifies these zones into five broad land 
use categories: 1) urban residential, 2) rural residential, 3) agricultural and ranching, 4) 
commercial, and 5) manufacturing.  

 

• Residential land use 

The urban residential classification includes single-family residential, manufactured and mobile 
homes, and multiple-family residential uses. Minimum lot sizes range from 5,000 square feet for 
manufactured and mobile homes to 10,000 square feet for multi-family residential parcels. Each 
parcel must be served by an approved domestic water supply system, and parcels less than 10,000 
square feet must also be served by an approved sewage collection and treatment system.  

The rural residential classification applies to agricultural-residential, single-family residential, 
residential recreation, and special development zones. Minimum lot sizes range from 20,000 
square feet for single-family residential uses to three acres for special development zones. Both 
light farming and home occupations are permitted in the zones, and approved domestic water 
supply systems are required for parcels less than one acre. Parcels in special development zones 
may serve mixed-use purposes, including residential, commercial, and manufacturing where a 



minimum of three acres are part of singular or joint-planned developments (Graham County 
1996).  

 

• Commercial and industrial land use 

Commercial land uses in Graham County are classified as either commercial recreation, 
neighborhood commercial, or general commercial uses. Minimum lot sizes range from 10,000 
square feet for neighborhood and general commercial uses to one acre for commercial recreation 
uses. Rather than industrial land use, the Graham County Comprehensive Plan designates its fifth 
and final category as manufacturing land use. This category accounts for commercial 
manufacturing, general manufacturing, and unlimited manufacturing land use zones. Minimum 
parcel sizes range from one acre for commercial manufacturing to five acres for general and 
unlimited manufacturing zones. The plan stipulates that fencing or screening may be required for 
lots adjacent to non-industrial uses and that one dwelling unit is allowed per parcel (Graham 
County 1996). 

 

Cochise County Comprehensive Plan  

The Cochise County Comprehensive Plan was last amended in September 2002, and, like other 
comprehensive plans throughout the state, alludes to a rural culture and a lifestyle largely 
influenced by traditional land uses such as livestock production, farming, and mining. Like other 
plans in this region, it also states the purpose of assisting residents and planners in achieving a 
balance between urban, rural, and public land uses which supports the protection of both the local 
economy and the county’s natural resource base. The plan makes specific mention of Fort 
Huachuca as a key player in the county’s history as well as a primary contributor to its current 
economic stability. Rather than a detailed guide to residential, commercial, and industrial zoning, 
the Cochise County Comprehensive Plan offers a description of various growth categories and 
plan designations as well as overall policies designed to support desired land use patterns in the 
county (Cochise County 2002). 

The plan divides the entire area of Cochise County, with the exception of incorporated cities, into 
four growth-area categories based on the area’s expected capacity for change. Intensive growth 
areas (Category A) are those that are experiencing an unusually high rate of growth and have the 
infrastructure and service capacity to support it. The urban growth category (Category B) is 
applied to areas demonstrating community sentiment in support of growth that maintains land use 
intensity at more moderate levels than that of Category A. Rural growth areas (Category C) are 
smaller rural community areas which demonstrate a slow rate of change and community attitudes 
that favor preservation of a rural, small-town atmosphere. Finally, rural areas (Category D) 
include sparsely populated rural lands in the county which serve primarily as rural/residential and 
agricultural areas rather than identifiable communities (Cochise County 2002). 

Within each of the aforementioned growth categories, the Cochise County Comprehensive Plan 
establishes five distinct land use designations. The designations are intended to identify the 
existing character of smaller areas within specific growth categories. The “neighborhood 
conservation” designation identifies established areas that are primarily residential and will be 
afforded zoning protection to maintain the desired character and intensity of land use. An 
“enterprise” designation identifies areas with an established pattern of commercial and/or 
industrial land use. A “developing” designation indicates an area experiencing “non-rural” growth 
which is expected to continue. It allows for flexibility in determining both the character and 
intensity of future development. The “neighborhood rehabilitation” designation is applied to 
residential neighborhoods experiencing deterioration but which show potential for revitalization. 



Finally, the “enterprise redevelopment” designation is assigned to existing developed areas 
undergoing change which may make them amenable to commercial and/or industrial land uses 
(Cochise County 2002).  

 

Pima County Comprehensive Plan Update  

The Pima County Comprehensive Plan Update was specifically intended to reflect the land use 
policies, principles, and concepts identified in the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan. Adopted in 
September 2001, the plan’s purpose is to contribute to the quality of the built environment as well 
as the effectiveness of the conserved environment and improve the status of the region’s fiscal, 
natural, and cultural resources (Pima County 2001). 

Over the last hundred years, Tucson’s urban area has expanded dramatically: from two square 
miles in 1900, to ten square miles in 1950, to 100 square miles in 1980, to nearly 200 square 
miles as of 2001. Although population levels have experienced a similar increase, population 
density has not. In fact, the Pima County Comprehensive Plan suggests that population density 
has actually declined from approximately 5,200 individuals per square mile in 1953 to only 2,400 
per square mile today. The combined effect of population growth at low densities equates to a 
land consumption rate of nearly seven square miles a year, meaning that given current rates of 
population growth, the land base of Tucson will nearly double over the next twenty years. 
Acknowledging that the conservation objectives of the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan are not 
likely to be achieved within metropolitan areas, the plan focuses its policies on over a million 
acres of land in unincorporated Pima County. Specifically, the comprehensive plan is aimed at 
responding to a current land market that encourages unregulated, leap frog development, a 
leading cause of natural resource depletion and urban sprawl (Pima County 2001). 

The vast majority of the population of Pima County resides in the eastern portion of the county, 
where residential units are the primary use within the built environment. Since the adoption of the 
Pima County Comprehensive Plan in 1992, residential development has proceeded at lower 
densities than intended, fueled by large-lot development and lot splitting, both of which 
contribute to continued urban sprawl. The comprehensive plan update states that between 1993 
and 2000, the county received 496 requests for rezoning, 380 of which were approved. Of the 
10,988 acres entailed in the rezoning requests, 6,480 acres (59%) were for residential uses while 
only 356 acres (3.2%) were for commercial uses (Pima County 2001).  

 

• Residential land use 

Regarding residential land use in Pima County, the comprehensive plan focuses on dynamic 
changes in the residential housing market over the last decade. It claims that between 1991 and 
2000, the number of housing units sold in the county nearly doubled while the average sale price, 
expressed in actual dollars, rose from $97,352 to $155,907. Meanwhile, the average square 
footage of single-family residences has more than doubled since 1950. The plan goes on to 
explain that the local real estate market has benefited higher-income residents of Pima County but 
left an affordability gap for many low-income residents. According to the Tucson Association of 
Realtor’s Residential Sales Statistics, less than four percent of all residential units sold in Pima 
County in 2000 were affordable for the lowest earning twenty percent of county residents. 
Meanwhile, the American Community Survey of 2000 found that forty-seven percent of renters in 
Pima County were spending one-third or more of their household income on housing. This lack of 
affordable housing has contributed to detrimental land uses and unregulated development. The 
comprehensive plan also cites studies which show that despite growing more rapidly than many 
similar counties throughout the country, Pima County spent less on a per capita basis, collected 



less in growth-related fees, and provided less in the way of affordable housing programs than 
similarly situated county governments. In response to these issues, the Pima County 
Comprehensive Plan Update establishes regional policies which create a Mixed Use Compact 
Development (MUCD) land use designation and promote the creation of strategies to provide 
affordable housing to median, low, and very low income level households (Pima County 2001).  

 

Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan  

Beginning in 1998, the Pima County Board of Supervisors initiated a review of previous county 
planning efforts with an eye toward integrating effective natural resource management with 
sustainable urban development. Although not a “comprehensive plan” in the traditional sense, the 
Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan (SDCP) addresses many of the critical land use planning 
issues currently faced by Pima County. Mindful of the distinct correlation between urban growth 
and consumption of natural resources, the SDCP serves three primary purposes: it creates a 
science-based conservation plan, it supports the update to the Pima County Comprehensive Plan, 
and it ensures compliance with federal regulations requiring protection of endangered species to 
be addressed through a multiple species conservation plan. A primary goal of SDCP is to direct 
future urban growth in Pima County toward areas with the fewest natural, historic, and cultural 
resource values. In addition to guiding future land use decisions in the county, the plan is also 
intended to serve as a reference for allocation of public resources for acquisition of open space 
and protection of cultural resources. Given the plan’s emphasis on a comprehensive analysis of 
available science and the use of available geographic information system (GIS) data, an extensive 
list of stakeholders is credited with contributing to its development (Pima County 2004).  

 

• Critical habitat and biological corridors 

The SDCP states that when the process of developing the plan began in 1998, basic information 
on the area’s most vulnerable species, biological standards, and distribution of vegetation were 
not compiled in a format that could serve as a starting point for conservation planning. Since that 
time, an intensive research effort involving members of the local, regional, and national science 
community has resulted in a list of species and maps of corridors for nine mammals, eight birds, 
seven reptiles, seven plants, six fish, two amphibians, and numerous invertebrates in need of 
habitat protection. Selected priority habitats and corridors identified by the SDCP Science 
Technical Advisory Team include the Altar Valley, Baboquivari Mountains, Cienega Creek, 
Eastern Tucson Riparian Complex, Organ Pipe/Goldwater Complex, Sabino Canyon, San Pedro 
River, Santa Rita Mountains, Silverbell Mountains, Tortolita Mountains, and the Tucson 
Mountains (Pima County 2004).  

 

• Riparian protection 

The SDCP claims that sixty to seventy-five percent of all species in Arizona rely on a riparian 
environment at some point during their life cycle. This assertion adds urgency to the need for 
riparian protection given that several perennial water courses in Pima County have ceased 
flowing or have been significantly impacted by lower water tables. In addition to the obvious 
impact from development activities, the SDCP warns of the negative effects of ground water 
pumping and the introduction of invasive, non-native species into the county’s riparian areas. The 
plan cites previous riparian restoration and protection efforts in Cienega Creek, Tanque Verde 
Wash, the San Pedro River, and Sabino-Bear Canyon as positive examples of conservation 
strategies that have not only protected wildlife and plants but also provided recreational 



opportunities, promoted groundwater recharge, protected water quality, and mitigated flooding. 
Selected priority riparian resources identified by the SDCP Science Technical Advisory Team 
include Rincon Creek, Cienega Creek, Arivaca Creek, Brown Canyon, Wakefield, Sutherland, 
Happy Valley, portions of the San Pedro River, Davidson Canyon, Gardner Canyon, Madera 
Canyon, Agua Verde Wash, and Sopori/Papalote Wash (Pima County 2004).

 

• Mountain parks 

The preservation of Pima County’s mountain areas began in 1929 with the establishment of 
Tucson Mountain Park. Since then, similar protection efforts have led to the creation of Tortolita 
Mountain Park, Ironwood Forest National Monument, Colossal Cave Mountain Park, Cienega 
Creek Natural Preserve, and Buehman-Bingham Natural Preserve. Nonetheless, the SDCP states 
that a continuing decline in the county’s natural resource base shows that this incremental 
approach to conservation over the last seventy years has not adequately protected vulnerable 
habitats and species. Priority mountain parks and natural preserves identified by the SDCP 
Science Technical Advisory Team include Buehman-Bingham Natural Preserve, Cienega Creek 
Natural Preserve, Santa Rita Mountain Park, Colossal Cave Mountain Park, Davidson Canyon 
Natural Preserve, Tucson Mountain Park, Catalina State Park, Tortolita Mountain Park, and 
Ironwood Forest National Monument (Pima County 2004).

 

• Cultural resources 

The SDCP notes that Pima County has had a continuous human presence for approximately 
12,000 years. In an effort to protect the county’s historical and cultural resources, the plan 
identifies numerous archaeological sites, historic buildings, national registers, historic 
communities, ghost towns, and historic trails as worthy of protection. An important task in 
delineating areas and sites for protection involved the development of digital data layers that 
compare core biological, habitat, and riparian areas with specific historic locations to determine 
where they overlap and where they are distributed separately. Priority cultural resources 
identified by the SDCP include ancient Native American villages, the Mission San Xavier del 
Bac, Mexican- and U.S. Territorial-era ranches, Fort Lowell, historic mines, existing examples of 
traditional Sonoran and Victorian architecture as well as several churches, schools, bridges, and 
parks, many of which lie at the core of the Tucson metropolitan area (Pima County 2004). 

 

• Ranch conservation  

The SDCP credits ranching with having been “the single greatest determinant of a definable 
urban boundary in eastern Pima County,” explaining that over half of the county’s 2.4 million 
acres of open land has been in continual use for the purpose of ranching enterprises. Expected 
benefits of ranch conservation identified by the plan include preservation of open space and 
mitigation of urban sprawl as well as maintenance of habitat continuity and the rural heritage and 
culture of the Southwest. The primary threat facing ranchlands is urban encroachment and land 
fragmentation as a result of conversion to real estate development. Ongoing drought, legal 
challenges to grazing leases, and lucrative land prices also contribute to the trend of ranch 
conversion. The SDCP states that, currently, ranch conversion and fragmentation is greatest 
within a twenty-five-mile radius of the Tucson urban core. The SDCP identifies a number of 
“subareas” where ranching comprises a significant proportion of land use and is supported by 
sufficient grazing capacity and stability to support future sustainable ranch use. These subareas 
include Altar Valley, Empire-Cienega Valley, Upper Santa Cruz Valley, San Pedro Valley, and 



the Ironwood Forest National Monument area of Avra Valley. Meanwhile, the SDCP identifies 
the central Santa Cruz Valley and portions of the Tortolita Fan as areas “least likely to retain 
ranch uses in the future” (Pima County 2004). 

Detailed maps of each of the protection areas under the SDCP are available for viewing at 
http://www.co.pima.az.us/cmo/sdcp/maps.html. 

 

Pinal County Comprehensive Plan  

The Pinal County Comprehensive Plan stresses the cultural and economic importance of 
managing land use in such a way as to protect the county’s natural resource base. Although 
traditional land uses such as ranching, farming, and mining have experienced a gradual decline 
throughout the county, an increase in urban, commercial, and industrial developments has placed 
increasing pressure on the area’s natural resources. Protection of desert open space, wildlife 
corridors, and undeveloped mountain areas is seen as a critical step towards sustaining a rural 
lifestyle as well as the economically vital components of retirement housing and tourism (Pinal 
County 2001).  

Currently, Pinal County covers 3,441,920 acres, portions of which lie within the Gila River, Ak-
Chin, Tohono O’odham, and San Carlos Native American communities. In addition to several 
rapidly growing incorporated cities and towns, the county is home to the unincorporated 
communities of Arizona City, Dudleyville, Gold Canyon, Maricopa, Oracle, Picacho, Queen 
Valley, Red Rock, San Manuel, and Stanfield. The comprehensive plan specifically mentions 
maintenance of mountain views as vital to the long-term economic and environmental interests of 
the county. These mountains include the San Tans, Superstitions, Sierra Estrella, Santa Catalina, 
Table Top, Palo Verde, Casa Grande, Sacaton, Picacho Peak, Sawtooth, Tortolita, Black, and 
Samaniego Hills (Pinal County 2001).  

Adopted in December 2001 and amended in December 2004, the Pinal County Comprehensive 
Plan is seen as an important tool for managing land use during a period of dramatic growth and 
transition. In it, planners call for a reexamination of planning methods in order to ensure the 
sustainability of both the regional economy and standard of living in light of a projected sixty-
percent increase in county population over the next decade. Stated objectives in the land use 
element of the comprehensive plan include the following: 1) more efficient land use enabled by 
clustered development, architectural controls, and development standards; 2) an improved county 
roadway network that effectively links residential and employment centers while retaining 
panoramic views, natural washes, and wildlife habitat; and 3) a diverse mix of employment and 
housing opportunities that balances resource conservation and development needs. The 
comprehensive plan divides land use into several designations. The intent of the land use 
categories is to determine development patterns that will be both economically and 
environmentally sustainable during a period of rapid urban growth (Pinal County 2001).  

“Rural Areas” are areas suitable for lower-density development and uses such as agriculture, 
grazing, mining, sand and gravel operations, large acreage home sites, and small farms. Multi-
family development is discouraged in rural areas and single-family residency should not exceed 
one dwelling unit per acre. The “Transitional Area” designation is used for areas that are 
predominantly rural but are expected to serve as future centers of growth. A primary purpose of 
this designation is to retain existing large tracts for potential development. Here again, maximum 
residential density is one single-family unit per acre. A “Foothill Area” designation is intended to 
preserve sensitive areas by limiting foothill development to low densities that are in harmony 
with the natural landscape. Maximum density is one dwelling unit per acre. The “Rural 
Community Area” designation signifies a rural area with the capacity to provide goods, services, 
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and increased residential uses. Growth is typically slower in these areas and is dependent on the 
level of public services, facilities, and infrastructure. Future rural community areas should be 
designed to allow for commercial uses, governmental activity, health and educational facilities, 
industrial uses, and parks and open space. For Planned Area Developments (PADs), under this 
designation, the maximum density is three-and-a-half single-family dwelling units per acre. This 
designation also allows for five attached homes (town houses, patio homes) per acre or twelve 
multiple-family units (apartments) per acre (Pinal County 2001).  

The “Urban Area” designation is applied to areas with higher density residential development and 
the existing infrastructure to support larger populations. Urban areas primarily include towns and 
cities and are likely to account for the majority of future growth in Pinal County. The purpose of 
the Urban Area designation is to encourage the provision of high quality, efficient public services 
as well as diverse housing and employment opportunities. Maximum density guidelines are three-
and-a-half dwelling units per acre (du/ac) for PAD, five du/ac for attached homes, and twelve 
du/ac for multiple family units. A “Commercial Activity Center” designation allows intense 
concentrations of commercial and high density residential development. Land uses include retail 
stores and services, office development, business parks, and high-density multi-family 
development. An expected benefit of this designation is the proximate location of housing and 
employment centers. Multiple-family housing density ranges from twelve to twenty du/ac with an 
ideal density of sixteen du/ac. An “Interchange Mix Area” designation caters to the needs of 
travelers and businesses along the county’s highways. Land uses include, but are not restricted to, 
hotels and motels, vacation resorts, restaurants, RV parks, service stations, and other small-scale 
commercial uses. “Corridor Mix Areas” are similar in that they provide for a variety of land uses 
and intensities oriented toward and compatible with interstate highways. In addition to the land 
uses prescribed for Interchange Mix Areas, Corridor Mix Areas may include industrial parks, 
research and development facilities, light industry, warehousing, and recreation facilities. Open 
space, landscaping, and noise buffering are encouraged to ensure compatibility with adjacent land 
uses and traffic (Pinal County 2001).  
An “Industrial Area” designation applies specifically to areas suitable for industrial and other 
intense land uses. The plan specifies that these areas will be concentrated and separated from 
residential and commercial uses in order to manage the impact of heavy truck traffic, noise, 
vibration, light, dust, and odors. A “Mining Area” designation applies only to those areas where 
mineral resources have been identified or are likely to be identified in the future. The designation 
recognizes the rights applied to exploration, mining, and mineral resource processing. All mining 
operations within the county are required to comply with federal, state, and local laws providing 
environmental protection. “Development Sensitive Areas” are intended to preserve natural 
resources and open space in areas that are particularly sensitive. Potential land uses include parks, 
ranching, livestock grazing, conservation leases, guest ranches, and single-family uses. Density is 
not to exceed three-tenths (.3) du/ac. The “Natural Resource Area” designation is applied to 
private and public lands which may be enhanced by the maintenance of large, undivided parcels. 
Land uses may include river corridors, natural areas, livestock grazing, conservation leases, 
national forests, wilderness areas, and State Trust lands (Pinal County 2001). A detailed map of 
land use within Pinal County is available at 
http://www.co.pinal.az.us/PlanDev/PDCP/files/CompPlanFinal2004.pdf

 

Santa Cruz County Comprehensive Plan  

Land use patterns in Santa Cruz County have long been shaped by the traditional activities of 
farming, ranching, and mining. Increasingly, however, development in the area is influenced by 
its proximity to the major international border crossing in the city of Nogales and by a burgeoning 
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community of retirees. Adopted in June 2004, the Santa Cruz County Comprehensive Plan seeks 
to protect both natural resources and a rich cultural heritage by concentrating and regulating 
future land development (Santa Cruz County 2004).  

Historically, development in Santa Cruz County has been concentrated along the Santa Cruz 
River, a pattern sustained since the construction of Interstate 19, which follows the same north-
south orientation. The comprehensive plan claims that, between 1990 and 2000, the 
unincorporated areas of Santa Cruz County grew by 79% while the cities of Nogales and 
Patagonia experienced relatively minimal growth (7% and -4% respectively). Of all the growth in 
unincorporated areas, 93% occurred on the western side of the county along the I-19 corridor in 
the communities of Amado, Tubac, Rio Rico, and south to the Nogales city limits. It is expected 
that development over the next decade will continue to be concentrated along this corridor. The 
Santa Cruz County Comprehensive Plan projects a high rate of population growth (6.5% per 
annum through 2010) resulting from natural increase as well as substantial immigration from 
other areas (Santa Cruz County 2004). In anticipation of this growth trend, the comprehensive 
plan includes a specific element devoted to county growth areas. Identified are seven growth 
areas, each of which is located west of the Santa Rita Mountains. They include the following: the 
airport, Amado, the I-19 Corridor (Rio Rico to Nogales), the Kino Springs Village Center, Rio 
Rico Drive East, Ruby Road, and Tubac. 

Given the likelihood for continued population growth and the resulting need for residential and 
commercial development, Santa Cruz County intends to concentrate future land use in a way that 
maintains a rural character, protects natural resources, and makes efficient use of existing and 
future infrastructure. While the comprehensive plan claims that the county has a substantial 
amount of private, undeveloped land which is easily accessible from primary roadways, future 
growth is likely to have a pronounced impact on the county’s natural resources and existing 
development patterns. For instance, new development within the county has begun to shift from 
individual homes constructed on private lots to production housing. In the past five years, 
approximately thirty percent of requests for residential rezoning were for parcels larger than 100 
acres. Of these, over forty percent are at densities exceeding four dwelling units per acre. In 
response, the plan encourages maintaining existing land use intensities and densities in the 
Sonoita-Elgin area while allowing for urban-style development in the Rio Rico area and, to some 
extent, around Tubac and Kino Springs. According to the plan, future employment centers will be 
focused south of Rio Rico along the I-19 corridor, and commercial uses specific to the county’s 
tourism industry will be encouraged at the Sonoita crossroads of SR 82 and SR 83 (Santa Cruz 
County 2004). 

Based on the clear demarcation of land uses along the I-19 corridor and those in other locations 
throughout the county, the land use element of the comprehensive plan refers to two general types 
of land use intensities and densities: urban and rural. The land use categories described under 
each of these two classifications are described below.  

 

• Rural land use 

The “Ranch 40” category signifies very low-density residential, ranching, agricultural, 
viticultural, low-impact tourism, or resource conservation uses. Maximum residential density in 
this category is 1/40 dwelling unit per acre (or 1 unit per 40 acres). A “Ranch” designation allows 
for the same land uses as Ranch 40; however, in this category, maximum residential density is, at 
one-quarter dwelling unit per acre (1 unit per 4 acres), much greater. The “Public Lands” 
category includes all federal public land managed by the Department of Agriculture and the 
Department of the Interior as well as state lands managed by the State Parks Department. Land 
use in the “State Trust” category includes grazing and conservation as well as other uses in 



accordance with regulations of the State Land Department. Principle land uses in the 
“Preservation” category include historic sites, museums, research study areas, and permanent 
open space. Residential and light commercial uses related to the principle preservation function 
are also permitted. The “Local Services” designation is applied to areas whose primary land use 
includes retail, restaurants, tourism services, and low impact neighborhood services (Santa Cruz 
County 2004).  

 

 

 

• Urban land use 

Principle land uses in the “Low Density Residential” category include residential use as well as 
low-intensity tourism services, restaurants, and neighborhood services. Maximum residential 
density in these areas is one du/ac. “The Medium Density Residential” category allows for 
residential, office, and commercial services with a maximum density of three du/ac. The principle 
land uses in the “High Density Residential” areas include residential, retail, office, and 
commercial services. Maximum density for single- and multi-family residences in this category is 
ten du/ac. In the “Mixed Use” category, high-density residential uses are integrated with retail, 
services, and employment uses in areas accessible to infrastructure and public services. Maximum 
residential density in the Mixed Use category is ten du/ac. The “Regional Services” designation is 
applied to areas where the primary uses are high-intensity commercial, employment, and retail 
uses which are regionally significant and are easily accessible from major transportation corridors 
and population centers. The primary land uses in the “Enterprise” category are heavy commercial 
and industrial enterprises with major employment potential. This category is situated to take 
advantage of facilities and major transportation corridors.  

A detailed map of land use within Santa Cruz County is available at http://scc-mail.co.santa-
cruz.az.us/commdev/commdev1/Santa%20Cruz%20County%202004%20Comprehensive%20Pla
n.pdf

 

Local land use policy issues 

The primary land use issues facing county residents within the area of assessment are the result of 
a transition from an area defined by its rural character to one facing increasing pressure from 
urban and economic development. While residents and planners prefer to maintain a rural 
character throughout unincorporated county lands, rapidly increasing populations and expanding 
city boundaries present challenges for doing so. Despite many similarities, the policies of the 
county comprehensive plans reviewed for this assessment also offer an array of differing 
perspectives on how best to deal with these issues.  

Preservation of open space is a particularly important land use issue among planners and property 
owners within the area of assessment. While the counties generally share a common interest in 
preserving open space, comprehensive plans suggest different motivations for doing so. For more 
rural areas such as Cochise and Graham Counties, a high priority is placed on the preservation of 
open space for the purpose of protecting and sustaining traditional farming and ranching land 
uses. Specific policies support the removal of critical habitat and wilderness designations and 
warn of the negative impact on development resulting from measures such as the Sonoran Desert 
Conservation Plan (Cochise County 2002, Graham County 1996, Santa Cruz County 2004). 
Meanwhile, areas with rapidly growing urban populations—such as Pima and Pinal Counties—
emphasize the cultural and environmental value of protected watersheds, mountain areas, wildlife 
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habitat, native vegetation, riparian areas, and archeological sites. Several policies aimed at 
preserving open space are mentioned in each of the county comprehensive plans. These methods 
include the encouragement of “clustered development,” purchase of development rights, and 
dedication of land such as conservation and agricultural easements. Area comprehensive plans 
also note the increasing role of organizations such as the Audubon Society of Arizona, the Nature 
Conservancy, the Sky Islands Alliance, the Wildlands Project, and the Sonoran Institute in the 
ongoing debate over open space (Pima County 2001, 2004; Santa Cruz County 2004; Pinal 
County 2001).  

Related to the provision of open space, county land use planners also emphasize the need to 
ensure efficient and effective land use in areas suitable for development. A commonly mentioned 
policy for ensuring efficient land use is the encouragement of infill development. Infill 
development not only limits urban sprawl but also preserves open space and high natural resource 
value areas. Perhaps most importantly, infill maximizes the efficiency of infrastructure and 
minimizes traffic congestion, thereby lowering the overall cost of development. Policies aimed at 
encouraging infill include the provision of density bonuses and density transfers as well as zoning 
changes allowing for mixed uses in low-density areas (Pinal County 2001; Santa Cruz County 
2004; Pima County 2001, 2004; Cochise County 2002). 

Another factor certain to influence the pattern of future development is the conversion of private 
land within the area surrounding CNF. Combined with the proximity of many rural communities 
to large parcels of public land, transition of private parcels has led to calls for greater 
collaboration on land use planning between county and municipal governments and their federal 
and state counterparts. County residents are particularly interested in coordinating efforts on land 
acquisition and exchange in order to address a variety of long-term land use concerns.  

Proponents of development advocate consolidation and conversion of the current patchwork of 
State Trust lands in order to guide growth of expanding municipalities. They argue that the 
exchange and/or sale of these trust lands will alleviate land scarcity and provide much-needed 
funds for the state educational system. Others promote conversion and/or consolidation of public 
lands as a means of protecting environmentally and biologically sensitive lands while granting 
communities greater authority on local land use decisions such as fire prevention and forest 
restoration (Cochise County 2002; Graham County 1996; Pima County 2001, 2004; Pinal County 
2001; Santa Cruz County 2004). A more detailed discussion of current policy regarding state trust 
land is presented later in this assessment. 

The scarcity of private land has also fueled efforts to capitalize on the current land market and 
accommodate the need for residential and commercial development resulting from population 
growth. In response, each of the comprehensive plans reviewed for this assessment includes 
policies aimed at addressing the detrimental effects of “lot splitting.” Currently, county 
governments exercise little or no authority over this practice, resulting in developments that 
circumvent established density guidelines as well as the cost of installing critical infrastructure 
such as sewers, water, improved roads, and emergency access. In addition to advocating state 
legislation that would grant counties the power to regulate lot splitting, county planners propose 
sharing the cost of development with private interests through tools such as impact fees in order 
to ensure county infrastructure that meets state standards (Cochise County 2002, Graham County 
1996, Pima County 2001, Santa Cruz County 2004, Pinal County 2001).  

Undoubtedly, the availability of sufficient water supplies is a growing concern for Arizona 
communities, particularly those experiencing relatively high rates of population growth. Recently, 
Governor Napolitano cited the “one-two punch of record drought and record growth” as the 
greatest threat to the state’s water supply and a serious concern for Arizona’s future development 
(Napolitano 2004). One of the statewide policies enacted through the Arizona Department of 



Water Resources (ADWR) is to require developers in Active Management Areas (AMAs) to 
identify a 100-year assured water supply, participate in banking water, expand use of effluent 
water, and convert homes and buildings to low water use fixtures. ADWR has designated five 
AMAs in the state, three of which extend into the area of assessment for the Coronado NF. They 
are the Pinal AMA (4,000 sq. miles), the Tucson AMA (3,800 sq. miles), and the Santa Cruz 
AMA (750 sq. miles). In a related measure, ADWR has also established an Irrigation Non-
expansion Area (INA) surrounding the city of Douglas, restricting increases in the number of 
irrigated acres in the area. Additionally, the 1998 Growing Smarter legislation passed by the State 
Congress requires the inclusion of a Water Resource element in the comprehensive plans of all 
counties with a 2000 population of 125,000 or greater. Currently four of the five comprehensive 
plans reviewed for this assessment contain Water Resources elements that support making water 
availability a key consideration for all major developments and subdivision applications. Policies 
for effectively managing future growth with respect to projected water supplies include the 
development design requirements for low-water plumbing devices, drought-tolerant landscaping, 
and enhanced recharge of treated effluent for water table and riparian area restoration (ADWR 
2005, Cochise County 2002, Graham County 1996, Pima County 2001, Santa Cruz County 2004, 
Pinal County 2001).  

5.4 Changes in land ownership affecting Coronado National Forest 
A number of land acquisitions and exchanges proposed in recent years have either directly or 
indirectly involved lands managed by the CNF. A brief description of information available on 
these land transactions follows: 

• Rosemont Ranch Land Exchange (2005) 

On June 2nd 2005, Augusta Resource Corporation announced it had agreed to purchase 2,760 
acres known as Rosemont Ranch from Triangle Ventures LLC. The majority of the property is 
located within the boundaries of the Coronado National Forest approximately twenty-five miles 
south of Tucson. Triangle Ventures previously purchased the property from ASARCO Inc., a 
Tucson-based mining company. Although the parcel had originally been slated for preservation 
by Pima County, the citizens advisory committee reviewing the acquisition decided that the 
purchase price of $11.5 million was too high. The property has long been considered for its 
potential as a copper mine, but previous owners such as ASARCO and Anaconda have met with 
significant opposition to mining operations in the area. The CNF and the Sky Islands Alliance 
have joined others in voicing concerns about the long-term environmental impacts of proposed 
copper mining operations while property owners and citizens’ groups have claimed opposition 
due to inadequate oversight of the disposal of federal lands (Nijhuis 1998, Mitchell 1997). 

• Gray Wolf Land Exchange (2005) 

The current Statement of Proposed Action (SOPA) (April 1 – June 30, 2005) for the Coronado at 
the time of this assessment states that this exchange is intended to provide land for the expansion 
of the Gray Wolf sanitary landfill site, approximately ten miles east of Dewey, Arizona in 
Yavapai County. As proposed by Waste Management of Arizona (WMA), the exchange calls for 
the acquisition of approximately 255 acres of national forest land on the Prescott National Forest 
(PNF) in Yavapai County, Arizona. In exchange, the PNF, Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest 
(ASNF), Kaibab National Forest (KNF), and the CNF would receive title to seven parcels of 
private land, totaling approximately 872 acres. The Coronado is minimally involved, acquiring 
only thirty acres. This parcel is currently held by the Ash and Cedar Mining Claims, located 
approximately nine miles southeast of Patagonia in the Sierra Vista Ranger District. A final 
decision on the Gray Wolf land exchange is expected in May 2005 with implementation taking 
place in August 2005 (CNF 2005b, PNF 2004).  



• Camp Tatiyee Land Exchange (2005) 

The current SOPA for the ASNF at the time of this assessment (April 1 – June 30, 2005) 
describes this land exchange as an opportunity to provide land for children’s camps currently 
operating under a special use permit while consolidating isolated parcels within forest boundaries. 
The proposed action involves the exchange of private parcels in the ASNF, CNF, PNF, and TNF 
for federal lands currently held within the Pinetop-Lakeside town limits. A final decision on the 
Camp Tatiyee land exchange is expected in October 2005 with implementation taking place in 
January 2006 (ASNF 2005). 

• Cote Land Exchange (2005) 

According to the Coronado NF SOPA, this land exchange involves parcels in all districts of CNF 
and portions of the ASNF. The SOPA explains that the land acquisition involves parcels in 
Cochise, Graham, Pima, and Santa Cruz Counties. As of May 15, 2004, the Sonoita Valley 
Planning Partnership raised concerns that the exchange would sever the last remaining corridor 
between FS lands and the Las Cienagas National Conservation Area. The current SOPA for the 
CNF at the time of this assessment (April 1 – June 30, 2005) describes the Cote Land Exchange 
as being “on hold” (CNF 2005b, SVPP 2004). 

 

 

• Lone Mountain Land Exchange (2004) 

As proposed in its Environmental Assessment (EA), this action involved the exchange of 1,603 
acres of CNF land for 1,407 acres of private land held by Lone Mountain Ranch, Inc. in an area 
approximately twenty miles southwest of Sierra Vista in both Cochise and Santa Cruz Counties 
(CNF 2004).  

• Santa Rita Experimental Range (2001) 

Established in 1903, the Santa Rita Experimental Range is located approximately thirty miles 
southeast of Tucson and is the oldest such range in the FS. The 53,000 acres of the range were 
originally categorized as “Other Federal Lands” under the jurisdiction of the BLM while surface 
activities were managed by the Rocky Mountain Research Station of the FS. In 1990, the range 
was relinquished to the State of Arizona through an exchange that involved lands from several 
agencies including the FS, the BLM, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The headquarters 
site, which is on FS lands, was turned over to the Coronado NF except that the station has the 
responsibility to remove soil contaminated by leaking gas tanks. A contract was awarded and 
cleanup operations were due to start in September 1992. As of 2001, the AZSLD intended to 
transfer lands from the range to the University of Arizona via an “institutional takeover.” The 
Coronado NF grants the university access to the headquarters site via a special use permit   
(USFS 2001b).  

• Sierra Grand Land Exchange (1999) 

On May 21, 1999, CNF Supervisor John McGee signed a Decision Notice (DN) and Finding of 
No Significant Impact (FONSI) on the proposed Sierra Grande Ranch, Inc. Land Exchange. The 
exchange was to transfer approximately 500 acres of national forest land on the southeastern 
slope of the Santa Rita Mountains into private ownership in exchange for approximately 429 
acres of non-federal holdings in Big Casa Blanca Canyon and Mansfield Canyon. The Sonoita 
Crossroads Community Forum (SCCF) appealed the supervisor's decision for several reasons, 
including failure to properly analyze the impacts of the proposed exchange and connected actions 
and an accusation that the supervisor’s decision was based on factual error. The primary concern 



of the SCCF was that the land exchange would increase the potential for unregulated subdivision 
in the area (Dierking 1999). 

• Lewis Land Exchange (1997) 

This exchange involved the trade of approximately 9.83 acres of CNF land for 61.98 acres of 
private land held by Venice, Lelia, and Gordon Lewis. The DN of the Southwestern Regional 
Director of Lands and Minerals was unsuccessfully appealed by Susan McDonald and Bob 
McClain. The appellant’s objections to the land exchange included compromised access to forest 
lands, deterioration of adjacent property values, and a petition opposing the exchange signed by 
170 individuals. In the judgment of the presiding Appeal Reviewing Officer in the Washington 
D.C. Office of the Director of Minerals and Geology Management, the response to the appeal by 
the Coronado was sufficient to uphold the decision (USFS 1997). 

• Kentucky Camp (1989) 

The buildings and land of this former mining camp on the eastern side of the Santa Rita 
Mountains were sold to the ANAMAX Mining Company in the 1960s. The CNF acquired the site 
through a 1989 land exchange. The FS has worked with volunteers and other partners to restore 
and interpret Kentucky Camp as an important relic of the region’s mining history (CNF 2005a).  

 
 
 
 

5.5 Key issues for forest planning and management 
“A critical element in understanding the regional significance of national forest lands 
and resources in the Southwest is understanding the development and relationships of 
public and private land ownership and control.” 

                                - Timeless Heritage: A History of the Forest Service in the Southwest 

Few, if any, of the topics included in this assessment have as direct an impact on forest 
management as land use planning. Although land ownership and use remained remarkably stable 
in the century following the founding of the Arizona Territory in 1863, recent shifts in the state’s 
population and economic base have brought about dramatic trends in land use that are likely to 
influence forest management for decades to come.  

Arizona has long maintained a relatively large percentage of lands under federal jurisdiction. In 
1891, land held under the public domain accounted for approximately 75% of Arizona’s total 
land base. By 1977, the proportion of federally controlled land had decreased but was still 
substantial at 71%. By comparison, federally controlled land accounted for 34% of New 
Mexico’s land base in the same year. Alternatively, only 16% of land in Arizona was under 
private ownership in 1977 while private land constituted 45% of all land in New Mexico in the 
same year (Baker et al. 1988). When combined with demographic and economic trends discussed 
previously in this assessment, these ownership characteristics have placed increasing pressure on 
what has likely become one of Arizona’s most valuable natural resources: land.  

The current policy debate regarding the transition of public and private lands in Arizona is rooted 
in an historic context that reflects significant economic change. Traditionally, sectors such as 
mining, ranching, and logging have been mainstays of the state’s predominantly rural economy. 
In addition to owning substantial portions of Arizona’s limited private land base, these interests 
have exerted considerable influence over the management and use of adjoining public lands. For 
example, private owners of scattered parcels on which springs and wells were located have 



typically enjoyed a certain amount of control over activities on surrounding dry areas. Likewise, 
large private land owners, such as railroads and mining companies, have also sought to influence 
access to the state’s vast public lands. Although many of the industries associated with Arizona’s 
early history have declined in recent decades, controversy between public and private land 
interests has steadily increased under the pressure for continued urban development. According to 
the Land and Water Law Review, “The proper allocation of rights to private landowners and 
federal land conservation interests has become one of the most contentious and emotional issues 
in public land law” (Stuebner 1998). 

The area surrounding the CNF exemplifies many of the trends and controversial issues involving 
economic stability and effective management of public lands. Within the area of assessment, 
Santa Cruz County serves as a particularly poignant example of an area engaged in vigorous 
debate over land management practices. Collected data show that over 52% of land within the 
county is owned and managed by the FS and another 37% is currently held in private ownership. 
Meanwhile, Santa Cruz County has seen considerable population and housing growth in recent 
decades, much of which is attributable to the area’s wealth of natural resource amenities.  

At issue is how, and whether, private owners and public land managers can come to an agreement 
on how to best manage the competing priorities of resource conservation and economic 
development. As seen in the county comprehensive plans reviewed for this assessment, planners 
are struggling to cope with growing demands for housing and recreation while ensuring 
preservation of a shrinking natural resource base that contributes to Arizona’s highly valued 
“rural character.” 

Much of the current controversy involving land management is encapsulated in the debate over 
open space. Research shows that the rate of conversion of private parcels from farming, ranching, 
and forestry to more urban land uses has outpaced population growth over the last several 
decades (USFS 2005f).  This trend has led to increasingly pointed exchanges between ranchers, 
farmers, seasonal residents, conservation interests, and home builders over the immediate and 
long-term value of open space. Taking an example from within the area of assessment, Pinal 
County has undergone a dramatic shift from a predominantly rural area to one in which farm and 
rangeland are being converted to support a booming urban population. Meanwhile, all sides of the 
debate over management of public lands have become aware of the increasingly important role of 
Arizona’s State Trust lands in conserving natural resources and sustaining urban growth. As such, 
proposed reforms of the current State Trust land system are likely to be highly relevant to future 
management plans of the CNF given the relatively high percentage of such lands within the area 
of assessment. 

Finally, all of the national forests in Arizona are likely to find themselves in the center of a 
growing debate over the management of the state’s water resources. This is due to the fact that the 
forests share primary responsibility for management of watersheds critical to environmental 
sustainability as well as residential and industrial growth. Studies have shown that approximately 
forty percent of surface and subsurface water in Arizona and New Mexico originates on lands 
administered by the FS (USFS 1983). The role of the Coronado NF in protecting the integrity of 
area watersheds is likely to become increasingly important given rates of projected growth in 
Pima, Pinal, and Santa Cruz Counties.  

In order to facilitate resolution of current and future land use issues, the Coronado should 
continue working in partnership with affected communities and landowners adjacent to forest 
boundaries and promote the efforts of county and city land use planners to institute sustainable 
regional approaches to urban development and resource conservation. In particular, the FS can 
use its technical and organizational strengths to help stakeholders make informed decisions about 



land ownership and use that will undoubtedly affect their future environmental and economic 
well being (USFS 2005f).   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6. Forest Users and Uses 
The purpose of this section is to describe various past and current uses of the Coronado National 
Forest (CNF) as well as the multiple groups that engage in these uses. This includes use for both 
extractive and non-extractive purposes as well as special uses and user groups. The following 
subsections include historical context and user groups, extractive users and uses, non-extractive 
users and uses (including recreation; recreation planning; special users and uses, such as Native 
Americans, wildlife, wilderness; and illegal uses). 

A review of available data on users and uses within the Coronado NF is consistent with larger 
surveys of trends at the regional and national levels. These trends show a marked decline in the 
extractive uses of national forests concurrent with an increase in recreational use, particularly in 
visitors to wilderness areas and users of off-highway vehicles (OHVs). These and other 
socioeconomic factors discussed in this section present significant challenges for multiple-use 
management of the CNF.  
 
 
6.1 Historical context and user groups 
Federal agencies often struggle to balance the needs and wishes of different users on public lands. 
Not long after the establishment of the first national forest reserves in 1891, Congress passed the 
Organic Act to help direct the management of those forests. The forest reserves, later to become 
the national forests, were to be used in a way that protected or improved the forest itself 
(including protection from fire), secured waterflows for use in other areas, and provided a reliable 
supply of timber. Public lands deemed to be more valuable for mineral extraction or agricultural 
uses were not to be included in the national forests, and individuals were allowed free use for 



certain extractive purposes. Essentially, all types of use were permitted provided that the use was 
not destructive to the forest. At the time, this was considered to include grazing, recreation, the 
construction of homes and resorts, and use for rights-of-way. The essential aim of the policy was 
to use the forests wisely to support local, regional, and national development and growth (USFS 
1993).  

A practical doctrine of managing for multiple uses eventually developed out of the conflict and 
cooperation among competing users and user groups. This doctrine was formally expressed in the 
1960 Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act (USFS 1993). Managers were directed to give equal 
consideration to all resource users, and national forest lands were to be used in the ways that best 
met the needs of the American people. They were specifically not to be managed with the 
singular goal of maximizing output or economic profit (Fedkiw 1998). Similarly, the National 
Forest Management Act of 1976 “reinforces the mission laid out in other governing statutes—that 
the agency will both provide goods and services, such as timber and recreation, and protect forest 
resources, such as clean air and water, aesthetics, and fish and wildlife habitat” (GAO 1999a). 
However, multiple-use laws generally provide little or no guidance as to how forests should 
balance conflicting or competing uses (GAO 1999a). 

Fedkiw (1998) describes managing for multiple uses as, “the fitting of multiple uses into 
ecosystems according to their capability to support the uses compatibly with existing uses...in 
ways that would sustain the uses, outputs, services, and benefits, and forest resources and 
ecosystems for future generations.” From this perspective, forest users and uses are seen as the 
primary drivers of management. These ideas will be crucial in this section, which aims to 
describe how the CNF is used, who uses it, and how trends in forest users and uses compare to 
historical and national trends.  

Uses and users of the national forests can be generally defined as being either extractive or non-
extractive. Extractive uses include livestock grazing, timber cutting, and mining. While not 
strictly extractive, the use of public lands for infrastructure (such as power lines and 
communication sites) is also included in this group. Recreation is the most common non-
extractive use although the national forests are also commonly used for research and tribal 
activities. Hunting, fishing, and gathering, though arguably extractive, are included here because 
they are considered in recreation data. Notably, forest use can also be legal or illegal.  

 
 
6.2 Extractive users and uses 
Nationally, livestock grazing, timber cutting, and mining are the most common extractive uses on 
national forest land. Although extractive uses have historically played a major role in public-lands 
management, most recent evidence seems to suggest that they are being slowly succeeded in 
policy and management by an emphasis on non-extractive uses (Davis 2001). Also, 
environmental citizen groups and recreational users are increasingly challenging extractive uses.  

In fiscal year 2002, 7,750 operators were permitted to graze livestock on a total of about 95 
million acres of available FS-administered land (Vincent 2004). 2 As Davis (2001) notes, the 
number of permits issued for livestock grazing on public lands has decreased slightly over recent 
years. In 2004, the CNF issued 147 grazing permits totaling 185,154 authorized animal unit 
months (AUMs). The number of permits has decreased since the mid-1990s with permitted 
AUMs reduced from over 300,000 at that time (Ruyle, pers. comm.). Over 35,000 animals 
currently graze on nearly twenty Coronado allotments (USFS 2005p). One AUM is defined as the 
amount of forage required by an animal unit (the equivalent of one 1,000 pound cow and her 

                                                 
2 Data given are the most recent available.  



suckling calf) for a one-month period. Thus, the total number of AUMs is equal to the number of 
animal units multiplied by the number of months they are on the range.   

The FS sells timber for a variety of reasons, most commonly to support local mills and 
communities that were, in some cases, built around a specific forest’s timber supply and to 
modify forest structure or composition to meet a variety of management goals (Gorte 2004). 
Timber sales on national forest land have been steadily decreasing since the late 1980s when total 
production reached 11 billion board feet annually (GAO 1999b). In contrast, just over 2 billion 
board feet were harvested during FY 2004 at a total value of approximately $218 million. An 
additional $3.17 million in special forest products, including Christmas trees, fuel wood, 
mushrooms and berries, and the like, were harvested that year (USFS 2005g). In 1997, the Forest 
Service timber sales program reported a loss of $88.6 million (GAO 2001a). Data on timber 
permits were not available for the CNF. 

Mining in the national forests is directed by the General Mining Law of 1872, which allows 
individuals and corporations free access to prospecting on FS lands. Upon discovery of a mineral 
resource, an individual or corporation can then stake a claim, which allows full access to mineral 
development and can in turn be patented to claim full title to the deposit. Small fees are generally 
required to stake, maintain, and patent a claim (Humphries and Vincent 2004). Nationally, 
mineral and energy production, from gravel to gold to carbon dioxide, totaled about $2 billion in 
FY 2003 (USFS 2005i). In 2002, Region 3 issued $557,042 in sale permits and $1,773,756 in free 
use permits for mineral extraction (Jevons, pers. comm.).   

Compared to other Arizona national forests, the Coronado’s mineral program is all but non-
existent. In 2002, the forest reported a mere $225 in sale permits for sixteen tons of sand and 
gravel and landscape rock (Ruyle, pers. comm.). The forest is currently proposing the withdrawal 
of several areas from mineral entry in order to, “protect and preserve their natural resource values 
and integrity” (USFS 2001p). Included in this withdrawal are forty-three caves, three historic 
sites, six research areas, and two historic and/or recreation sites at various locations within the 
CNF. 

Forests also commonly allow communities and other entities to use public lands for 
infrastructure, including power lines, rights of way, telecommunications, and the like.  

 
6.3 Non-extractive uses and users 
 

Non-extractive users, particularly recreation users, play a major role in forest use and planning. 
The national forests are mandated to provide outdoor recreation opportunities in natural settings, 
to maintain and enhance open spaces and public accessibility, and to maintain and enhance 
“cultural, wilderness, visual, and natural resource values” through a variety of management tasks 
and activities (FSH 2302). However, unmanaged recreation has also been identified by the Forest 
Service as one of four “key threats” to the nation’s forests and grasslands. As participation in 
outdoor recreation increases, the FS predicts that recreation pressure on undeveloped areas in 
most of the Southwest and Rocky Mountain regions will be heavy. Much of this pressure can be 
traced back to population trends throughout the West. The use of off-highway vehicles (OHVs, 
discussed below) is seen as a major component of unmanaged use (USFS 2005j). 

Recreation use has increased steadily throughout the history of the national forests. Over the past 
few decades, the growth in recreation has been truly extraordinary; for example, participation in 
camping has increased from about 13 million people in 1960 to 19 million people in 1965 to 
almost 58 million people in 1994-95 (Cordell et al. 2004). The 2004 Roper Report estimated that 
nine in ten Americans had participated in some sort of outdoor recreation during the previous 
twelve months (RoperASW 2004). However, the same report showed a decline in recreation 



participation beginning in 2001. It attributes this trend in part to travel concerns following 
September 11, 2001 but also to the expansion of indoor recreation opportunities through internet 
and television (RoperASW 2004). Cordell and others (2004) also note slight decreases in several 
categories of outdoor recreation following September 11th. Nationally, there were 209 million 
national forest visits in 2001. The forests of the Southwest (Region 3) received 19.5 million 
visits3 (USFS 2001e). 

Arizona in particular (but also the West and the nation in general) has experienced significant 
demographic changes in recent years, and these demographic trends have likewise influenced 
recreation trends. In Arizona, where more than 42% of the land base is managed by federal 
agencies for public use, the population has increased about tenfold since 1940 to more than 5 
million people in 2000. The state had the second largest growth rate in the nation in the 1990s 
(Arizona State Parks 2003). Perhaps even more importantly, the proportion of Arizonans living in 
urban areas has increased dramatically, so that more than 88% of Arizona residents lived in urban 
settings by the year 2000 (Arizona State Parks 2003). In phone surveys conducted by the Arizona 
State Parks in 1994 and 1998, nearly 50% of Arizonans said that they had visited an Arizona 
national forest within the previous twelve months (Arizona State Parks 2003). Access to public 
lands is considered a major contributor to quality of life by many Arizonans, and parks and 
forests are experiencing very high recreational use even while urban expansion is decreasing the 
amount of available open space. As a result, this trend of increasing pressure on recreational 
resources can be expected to continue well into the future.  

According to National Visitor Use Monitoring (NVUM) data, the 1,780,000 acres of Coronado 
National Forest received over 2 million visits during FY 2001. A majority of visitors to the CNF 
are male (65.1%). Visitors are predominately white (89.6%); Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino visitors 
make up approximately 7.9% of total visits while American Indian/Alaska Native and Asian users 
comprise only about 0.1% and 1.3% of visitors respectively. About 10% of users are under the 
age of 16 while relatively few visitors are between 16 and 30 or over 70-years old. An estimated 
71.6% of visitors are between the ages of 31 and 70. Nearly 3% of visitors were from a foreign 
country. The most frequently reported zip codes suggest that the vast majority of CNF visitors 
come from the Tucson metro area, including nearby communities such as Green Valley and Oro 
Valley (Kocis et al. 2002b). 

 

 

Recreation Planning 

The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) system provides a framework for understanding 
recreation users, their needs and wishes, and the abilities of forests to accommodate these needs 
and wishes (USFS 1982). As understood through an ROS lens, a recreation opportunity consists 
of three elements: the activities, the setting, and the experience. All land and water resources are 
classified in one of six categories based on physical, social, and managerial criteria (Table 29). 

 
Table 3. Description of ROS Classifications 

 

Category Description 
 
Primitive 

 
Setting is unmodified and remote and of a fairly large size. 
Users are generally isolated from one another, and typical 
activities include hiking and walking, viewing scenery, 
horseback riding, tent camping, and hunting. 
 

                                                 
3 However, for the latter figure, there is a 41.2% margin of error at the 80% confidence level. 



 
Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized 

 
The environment is predominately natural and of moderate 
to large size. Users’ opportunities to experience solitude 
are less than in primitive areas, but user density remains 
low. Motorized activities are not permitted. 
 

 
Semi-Primitive Motorized 

 
Setting is similar to semi-primitive non-motorized, but off-
road motor vehicles are permitted.  
 

 
Roaded Natural 

 
Setting is predominately natural but with a moderate level 
of human impact. There is a probability of contact with 
other users. Roads are present, and there may be 
substantial motorized use, including automobiles, buses, 
trams, and boats. 
 

 
Rural 

 
Setting is substantially modified. Facilities and 
management practices allow multiple uses and a large 
number of users and may be designed to facilitate specific 
activities. There is convenient access, and user density is 
moderate to high.  
 

 
Urban 

 
Levels of modification and user convenience are high and 
characteristic of urbanized areas. Opportunities to interact 
with other individuals and groups are emphasized.  
 

Source: USFS 1982 

 
 
Another important element of recreational setting is scenic integrity, or the visual quality of the 
landscape. The Scenery Management System guides forests in planning management activities 
that harmonize with existing natural landscapes (USFS 2001e). 

Nationally, the activities that recreation users prefer can also provide a guide for land 
management planning. The National Survey on Recreation and the Environment (NSRE), which 
tracks national outdoor recreation trends and lists the ten most popular recreation activities, is 
summarized in Table 30 below for 2000-2001: 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 4. Ten Most Popular Recreation Activities, NSRE 2000-2001 
 

Activity Percent of Population Participating 

1. Walking for pleasure 83.0% 

2. Family gatherings 73.5% 

3. Visiting nature centers 57.1% 

4. Picnicking 54.5% 

5. Sightseeing 51.8% 

6. Attending outdoor sports events 49.9% 

7. Viewing historic sites 46.2% 

8. Viewing/photographing wildlife 44.7% 

9. Swimming (lakes, streams) 41.8% 

10. Swimming (outdoor pools) 41.0% 
 



Source: Cordell et al. 2004 

 
 
At the national level, walking is currently the most popular outdoor activity (Table 30). 83% of 
the adult population participates annually. Of the nearly 177 million people estimated to have 
walked outdoors for pleasure within the last year, an estimated 71 million did so in the form of a 
day hike or a visit to a wilderness or primitive area (Cordell et al. 2004). The most popular 
activities, such as picnicking, sightseeing, and swimming, tend to be available in a variety of 
settings and readily accessible to families and groups. Less popular activities, such as specialized 
hunting, rock climbing, and sailing, tend to require specialized equipment, specific skills and 
knowledge, and greater physical stamina (Cordell et al. 2004). Even activities that are only 
moderately popular, such as mountain biking, driving off-road, canoeing, or sledding, attract 
many millions of users annually (45.6 million, 37.2 million, 20.7 million, and 31.2 million 
respectively). The three least popular activities, snowshoeing, orienteering, and migratory bird 
hunting, claim a combined total of approximately 13.1 million participants annually (Cordell et 
al. 2004). NSRE data for several general kinds of outdoor activities are summarized in Table 31 
below: 
 

Table 5. Participation in General Outdoor Activities, NSRE 2000-2001 
 

Activity Percent of Population Participating 

Viewing/learning/gathering activities4 88.4% 

Developed site activities 94.9% 

Trail activities 40.4% 

Swimming/surfing/beach activities 62.8% 

Motorized activities 62.0% 

Hunting and fishing 38.1% 

Snow activities 19.3% 

Risk activities 35.2% 

Other nonmotorized activities 22.8% 
 
Source: Cordell et al. 2004 

 

Locally, the CNF includes facilities for a variety of recreational activities, including camping and 
hiking, hunting and fishing, wildlife viewing, boating, skiing, rock climbing, and caving. The 
forest contains several lakes that are stocked by the Arizona Game and Fish Department, 
designated mountain bike trails, and a privately operated ski valley (USFS 2005p). One popular 
site for users from the Tucson area is the Sabino Canyon Recreation Area. Located adjacent to 
Tucson, this area is relatively developed, includes paved roads, a shuttle service, picnic areas, and 
interpretive activities and currently receives more than one million visitors annually. In 2001, the 
area was added to the Catalina Mountains Fee Demonstration Program. 

The five most popular activities for visitors to Coronado were viewing natural features (63.2% 
participation), hiking or walking (50.9%), general relaxing (36.8%), viewing wildlife (36.4%), 
and driving for pleasure (24.3%). Visiting nature centers, nature trails, and other visitor 
information services, as well as camping and picnicking at developed sites, were also very 
popular (Kocis et al. 2002b).  

 

                                                 
4 Viewing/learning/gathering activities are defined as, “visits to… recreation sites, wildland, or open space sites… to watch study, 
identify, photograph, sample, observe, and learn about natural or cultural history, or to gather natural products” (121). 



 
6.4 Special users and uses 
A number of special user groups merit attention from Arizona’s national forests. They are unique 
in that they do not fit into the profile of the majority users described above. Some user groups 
need special accommodation, and this accommodation can at times become politically charged.  

 

Tribes 

Federally recognized American Indian tribes occupy about 53.5 million acres (7%) of land in the 
western states. These tribes are legally considered to be sovereign nations, so the relationship 
between the FS and tribes is a government-to-government one (Toupal 2003). Tribes that enter 
into contracts with the federal government do so just as state governments or sovereign nations do 
(NFF and USFS 2005). However, the federal government also holds a special responsibility to 
consult with tribes over management issues that may affect them. This process is governed by a 
variety of federal regulations and policies, including the Forest Service Handbook (FSH 
1509.13), the National Environmental Policy Act, the National Indian Forest Resources 
Management Act, the Tribal Forest Protection Act, and the Archeological Resources Protection 
Act as well as several presidential executive orders. 

Tribes’ use of FS land includes free, non-permitted activities such as gathering boughs and basket 
materials as well as the use of products such as sawtimber, for which fees are charged (Jevons, 
pers. comm.). In 2003, the National Tribal Relations Task Force recommended a legislative 
proposal that would authorize the USFS to allow federally recognized tribes to use forest products 
for traditional cultural purposes free of charge. In addition, many national forests include 
traditional cultural places, whose locations are known only to the tribes. Because the tribes cannot 
divulge the locations, they cannot apply for permits (Jevons, pers. comm.).   

 

OHV Users 

On public lands throughout the country, the use of OHVs has increased in popularity and is now a 
major concern to many forest managers. Between 1982 and 2000, off-road vehicle users 
increased by more than 109% nationally (Cordell et al. 2004). In 1995, a GAO study found OHV 
use on federal lands to be generally undermanaged. The study suggested that the FS devoted 
limited funding and staffing to managing OHV use and that forests relied heavily on state funding 
(GAO 1995). According to surveys conducted by the Arizona State Parks, most Arizonans 
consider the provision of OHV recreation opportunities to be a lower priority than other services, 
such as the preservation of cultural resources and natural areas; however, more Arizonans 
considered management for OHVs to be important in a 1998 survey than in an earlier survey 
(Arizona State Parks 2003).  

In 2004, the FS proposed a new rule to help manage OHV recreation in the national forests. 
Under the proposed rule, forests would establish a system of roads, trails, and areas designated for 
motor vehicle use and would prohibit motor vehicle use that is off the designated system or 
inconsistent with the designations. This system would replace the previous assumption that all 
areas are open to OHV use unless specifically posted otherwise (USFS 2004j). The Coronado 
currently works with the Arizona State Parks to educate the public on OHV issues (USFS 2005p). 
The 1986 forest plan emphasized the need on the part of the FS to continue providing 
opportunities for OHV recreation while regulating use to protect other forest resources and uses 
(USFS 1986). 

 



Wildlife Users 

The National Survey of Hunting, Fishing, and Wildlife-Associated Recreation collects 
longitudinal data on anglers, hunters, and wildlife watchers in the United States (USFWS 2001). 
The 2001 survey found that 82 million U.S. residents aged 16 and older participated in some 
wildlife-associated recreation during that year: 34.1 million fished, 13.0 million hunted, and 66.1 
million engaged in some sort of wildlife-watching activity (including photographing, observing, 
or feeding fish and other wildlife). Their spending totaled an estimated $108 billion, or 1.1% of 
the U.S. GDP. That year’s 38.7 million hunters and anglers accounted for approximately $70 
billion of that amount (USFWS 2001). Generally, the rate of growth in fishing participation has 
been greater than U.S. population growth since the survey began in 1955 whereas the growth in 
hunting participation has failed to keep up with population growth during the same period. There 
has also been an overall decrease in wildlife-watching activities since 1980 (USFWS 2001). 
However, birding (viewing or photographing birds) has been the fastest growing recreational 
activity since the early 1980s, adding more than 50 million participants and growing 231% in just 
under twenty years (Cordell et al. 2004).  

In the CNF, wildlife viewing is a more common activity than either fishing or hunting. National 
Vistor Use Monitoring (NVUM) data from 2002 show that an estimated 36.4% of the visitors 
interviewed participated in some sort of wildlife-viewing activity; however, only about 3.7% 
described it as their primary activity.5 Approximately 4.3% of interviewed visitors hunted and 
approximately 0.8% fished (opportunities for water-based recreation are extremely limited in the 
Coronado and throughout southern Arizona) (Kocis et al. 2002b). 

 

Wilderness Users 

With the Wilderness Act of 1964, Congress laid the foundation for a National Wilderness 
Preservation System comprised of federal lands “where the earth and its community of life are 
untrammeled by man, where man himself is a visitor and does not remain” (16 USC 1131 et. 
seq.). Wilderness areas are designated by Congress and are generally protected from commercial 
enterprises, road construction, mechanical vehicles, and structural development. The Forest 
Service Handbook directs managers to minimize the impact of human use while protecting the 
wilderness character and public values of wilderness land (FSH 2320.2).  

As a result of these management requirements, wilderness areas are open to some uses (e.g., 
primitive camping, backpacking, horseback riding, hunting, and fishing) and closed to others 
(many extractive uses, bicycling, and off-highway vehicles), making the decision to designate a 
roadless area as wilderness a potentially controversial one. However, many forest users value the 
solitude and isolation, closeness to nature, and self-reliance experienced in wilderness areas. 
Activities available in wilderness or primitive areas attract millions of visitors nationally. For 
example, an estimated 34.1 million Americans participated in primitive camping in 2000-2001 
while participation in backpacking and mountain climbing drew an estimated 22.8 million and 
12.9 million visitors respectively (Cordell et al. 2004). 

The Coronado NF includes eight designated wilderness areas and 423,000 acres of inventoried 
roadless areas (USFS 2001b). Users of designated wilderness areas fit a profile similar to other 
forest users: the majority are male (61.4%), predominantly white (94.9%) or Hispanic/Latino 
(3.6%), and generally live in the Tucson area. NVUM data suggest that nearly 437,000 wilderness 
visits were made during fiscal year 2001 although the error rate on these data is high (+/- 35.6%) 
because of the relatively low number of visitors interviewed (Kocis et al. 2002b).  

                                                 
5 The NVUM definition of wildlife viewing appears to be somewhat broader than that used by the national survey discussed above. 



 

Illegal Users 

The FS uses a computerized database, LEIMARS (the Law Enforcement and Investigations 
Management Attainment Reporting System), to collect information on crimes and rule violations 
that occur on lands in the national forest system (USDA and OIG 2004). In the CNF, 
undocumented immigrants have become very common illegal “users.” Starting in 1994, when 
enforcement was stepped up and a wall constructed along the border between San Diego and the 
San Ysidro Mountains (then the most popular crossing place), attempts to control illegal 
immigration have increasingly motivated undocumented immigrants to attempt crossings through 
remote desert and mountain areas. In FY 2003, 40% of the 900,000 arrests of illegal border 
crossers were made in the Tucson sector of Arizona (Marek 2004). About sixty miles of this 260-
mile stretch of border are part of the Nogales and Sierra Vista ranger districts of the Coronado. 
Further east, the Douglas ranger district, though slightly removed from the border, also 
experiences heavy immigrant traffic. The social, economic, and ecological impacts of illegal 
immigration through federal lands are poorly documented, but coping with these users is, and will 
likely remain, a high priority for CNF personnel.  

 
6.5 Key issues for forest planning and management  
Extractive uses and non-extractive uses of national forests are often seen as competing with one 
another, and balancing the uses of these different groups can be challenging. Livestock grazing is 
no exception. Overgrazing, especially on arid lands, can seriously damage ecosystems. Soil 
erosion, watershed destruction, and the loss of native plants are commonly cited as potential 
impacts. In the late 1980s, reports issued by the USDA and the Department of Interior on the 
condition of grazing allotments showed that more than half of the public rangelands were in 
either poor or fair condition, and a GAO survey of range managers’ professional opinions showed 
that the BLM- and FS-authorized grazing levels were higher than the land could support on 19% 
of allotments (GAO 1988). Disagreements among citizen groups over the appropriate fee system 
for public-lands grazing, the refusal of some operators to pay grazing fees, the retirement of 
allotments, and calls for government buy-outs of permits are all key issues for both ranchers and 
other user groups (Vincent 2004).  

Nationally, timber harvesting in the national forests has declined since the late 1980s (GAO 
1999b). Meanwhile, a new emphasis is being placed on the utilization of small-diameter fuels, 
which are increasingly being removed from western forests to manage fire frequency and 
behavior. As public concern over wildland fire grows, the FS and other federal agencies have 
emphasized the development of a market for these fuels to help mitigate the costs of their 
removal. For example, the 2004 Healthy Forests Restoration Act provides direct subsidies for the 
development of industries that use previously unmarketable biomass from mechanical thinning 
projects (16 USC 6531). 

The policies that govern mineral extraction in the national forests have also come under 
increasing scrutiny over the past two decades. Public concern over the Mining Law of 1872, 
under which about 3.2 million acres of public land had been sold by the late 1980s, was sparked 
in 1986 when the federal government, under the law’s patent provision, sold 17,000 acres for 
$42,500 to patent holders who then almost immediately resold the land to oil companies for $37 
million (GAO 1989). A GAO report called for substantial changes to the law. Many of these 
controversial aspects of mining law remain unchanged today, and calls for reform continue 
(Humphries and Vincent 2004). 

Meanwhile, as the western United States becomes increasingly urbanized, national forests are 
experiencing increasing demand for recreational uses and, in many cases, decreasing support and 



demand for extractive uses. While these trends generally have not caused a clear rise in 
environmental or pro-conservation politics and policy, the forces of supply and demand are 
changing the face of the national forests (Davis 2001). The following figure, provided by the 
USFS to the General Accounting Office, clearly illustrates these changes (GAO 1999a).  
 

                                                          Source: General Accounting Office (GAO) 1999a 
 

Figure 4. Visitor Recreation Days as Compared to Timber Extraction, 1950-1997 
 
Several important management issues have arisen from demographic and use changes. As 
discussed above, recreation users represent a wide variety of uses, resulting in the need for 
distinct management priorities which may lead to conflict. NSRE surveys identify trends in 
characteristics of outdoor recreation trips, wildlife as a component of recreation trips, service and 
accessibility issues for persons with disabilities, and user attitudes and opinions concerning site 
attributes, funding, and management policy. These data show that nationally, large proportions of 
recreation users visit both more developed areas, such as formal campgrounds and restaurants, 
and less developed areas, such as primitive camping areas, trails away from roads, and wilderness 
areas. At the same time, significant proportions of users prioritize such potentially contradictory 
values as accessibility and wilderness preservation or service provision and low use fees (Cordell, 
Teasley, and Super 1997). Striking an acceptable balance among these values will continue to be 
a major challenge for forest managers.  

Under conditions of increasing recreation demand, simply maintaining services and facilities has 
become a challenge for many forests. Between 1989 and 1991, the GAO issued several reports on 
the condition of the Forest Service’s recreational sites and areas which found that funding levels 
were hundreds of millions short of what would be needed to complete backlogged maintenance 
and reconstruction for trails, developed recreation sites, and wilderness areas. Funding shortages 
and a lack of consistent, uniform monitoring data were cited as the primary roadblocks to 



recreation management (GAO 1991). However, the practice of increasing recreation fees to fill 
funding gaps has been contentious. In 1996, Congress authorized a recreational fee demonstration 
program, allowing land management agencies to test new or increased fees to help address unmet 
needs for visitor services, repairs and maintenance, and resource management. Evaluations of fee 
demo programs have cited concerns about equity, administration, interagency coordination, and 
the use of fee monies, but concluded that increased fees have not negatively impacted overall 
visitor numbers (GAO 1998, 2001b). Conversely, the fees charged for recreational special use 
permits, especially for large-scale commercial operations such as ski lodges, resorts, and marinas, 
have been criticized for remaining well below fair market value (GAO 1996). For additional 
discussion regarding fees, see section 9.2. 

Changes over time in forest uses and user groups can and should help guide forest managers in 
land use planning. The need to balance the priorities and values of a wide variety of extractive 
and non-extractive users aptly demonstrates both the challenges and the benefits of multiple use 
doctrine. 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



7. Designated Areas and Special Places 
This section describes those places in and around the Coronado National Forest (CNF) which 
have been designated for public uses such as camping and picnicking, biking, hiking, OHV use, 
rock climbing, fishing, scenic drives and vistas, and so forth or recognized as important to the 
public as so-called undesignated special places. An attempt has been made in this section to 
identify all designated areas and special places on the CNF. However, the nature of these 
resources makes this task difficult. As will be discussed in later subsections, some of these areas 
are held in secrecy by the parties who regard them as special (indeed that is why they are 
“special”) and, thus, there is reluctance by these people to disclose these places and their 
locations.  

A review of available information on designated areas and special places suggests that the CNF 
contains considerable recreational, interpretive, and cultural resources. Forest GIS Staff provided 
specific names and locations of 466 designated areas within the CNF, including dispersed sites, 
campgrounds, picnic areas, and scenic areas. Additionally, the mountain ranges, canyons, and 
caves that characterize the Sky Islands in the Coronado are home to numerous special places for 
Native Americans, descendents of settlers, recreational users, and wildlife enthusiasts in southern 
Arizona.  
 
 
7.1 Historical context and methods of designation  
Although the concept of special places has existed in social science literature for decades, the idea 
of incorporating it into forest management plans is relatively new. Traditionally, forest 
professionals focused on science-based management policies rather than on the subjective, 
difficult-to-quantify issues of public values (McCool 2001, Mitchell et al. 1993).   

Special places can be described as spaces that have been given meaning by the humans who have 
experienced them in a way that inspired an emotional response (Cheng, Kruger, and Daniels 
2003). Although often unrecognized in any official way, special places are significant to visitors 
of our national forests. The FS also recognizes special areas for their “unique or special 
characteristics” (USFS 2005c) and for the contributions the areas make to our public lands. These 
areas are noted for generally agreed-upon attributes such as scenic qualities, habitat significance, 
and other virtues and are delineated on FS maps. But, as will be shown, the distinction between 
those designated areas and special places—the subject of this section—involves more than 
semantics and, thus, is worthy of discussion. 

The key difference between the two terms is that areas are considered special for their own 
attributes whereas the value of places derives from the people who experience them. A pristine 
riparian area, for example, is not necessarily a special place until a person or group forms an 
emotional attachment to it. More detailed explanations emphasize place as the intersection and 
integration of “ecological, economic, and spiritual values” (Williams and Patterson 1996) or of 
“biophysical attributes and processes; social and behavioral processes; and social and cultural 
meanings” (Cheng, Kruger, and Daniels 2003). All of these definitions make clear that special 
places are complex, subjective, and often exceedingly difficult to define in a concise manner.  

The methods used to identify these special places were as follows. For the first category (i.e., 
designated areas) the Forest GIS Coordinator was asked to query the GIS data bases in order to 
identify the designated areas. Furthermore, many of these areas are also identified on the 
Coronado National Forest website found at http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/index.shtml.   

Maps, geographic coordinates, and brochures for these designated places can be found at 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/forest/maps/maps.shtml.   

http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/index.shtml
http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/coronado/forest/maps/maps.shtml


The method used to identify the more elusive second category (i.e., undesignated special places) 
was to contact the forest archeologist, landscape architect, and recreation officer. These 
individuals were given the opportunity to name and describe, to the best of their ability, the key 
special places in the forest. Also, they were asked to identify the key user publics and, finally, to 
specify the main management issues associated with these special places. Native American tribes 
are a particularly important constituency in the designation and protection of special places. The 
involvement of area tribes with the CNF is discussed in greater detail in the following section, 
Community Relationships.  

 

7.2 Designated areas 
Table 32 provides information on each of the designated areas within the Coronado National 
Forest. 

 
Table 6. Designated Areas on the Coronado National Forest 

 

Designated Area Type Name District Mountain Range 
Boating Parker Canyon Lake Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Boating Riggs Flat Safford Pinaleño 
Botanical Area Wild Chili Botanical Area Nogales Tumacacori 
Cave Cave of the Bells Nogales Santa Rita 
Cave Crystal Douglas Chiricahua 
Cave Happy Jack Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Cave Onyx Nogales Santa Rita 
Cave Peppersauce Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Dispersed Site Arcadia Overflow Safford Pinaleño 
Dispersed Site Bigelow/Bear Wallow Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Dispersed Site Blue-Alamo Canyon Nogales Tumacacori 
Dispersed Site Bull Spring Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Dispersed Site Bullock Corrals Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Dispersed Site Camp Bonita Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Dispersed Site Cargodera Road Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Dispersed Site Charouleau Gap Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Dispersed Site Chesley Flat Safford Pinaleño 
Dispersed Site Chimney Rock Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Dispersed Site Chiva Falls Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Dispersed Site Cinninaham Safford Pinaleño 
Dispersed Site Cluff Dairy Safford Pinaleño 
Dispersed Site Control Road (Lower) Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Dispersed Site Control Road (Upper) Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Dispersed Site Cottonwood Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Dispersed Site CP Flat Safford Pinaleño 
Dispersed Site Cruz Canyon Nogales Tumacacori 

Dispersed Site Gardner Canyon Nogales Santa Rita 
Dispersed Site Grand View Peak Safford Pinaleño 
Dispersed Site Grant Creek Safford Pinaleño 
Dispersed Site Happy Valley Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Dispersed Site Hell’s Hole Safford Pinaleño 
Dispersed Site Incinerator Ridge Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Dispersed Site Kentucky Camp Nogales Santa Rita 



Dispersed Site Large Rock Safford Pinaleño 
Dispersed Site Lizard Rock Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Dispersed Site Loop Safford Pinaleño 

Table 32 (cont.). Designated Areas on the Coronado National Forest 
 

Designated Area Type Name District Mountain Range 
Dispersed Site Lower Walker Canyon Nogales Tumacacori 
Dispersed Site Moonshine Safford Pinaleño 
Dispersed Site Nugget Canyon Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Dispersed Site Observatory Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Dispersed Site Old Prison Camo Safford Pinaleño 
Dispersed Site Peppersauce West Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Dispersed Site Peter’s Flat Safford Pinaleño 
Dispersed Site Powers Cabin Safford Galiuro 
Dispersed Site Race Track Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Dispersed Site Rice Peak Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Dispersed Site Riffs Flat Safford Pinaleño 
Dispersed Site Soldier Camo Safford Pinaleño 
Dispersed Site Sykes Knob Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Dispersed Site Tanque Verde Falls Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Dispersed Site The Lake Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Dispersed Site Upper Hospital Flat Safford Pinaleño 
Dispersed Site Upper Walker Canyon Nogales Tumacacori 
Dispersed Site Wildcat Shooting Sight Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Dispersed Site  Fish Canyon Nogales Santa Rita 
Dispersed Site  Nogales Sycamore Canyon Nogales Tumacacori 
Dispersed Site  Nuttall Ridge Safford Pinaleño 
Dispersed Site  Pena Blanco Canyon Nogales Tumacacori 
Dispersed Site  Snow Flat Safford Pinaleño 
Dispersed Site  Sycamore Backcountry Area Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Dispersed Site  Twilight Safford Pinaleño 
Family Campground Arcadia Safford Pinaleño 
Family Campground Bathtub Douglas Chiricahua 
Family Campground Bog Springs Nogales Santa Rita 
Family Campground Catalina State Park Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Family Campground Cochise Stronghold Douglas Dragoon 
Family Campground Cunningham Safford Pinaleño 
Family Campground Cypress Park Douglas Chiricahua 
Family Campground General Hitchcock Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Family Campground Geronimo Douglas Peloncillo 
Family Campground Gordon Hirabayashi Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Family Campground Herb Martyr Douglas Chiricahua 
Family Campground Hospital Flat Safford Pinaleño 
Family Campground Idlewilde Douglas Chiricahua 
Family Campground John Hands Douglas Chiricahua 
Family Campground Lakeview Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Family Campground Noon Creek Safford Pinaleño 
Family Campground Peppersauce Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Family Campground Pinery Canyon Douglas Chiricahua 
Family Campground Ramsey Vista Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Family Campground Reef Townsite Campground Sierra Vista Huachuca 



Family Campground Riggs Flat Safford Pinaleño 
Family Campground Rucker Lake Douglas Chiricahua 

 
Table 32 (cont.). Designated Areas on the Coronado National Forest 

 

Designated Area Type Name District Mountain Range 
Family Campground Rucker Forest Camp Douglas Chiricahua 
Family Campground Rustler Park Douglas Chiricahua 
Family Campground Shannon Safford Pinaleño 
Family Campground Snow Flat Safford Pinaleño 
Family Campground Soldier Creek Safford Pinaleño 
Family Campground Stewart Douglas Chiricahua 
Family Campground Stockton Pass Safford Pinaleño 
Family Campground Sunny Flat Douglas Chiricahua 
Family Campground Sycamore Douglas Chiricahua 
Family Campground Treasure Park Safford Pinaleño 
Family Campground West Turkey Creek Douglas Chiricahua 
Family Campground White Rock Nogales Tumacacori 
Family Campground  General Hitchcock Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Family Campground  Molino Basin Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Family Campground  Rose Canyon Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Family Campground  Spencer Campground Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Family Picnic Alder Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Family Picnic Bear Canyon Overlook Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Family Picnic Box Elder Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Family Picnic Cactus Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Family Picnic Catalina State Park Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Family Picnic Chihuahua Pine Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Family Picnic Cypress Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Family Picnic Inspiration Rock Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Family Picnic Loma Linda Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Family Picnic Lower Sabino Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Family Picnic Lower Sabino East Dam Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Family Picnic Lower Sabino West Dam Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Family Picnic Lower Thumb Rock Nogales Tumacacori 
Family Picnic Madera Canyon Nogales Santa Rita 
Family Picnic Madera Trailhead Nogales Santa Rita 
Family Picnic Marshall Gulch Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Family Picnic Middle Bear Canyon Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Family Picnic Mt. Wrightson (Roundup) Nogales Santa Rita 
Family Picnic Noon Creek Safford Pinaleño 
Family Picnic Old Noon Creek Safford Pinaleño 
Family Picnic Red Rock Nogales Tumacacori 
Family Picnic Sabino Canyon Group Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Family Picnic Sabino Dam Overlook Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Family Picnic South Fork Douglas Chiricahua 
Family Picnic Sykes Knob Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Family Picnic Upper Sabino Canyon Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Family Picnic Upper Thumb Rock Nogales Tumacacori 
Family Picnic Wet Canyon Safford Pinaleño 
Family Picnic Whipple Nogales Santa Rita 



Family Picnic White House Nogales Santa Rita 
Fire Lookouts Cabins Overnight Kentucky Camp Rental Cabin Nogales Santa Rita 
Fishing Site Pena Blanca Lake Nogales Tumacacori 

Table 32 (cont.). Designated Areas on the Coronado National Forest 
 

Designated Area Type Name District Mountain Range 
Fishing Site Riggs Flat Safford Pinaleño 
Fishing Site   Rose Canyon Lake Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Forest Service Sollers Point Resident Housing Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Forest Service  Palisades Visitor Center Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Group Campground Calabasas Nogales Tumacacori 
Group Campground Camp Rucker Douglas Chiricahua 
Group Campground Catalina State Park Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Group Campground Molino Basin Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Group Campground Peppersauce Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Group Campground Rock Bluff Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Group Campground Showers Point Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Group Campground Snow Flat Safford Pinaleño 
Group Campground Stockton Pass Safford Pinaleño 
Group Campground Treasure Park Safford Pinaleño 
Group Campground Twlight Safford Pinaleño 
Group Campground Upper Arcadia Safford Pinaleño 

Group Campground Upper Hospital Flat Safford Pinaleño 
Group Campground  Whitetail Future Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Group Picnic Cactus Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Group Picnic Rose Canyon Group Site #1 Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Group Picnic Rose Canyon Group Site #2 Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Horse Camp Catalina State Park Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Horse Camp Clark Peak Corrals Safford Pinaleño 
Horse Camp Columbine Corrals Safford Pinaleño 
Horse Camp Deer Creek Safford Galiuro 
Horse Camp Gordon Hirabayashi Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Horse Camp Round the Mountain Safford Pinaleño 
Hotel/Lodge/Resort Private Owner Bellota Ranch Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Hotel/Lodge/Resort Private Owner Santa Rita Lodge Nogales Santa Rita 
Information Site Catalina State Park Entry Station Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Information Site Douglas District Office Douglas N/A 
Information Site Molino Fee Station Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Information Site Nogales District Office Nogales N/A 
Information Site Sabino Canyon Fee Station Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Information Site Safford District Office Safford N/A  
Information Site Sierra Vista District Office Sierra Vista N/A 
Information Site Supervisor's Office Tucson N/A 
International Observatory Mt. Graham International Observatory Safford Pinaleño 
Interpretive Site  Sabino Canyon Nature Trail  Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Interpretive Site Major Cave Creek Visitor Center Douglas Chiricahua 
Interpretive Site Major Columbine Visitor Center Safford Pinaleño 
Interpretive Site Major Palisades Visitor Center Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Interpretive Site Major Sabino Canyon Vistor Center Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Interpretive Site Major Smithsonian Visitor Center Nogales Santa Rita 
Interpretive Site Minor Camp Ruck Interpretive Trail Douglas Chiricahua 



Interpretive Site Minor Camp Rucker Historic Site Douglas Chiricahua 
Interpretive Site Minor Cave Creek Nature Trail Douglas Chiricahua 
Interpretive Site Minor Chesley Flat Safford Pinaleño 

Table 32 (cont.). Designated Areas on the Coronado National Forest 
 

Designated Area Type Name District Mountain Range 
Interpretive Site Minor Cochise Stronghold Historical Marker Douglas Dragoon 
Interpretive Site Minor Cochise Stronghold Interp. Trail Douglas Dragoon 
Interpretive Site Minor Cochise Stronghold Nature Trail Douglas Santa Rita 
Interpretive Site Minor Columbine VIC Nature Trail Safford Pinaleño 
Interpretive Site Minor Council Rock Interpretive Trail Douglas Dragoon 
Interpretive Site Minor Dragoon Springs Stage Stop Douglas Dragoon 
Interpretive Site Minor Geronimo Pass Interpretive Site Douglas Peloncillo 
Interpretive Site Minor Gordon Hirabayashi Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Interpretive Site Minor Hospital Flat Trail Safford Pinaleño 

Interpretive Site Minor Kentucky Camp Nogales Santa Rita 
Interpretive Site Minor Lowell House Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Interpretive Site Minor Peter’s Flat Safford Pinaleño 
Interpretive Site Minor Pinery Canyon Mill Site Cabin Douglas Chiricahua 
Interpretive Site Minor Proctor Parking Nogales Santa Rita 
Interpretive Site Minor Reef Townsite Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Interpretive Site Minor Reef Townsite Mining Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Interpretive Site Minor Romero Ruin Trial Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Interpretive Site Minor Rucker Baber Shop Douglas Chiricahua 
Interpretive Site Minor Rucker Information Site Douglas Chiricahua 
Interpretive Site Minor Sabino Canyon Bajada Nature Trail Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Interpretive Site Minor Santa Rita Water & Mining Co. Nogales Santa Rita 
Interpretive Site Minor Shannon Safford Pinaleño 
Interpretive Site Minor Slavin Interpretive Site Douglas Dragoon 
Interpretive Site Minor Treasure Park Safford Pinaleño 
Interpretive Site Minor Upper Hospital Flat Safford Pinaleño 
Interpretive Site Minor Upper Hospital Flat 1 Safford Pinaleño 
Interpretive Site Minor Upper Hospital Flat 2 Safford Pinaleño 
Interpretive Site Minor Whipple Nature Trail Nogales Santa Rita 
Interpretive Site Minor White House Ruins Nogales Santa Rita 
Interpretive Site Minor  Sabino Canyon Interpretive Area Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Mountain Bike Route Elephant Head Nogales Santa Rita 
Municipal Summerhaven Town Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Observation Site Aspen Vista Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Observation Site Babad Do'ag Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Observation Site Cathedral Vista Point Douglas Chiricahua 
Observation Site Geology Vista Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Observation Site Hageas Point Safford Pinaleño 
Observation Site Molino Canyon Vista Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Observation Site San Pedro Vista Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Observation Site Seven Cataracts Vista Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Observation Site Thimble Peak Vista Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Observation Site Windy Point Vista Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Organization Site-F.S. Owned Girl Scout Camp Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Organization Site-F.S. Owned Kent Springs Center Nogales Santa Rita 
Organization Site-Privately Owned Amphi Camp Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 



Organization Site-Privately Owned Arizona Boys Ranch Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Organization Site-Privately Owned Baptist Camp Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Organization Site-Privately Owned Boy Scout Camp Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 

Table 32 (cont.). Designated Areas on the Coronado National Forest 
 

Designated Area Type Name District Mountain Range 
Organization Site-Privately Owned LDS Camp Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Organization Site-Privately Owned Organization Camp Safford Pinaleño 
Organization Site-Privately Owned Pine Canyon United Methodist Camp Douglas Chiricahua 
Organization Site-Privately Owned Presbyterian Camp Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Playground or Special Sport Site  Reddington Pass Backcountry Tour. Area Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Playground or Special Sport Site  Rosemont Backcountry Touring Area Nogales Santa Rita 
Playground Park Special Sport Site Alambre Staging OHV Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Playground Park Special Sport Site Amphitheater Nogales Santa Rita 
Playground Park Special Sport Site Grant Hill Mountain Bike Loop Safford Pinaleño 
Playground Park Special Sport Site Pusch Ridge Archery Range Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Playground Park Special Sport Site Three Feathers Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Possible Wild & Scenic River Ash Creek Safford Pinaleño 
Possible Wild & Scenic River Canada Del Oro Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Possible Wild & Scenic River Grant Creek Safford Pinaleño 
Possible Wild & Scenic River Lower Cima Creek Douglas Chiricahua 
Possible Wild & Scenic River Post Creek Safford Pinaleño 
Possible Wild & Scenic River Redfield Canyon Safford Galiuro 
Possible Wild & Scenic River Romero Canyon Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Possible Wild & Scenic River Rucker Canyon Douglas Chiricahua 
Possible Wild & Scenic River Sabino Canyon Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Possible Wild & Scenic River South Fork Cave Creek Douglas Chiricahua 
Recreation Concession Site Parker Canyon Marina & Store Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Recreation Residence Bear Wallow Summerhomes Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Recreation Residence Carter Canyon Summerhomes Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Recreation Residence Cave Creek Summerhomes Douglas Chiricahua 
Recreation Residence Columbine Sumerhomes Safford Pinaleño 
Recreation Residence Rustler Park Summerhomes Douglas Chiricahua 
Recreation Residence Soldier Camp Summerhomes Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Recreation Residence South Fork Summerhomes Douglas Chiricahua 
Recreation Residence Turkey Creek Summerhomes Douglas Chiricahua 
Recreation Residence Turkey Flat Summerhomes Safford Pinaleño 
Recreation Residence  Loma Linda Summerhomes Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Recreation Residence  Upper Sabino Summerhomes Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Recreation Residence  Willow Canyon Summerhomes Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Research Natural Area Butterfly Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Research Natural Area Canelo  Sierra Vista Huachuca 

Research Natural Area Elgin  Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Research Natural Area Gooding Nogales Tumacacori 
Research Natural Area Goody  Safford Pinaleño 
Research Natural Area Pole Bridge  Douglas Chiricahua 
Research Natural Area Pole Bridge RNA Extension Douglas Chiricahua 
Research Natural Area Santa Catalina  Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Research Ranch Elgin Research Ranch Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Scenic/Sightseeing Route Arizona Highway 83 Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Scenic/Sightseeing Route Box Canyon Road (Forest Road 62) Nogales Santa Rita 



Scenic/Sightseeing Route Canelo Hills Loop Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Scenic/Sightseeing Route Carr Canyon (Forest Road 38) Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Scenic/Sightseeing Route Cave Creek/Portal/Paradise/Forest Road 42/4 Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
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Designated Area Type Name District Mountain Range 
Scenic/Sightseeing Route Charouleau Gap Road Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Scenic/Sightseeing Route Control Road Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Scenic/Sightseeing Route Happy Valley Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Scenic/Sightseeing Route Harshaw (Forest Road 49) Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Scenic/Sightseeing Route Madera Canyon Nogales Santa Rita 
Scenic/Sightseeing Route Middlemarch (Forest Road 345) Douglas Dragoon 
Scenic/Sightseeing Route Mt. Hopkins Road Nogales Santa Rita 
Scenic/Sightseeing Route Pinery Canyon (Forest Road 42) Douglas Chiricahua 
Scenic/Sightseeing Route Proctor Interpretive Trail Nogales Santa Rita 
Scenic/Sightseeing Route Redington Pass Road Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Scenic/Sightseeing Route Ruby Road (AZ 289, Forest Road 39) Nogales Tumacacori 
Scenic/Sightseeing Route Rucker/Texas Canyon (Forest Road 74) Douglas Chiricahua 
Scenic/Sightseeing Route Sabino Canyon Road Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Scenic/Sightseeing Route Sky Island Scenic Byway Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Scenic/Sightseeing Route State Highway 83 Nogales Santa Rita 
Scenic/Sightseeing Route Stockton Pass Safford Pinaleño 
Scenic/Sightseeing Route Swift Trail Safford Pinaleño 
Scenic/Sightseeing Route Turkey Creek (Forest Road 41) Douglas Chiricahua 
Ski Area  Mt. Lemmon Ski Valley Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Agua  Caliente Hill Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Amphitheater Nogales Santa Rita 
Trailhead Aqua Caliente Nogales Santa Rita 
Trailhead Arizona Trail at Parker Lake Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Trailhead Atascosa Nogales Tumacacori 
Trailhead Babad Do'ag Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Bear Canyon Safford Pinaleño 

Trailhead Bear Canyon-east end of VC Parking Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Bellota/Italian Spring Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Bigelow (Butterfly) Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Bigelow (Palisades) Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Blue Jay Ridge Safford Pinaleño 
Trailhead Bog Springs Nogales Santa Rita 
Trailhead Box Camp Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Box Canyon OHV Nogales Santa Rita 
Trailhead Brown Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Trailhead Brush Corral Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Bug Spring Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Butterfly Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Canada del Oro Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Canada del Oro/Sanmaniego Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Canelo Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Trailhead Carr Canyon Perimeter Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Trailhead Catalina State Park End of Road Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Cave Nogales Santa Rita 
Trailhead Clark Peak Safford Pinaleño 



Trailhead Cochise Equestrian Douglas Dragoon 
Trailhead Cochise Stronghold Douglas Dragoon 
Trailhead Cody Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 

Table 32 (cont.). Designated Areas on the Coronado National Forest 
 

Designated Area Type Name District Mountain Range 
Trailhead Columbine Safford Pinaleño 
Trailhead Cottonwood Douglas Chiricahua 
Trailhead Crystal Spring Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Cunningham Loop Safford Pinaleño 
Trailhead Davis Spring Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Deadman Trail Safford Pinaleño 
Trailhead Deer Creek Safford Galiuro 
Trailhead Dutch Henry Canyon Safford Pinaleño 
Trailhead Dutch Henry Lower Safford Pinaleño 
Trailhead East Divide Safford Galiuro 
Trailhead Elephant Head Nogales Santa Rita 
Trailhead Emigrant Canyon Douglas Chiricahua 
Trailhead Fife Douglas Chiricahua 
Trailhead Finger Rock/Pontatoc Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Florida Nogales Santa Rita 
Trailhead Four Springs Nogales Santa Rita 
Trailhead Frye Canyon Safford Pinaleño 
Trailhead Gardner Nogales Santa Rita 
Trailhead Gardner & Cave Canyon OHV Nogales Santa Rita 
Trailhead Grant Creek Safford Pinaleño 
Trailhead Grant Creek Lower Safford Pinaleño 
Trailhead Grant Hill Loop Safford Pinaleño 
Trailhead Green Douglas Chiricahua 
Trailhead Green Mountain (Hitchcock) Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Green Mountain (Near San Pedro Vista) Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Greenhouse Douglas Chiricahua 
Trailhead Guindani Loop Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Trailhead Harshaw Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Trailhead Heliograph Safford Pinaleño 
Trailhead Herb Martyr Douglas Chiricahua 
Trailhead Hidden Spring Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead High Creek Safford Galiuro 
Trailhead Hoovey Douglas Chiricahua 
Trailhead Ida Canyon Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Trailhead Incinerator Ridge Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Jesus Babcock Safford Pinaleño 
Trailhead Jesus Goudy Ridge Safford Pinaleño 
Trailhead Kentucky Camp Nogales Santa Rita 
Trailhead Ladybug Safford Pinaleño 
Trailhead Ladybug Saddle Safford Pinaleño 
Trailhead Last Chance Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Linda Vista Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Lower Tanque Verde Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Lutz Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Trailhead Marshall Gulch Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 



Trailhead Middle March Douglas Dragoon 
Trailhead Miller Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Trailhead Miller Canyon Perimeter Sierra Vista Huachuca 

Table 32 (cont.). Designated Areas on the Coronado National Forest 
 

Designated Area Type Name District Mountain Range 
Trailhead Miller Creek Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Mint Spring Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Molino Basin Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Molino Basin End of Road Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Molino Basin Group Site Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Molino Basin/Prison Camp Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Monte Vista Douglas Chiricahua 
Trailhead Montezuma Pass Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Trailhead Morse Canyon Douglas Chiricahua 
Trailhead Mt. Lemmon/Aspen Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Noon Creek Ridge Safford Pinaleño 
Trailhead Old Baldy Nogales Santa Rita 
Trailhead Onion Saddle Douglas Chiricahua 
Trailhead Oracle  Ridge (Lower) Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Oracle Ridge Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Oversite Canyon Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Trailhead Palisades Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Papago Well Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Parker Canyon Lakeshore Trail Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Trailhead Pima Canyon Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Pine Gulch Douglas Chiricahua 
Trailhead Pinery-Horsefall Douglas Chiricahua 
Trailhead Price Douglas Chiricahua 
Trailhead Proctor Nogales Santa Rita 
Trailhead Ramsey Vista Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Trailhead Rattlesnake Douglas Chiricahua 
Trailhead Rattlesnake Canyon Safford Galiuro 
Trailhead Red Ridge Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Rose Canyon Lake Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Rosemont OHV Nogales Santa Rita 
Trailhead Round the Mountain Safford Pinaleño 
Trailhead Rucker Douglas Chiricahua 
Trailhead Rustler Park Douglas Chiricahua 
Trailhead Sanmaniego Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Sanmaniego/Canado del Oro Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Saulsberry Douglas Chiricahua 
Trailhead Sawmill/Carr Peak Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Trailhead Shake Safford Pinaleño 
Trailhead Shake-State Route 366 Safford Pinaleño 
Trailhead Shannon Safford Pinaleño 
Trailhead Shaw Peak Douglas Chiricahua 
Trailhead Shuttle Stop 9 Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Silver Peak Douglas Chiricahua 
Trailhead Skeleton Canyon Douglas Peloncillo 
Trailhead Slavin Gulch Douglas Dragoon 



Trailhead Snowshed Douglas Chiricahua 
Trailhead Soldier Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Soldier Creek Safford Pinaleño 

Table 32 (cont.). Designated Areas on the Coronado National Forest 
 

Designated Area Type Name District Mountain Range 
Trailhead South Fork Douglas Chiricahua 
Trailhead South Skeleton Douglas Peloncillo 
Trailhead Sunnyside Canyon Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Trailhead Sunset Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Super Nogales Santa Rita 
Trailhead Sutherland Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Sycamore Canyon Nogales Tumacacori 
Trailhead Sycamore Reservoir Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Taylor Canyon Safford Pinaleño 
Trailhead Temporal Nogales Santa Rita 
Trailhead Tripp Canyon Safford Pinaleño 
Trailhead Turkey Creek Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Turkey Flat Safford Pinaleño 
Trailhead Turkey Pen Douglas Chiricahua 
Trailhead Turtle Mountain Douglas Chiricahua 
Trailhead Upper Arcadia Safford Pinaleño 
Trailhead Upper Tanque Verde Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Ventana Canyon Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Vista (Geology Vista) Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Vista (Windy Point Vista) Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Trailhead Walker Nogales Santa Rita 
Trailhead Webb Peak Safford Pinaleño 
Trailhead West Divide Safford Galiuro 
Trailhead West Stronghold Douglas Dragoon 
Trailhead Witch Douglas Chiricahua 
Trailhead Wood Canyon Douglas Chiricahua 
Wilderness Chircahua Wilderness Douglas Chiricahua 
Wilderness Galiuro Wilderness Area Safford Galiuro 
Wilderness Miller Peak Wilderness Sierra Vista Huachuca 
Wilderness Mt. Wrightson Wilderness Nogales Santa Rita 
Wilderness Pajarita Wilderness Nogales Tumacacori 
Wilderness Pusch Ridge Wilderness Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Wilderness Rincon Wilderness Santa Catalina Santa Catalina 
Wilderness Santa Teresa Wilderness Area Safford Santa Teresa 
Wilderness Study Area Mt. Graham Wilderness Study Area Safford Pinaleño 
Zoological Botanical Area Guadalupe Canyon Douglas Peloncillo 
Zoological Botanical Area South Fork Cave Creek  Douglas Chiricahua 
    

Source: Coronado National Forest, GIS Data Base, T. Austin 
 

 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 

7.3 Special places  
The following information on undesignated special places within the CNF was provided by the 
forest archaeologist, William Gillespie. 

Native American Special Places and Traditional Cultural Properties 
To date, one area, Mt. Graham (or Dzil nchaa si’an), has been formally recognized as an eligible 
Traditional Cultural Property important to the Western Apache groups (White Mountain, San 
Carlos, and Yavapai Apache). Mt. Graham has been recognized as a place of outstanding 
significance in Western Apache religion, culture, and history: that is, a sacred site. A summary 
statement of the significance is given in the National Register of Historic Places Determination of 
Eligibility prepared by Dr. Patricia Spoerl of the CNF:   

Mount Graham is significant in Western Apache spiritual beliefs and practices. 
The mountain is associated with their oral history and plays a role in stories, 
songs and myths that reflect ties to it, both in historic and contemporary 
traditional cultural activities. Sources that document its significance include 
ethnographic reconstructions of pre-reservation lifeways and spiritual practices 
that involve visitation to Mount Graham, myths and songs about the mountain, 
and contemporary tribal interviews that describe its use and importance today. 
The mountain is associated with a pattern of events both spiritual and historical 
as evidenced by information provided during the 1930s and 1990s. Four closely 
related themes have been identified to describe Mount Graham in terms of the 
values Western Apaches ascribe to it and the themes that could then be used to 
evaluate its significance in determining eligibility for the National Register of 
Historic Places. These themes are: 1) home of the Mountain Spirits (gaan); 2) 
source of natural resources and traditional medicine for ceremonial uses; 3) place 
of prayer; and, 4) source of supernatural power. 

Other mountain ranges or smaller areas could also be recognized as traditional cultural properties 
but have not yet been evaluated in this context. In particular, the Dragoon Mountains, and 
specifically Cochise Stronghold (both East and West Stronghold Canyons), have long been 
recognized as special places for the descendants of the Chiricahua Apaches (including Mescalero 
and Chiricahua-Warm Springs-Fort Sill Apache Tribes). The O’odham people traditionally hold 
mountaintops, springs, caves, and rock art sites to be special places though no such specific 
locations have been formally identified on the Coronado. 

In discussing Native American special places, it is important to bear in mind that native peoples 
in the Southwest often conceive of places differently than either researchers or FS planners. Many 
tribal people view all southern Arizona mountains as “special places” with importance rooted not 
only in history but in a more general spirituality, philosophy, and worldview. Tribal members 
have traditionally been reluctant to identify specific special places in part because of 
confidentiality and religious reasons but also because the notion of isolating and recognizing 
specific locations is considered an inappropriate Euro-American analytical procedure that is 
contrary to their worldview and way of thinking.  

A location that has taken on “special place” attributes in recent years is Montosa Canyon in the 
Santa Rita Mountains, the site of the “To All Our Relations” sweat lodge. This site, operated 
under a special use permit, is used for spiritual cleansing and purification. Though not long in 



existence, numerous people, including both tribal and non-tribal members, have come to attach 
considerable emotional importance to the area. 

In addition to Traditional Cultural Properties places, some areas traditionally used for collecting 
foods, basketry materials, and medicinal or ceremonial items could fit the definition of special 
places. Examples include acorn-collecting areas in the Huachuca and Pinaleño Mountains, and 
yucca- and beargrass-collecting areas around the Santa Catalina and Santa Rita Mountains. 
 
Local Community Gathering Places 
A number of local Euro-American communities have developed long-lasting traditions in 
particular areas in the Coronado NF—traditions which suggest that the areas fit the Special Places 
category. Some of these are traditional gathering places for extended families and communities 
on Easter or other events. Mexican-American families in the Santa Cruz Valley, between Tucson 
and Nogales, have developed a tradition of Easter celebrations in Madera Canyon and at Peña 
Blanca Lake. The Mexican-American community of Douglas has a comparable connection with 
Rucker Canyon in the Chiricahua Mountains. Descendants of the old community of Harshaw in 
the Patagonia Mountains frequently visit ancestral graves in the area and hold family picnics. In 
all of these cases, community members have developed emotional connections with specific 
places.  

Another long-standing (over 100 years) tradition of using summer retreats to cooler mountains for 
relief from summer heat has developed for residents of Tucson with Mount Lemmon and the Gila 
Valley (Safford, Thatcher, and other communities) with Mount Graham. Both of these mountains 
have long-standing summer home communities. For summer home occupants and other 
community members, these mountain highlands rank as special places.  

 
General Public “Scenic Special Areas” 
There are a number of places that are considered special to the general public, particularly those 
people with a stronger general environmental awareness and an appreciation of outdoor places. 
These are places that seem to be a bit ambiguous in terms of the proposed distinction between 
“special areas” and “special places” noted above. Although these are areas that have notable 
intrinsic scenic values, they have inspired emotional responses in many people, and many people 
have formed emotional attachments to them and consider them special. These attachments are not 
unlike the attachment many people feel for the Grand Canyon—it is clearly a special area but also 
a special place. 

On the Coronado, widely recognized scenic special places include Cave Creek (Douglas RD), 
Cochise Stronghold (Douglas RD), Sabino Canyon (Santa Catalina RD), Ramsey Canyon (Sierra 
Vista RD), and Madera Canyon (Nogales RD). All of these receive considerable eco-tourism 
visitation and have been identified as special. Perhaps less widely acclaimed candidates suggested 
by Coronado NF personnel are the Tumacacori Highlands and Sycamore Canyon (Nogales RD), 
Turkey Creek and Rucker Canyons (Douglas RD), Rattlesnake Canyon and Galiuro Mountains 
(Safford RD), and the Catalina State Park vicinity (Romero Canyon, Sutherland Wash, Pusch 
Ridge) (Santa Catalina RD). 

 
Cultural Heritage Special Areas 
Several places are considered special in large part for their historical or archaeological qualities. 
Examples include Kentucky Camp (Nogales RD), Camp Rucker (Douglas RD), Sutherland Wash 
(Santa Catalina RD), Marijilda Canyon (Safford RD), Carr Reef (Sierra Vista RD), American 
Flag Ranch (Santa Catalina RD), and historic lookouts in all districts. 
 



“Special Interest” Special Areas 
Finally, there are a number of places that are of value to more limited groups who use certain 
areas and develop emotional connections to them. They include:  
 

• Birders 
Ramsey Canyon and Carr Canyon (Sierra Vista RD), Cave Creek and Rucker Canyon 
(Douglas RD), Madera Canyon and California Gulch (Nogales RD); 
 

• Rock climbers 
Cochise Stronghold (Douglas RD), Santa Catalina Mountains (Santa Catalina RD); 
 

• Spelunkers 
Cave of the Bells and Onyx Cave (Nogales RD), Crystal Cave (Douglas RD); SP Cave, 
Happy Jack, Van Horn (Sierra Vista RD), Peppersauce Cave (Santa Catalina RD); 
 

• Prospectors and Treasure-Hunters 
Tumacacori Mountains and Greaterville area (Nogales RD) and Cañada del Oro (Santa 
Catalina RD); 
 

• All-Terrain Vehicle users 
Redington Pass area (Santa Catalina RD), eastern Santa Rita Mountains (Nogales RD);  

 

In addition to the aforementioned user groups, others such as horseback riders, mountain bikers, 
hunters, and fishers undoubtedly would identify particular sites as special places. These special 
places on the CNF have also been organized according to their particular geographic location 
within the forest. 
 

Table 7. Special Places by Geographic Area 
 

Ranger District Special Place 
 
Douglas Ranger District 

 
Cave Creek, Rucker Canyon, Turkey Creek, Cochise Stronghold, Dragoon 
Mountains.  

 

Nogales Ranger District 

 

 

Madera Canyon, Montosa Canyon, Kentucky Camp and the Greaterville area, 
Peña Blanca Lake, Sycamore Canyon, California Gulch, Tumacacori Highlands, 
Cave of the Bells, Onyx Cave 

 

Sierra Vista Ranger District 

 

 

Ramsey Canyon, Carr Reef, Happy Jack, Van Horn, and SP Caves. 

 

Safford Ranger District 

 

 

Mount Graham, Galiuro Mountains, Rattlesnake Canyon 

 

Santa Catalina Ranger District 

 

 

Sabino Canyon, Mount Lemmon, Cañada del Oro, Catalina State Park vicinity 
(Romero Canyon, Sutherland Wash, Pusch Ridge), American Flag Ranch, 
Redington Pass, Peppersauce Cave 

 

Source:  William Gillespie 
               Archaeologist, Coronado National Forest 

 
 



7.4 Scenery management  
The USFS has explored the issue of scenery management on the national forests, and several 
publications have been written which can serve as guides to the forest manager for management 
of scenic resources. Some of the more important publications are available on-line at 
http://www.esf.edu/es/via/. Two of these publications, which might be particularly useful, are Our 
National Landscape: A Conference on Applied Techniques for Analysis and Management of 
Visual Resources (Elsner and Smardon 1979) and Landscape aesthetics: A handbook for scenery 
management (USFS 1995). The latter deals with the character and nature of landscapes, the 
integrity of natural scenes, the means to obtain information from constituent publics regarding 
scenic preferences, the determination of landscape visibility, and the application of the Scenery 
Management System. The appendices contain information about the history of the scenery 
management issue in the USFS. The scenery management issue, according to this handbook, 
arose during the 1960s as a result of public concern over the visibility of forest management 
activities, particularly timber cutting. This handbook provides a guide to practical methods for 
minimizing the impact of those activities on the user public, principally recreationists. The Forest 
Service also provides guidance to the national forests regarding landscape management in the 
Forest Service Manual, Chapter 2380 –“Landscape management.” 

 

7.5 Key issues for forest planning and management  
Special places exist because humans form emotional attachments to them based on sensory 
connections. Sometimes people are aware of these experiences and feelings, but often, this is an 
unconscious process. The ability and opportunity to form these connections fulfills people’s 
needs to feel a part of something greater than themselves, which is “an essential aspect of human 
existence” (Brandenburg and Carroll 1995). Researchers advise that the recognition of unique and 
special places is of growing importance because people, in today’s age of cultural 
homogenization, seek unique and special qualities in their public lands (Williams and Stewart 
1998). This, in turn, places higher demands on public lands, particularly in a rapidly growing 
state like Arizona.  

With the complexities of special places in mind, researchers like Williams and Stewart (1998) 
caution that it is unwise to reduce special places to “single attributes” as they are clearly a 
collection of values, contexts, and experiences. Consequently, it is not always possible to identify 
special places as discrete points on a map. The challenge of mapping special places is thus ideally 
accomplished in cooperation with the individuals that value the place, marking the general 
boundaries of the area (rather than a point) on the map (Richard and Burns 1998). Using a 
Geographic Information System (GIS) as a tool to combine the special place maps of different 
groups or individuals can be very helpful to forest planners seeking to identify overlapping areas 
that might indicate future sources of conflict (Brandenburg, Carroll, and Blatner 1995). Disputes 
can arise over the diverse place definitions people give the same physical space, and given the 
subjective emotional nature of special places, these disagreements can be quite contentious. 
Forest professionals are advised that “various sentiments—whether local or non-local in origin, 
new or long established—are all legitimate, real, and strongly felt” (Williams and Stewart 1998). 

Given that these places require sensory experiences, distant landmarks and conditions can affect 
one’s experience of a particular special place and thus are a part of the place even if only to that 
person. Thus, management of forests for the traditional extractive resources and motorized 
vehicle use of some may have an impact on forest places that are considered special to others. 
These potential effects can generate conflict; therefore, a better awareness of the significance of 
special places can potentially enhance forest planning and management. 

http://www.esf.edu/es/via/


Researchers have recognized that the relationships people form with special places often cut 
across traditional categories of liberal/conservative, extractive/environmentalist, urban/rural, and 
so on (Brandenburg and Carroll 1995). Wondolleck and Yaffee (2000) advise that “places can be 
powerful symbols that encourage people…to interact with [others] that historically have been 
viewed as outside their geographic, interest-based, or perceptual boundaries.” As a result, it can 
be difficult to pin down special places in public town-hall meetings—people who strongly 
identify with a particular lifestyle group are often reluctant to speak out in a way not supported by 
that group and yet may feel strongly about a very personal place relationship. Therefore, it 
becomes important to consider a combination of styles of data collection in order to represent all 
of these interests. Some findings have suggested that the traditional public meeting may serve to 
exclude some interested groups or individuals and to encourage a ‘majority (or loudest) rules’ 
mentality (Brandenburg and Carroll 1995; Brandenburg, Carroll, and Blatner 1995). The potential 
loss of social capital within the community when voicing a dissenting opinion in a public meeting 
may outweigh one’s strong special place connection: “an individual may not share his or her 
emotive personal values regarding the place in a public or group setting because of the pressures 
of the primary social groups’ common values” (Brandenburg and Carroll 1995). Thus, a mixture 
of town-hall meetings, surveys, and open-ended individual interviews and conversations may 
provide a more balanced and clearer picture of special places in the forest (Brandenburg and 
Carroll 1995; Brandenburg, Carroll, and Blatner 1995).  

Cheng, Kruger, and Daniels (2003) emphasize the importance of understanding human-place 
relationships in planning for, anticipating, and mitigating potential conflicts in multiple-use 
public land (e.g. forests). These researchers propose that “a key goal of place-based inquiry is to 
foster more equitable, democratic participation in natural resource politics by including a broader 
range of voices and values centering around places rather than policy positions.” Another study 
suggested that attention to stakeholders’ place-value concerns could help avoid “continued 
acrimonious debate” (Brandenburg, Carroll, and Blatner 1995). 

Often, decision makers lack the tools and training necessary to achieve a deeper understanding of 
social issues (McCool 2003). Nonetheless, studies have shown that by becoming more aware of 
community values, the FS shows good will toward the public and is better equipped to make 
management decisions that consider all of the potentially affected people (Mitchell et al. 1993, 
Richard and Burns 1998). In a recent social assessment prepared for two Idaho forests, 
researchers noted that “[s]entiments about attachment to place…result in a configuration of social 
life, individual life, and geographic space that is likely to influence how forest management issues 
will be evaluated [by the public]” (Adams-Russell 2004). Thus, it benefits the forest managers to 
know the local communities and consider their individual interests during planning. Increased and 
continued interactions between forest managers and the visitor public are interpreted as a sign of 
respect for local knowledge and culture (Mitchell et al. 1993, Williams and Stewart 1998).  

Unfortunately, it is not safe to assume that visitors to public lands will recognize and share the 
values for that landscape that are in its best interest (McCool 2003). By encouraging special place 
relationships, the Forest Service stands to gain caring partners in the stewardship of forest 
resources. This occurs because when people develop a bond with a location, they become 
emotionally invested in the continued health and balance of the ecosystem (Mitchell et al. 1993, 
Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000).  

Arizona is one of the fastest growing states in the country, and like many states in the Interior 
West, the majority of its population is concentrated in a few urban areas. The FS should expect 
significant impacts on public lands near or adjacent to urban areas in Arizona. These stresses may 
come from increased day use, conflicts over traditional versus new uses, the desire of developers 
to build directly to the forest’s edge, and more. Another growing concern for the state’s forests, 
particularly in the southernmost districts of the Coronado, comes from the growing wave of 



unauthorized border crossers from Mexico and the associated problems of traffic, garbage, and 
other adverse environmental effects. The safety issues generated by smuggling activities are 
particularly problematic for land managers who may not have been trained to handle these risks. 
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