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INTRODUCTION 
Overview 
The Forest Service is preparing an environmental impact statement (EIS) for a public 
motorized transportation system under the Travel Management Rule (TMR) on the 
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests (ASNFs). The ASNFs contains approximately 
2,110,134 acres in east-central Arizona and are managed by personnel in five area Ranger 
District offices and the Supervisor’s Office in Springerville, Arizona. 

An EIS is being prepared to analyze and disclose to the public the environmental, social, 
and economic impacts of designating roads, trails, and areas for motorized public travel 
within the National Forest System (NFS) lands administered by the ASNFs.  The EIS will 
be prepared in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, 
Council on Environmental Quality regulations implementing NEPA, the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976, and other associated regulations. This EIS will 
analyze and establish the Forest Service travel management practices for the ASNFs in 
response to current legislation, policies, and the demand to use public land and its 
resources. 

Background 
On November 9, 2005, the Forest Service published final travel management regulations 
governing off-highway vehicles (OHVs) and other motor vehicles on national forests and 
grasslands. The new regulations amended 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 
212 to include Part 295, amended Part 251(b), and amended Part 261(a). These three 
regulations— 36 CFR Parts 212, 251(b), and 261(a)—are referred to together as the TMR 
or final rule throughout this document. The TMR was developed in response to the 
substantial increase in use of OHVs on NFS lands and related damage to forest resources 
caused by unmanaged OHV use over the past 30 years. The regulations implement 
Executive Orders (EOs) 11644 and 11989 regarding off-road use of motor vehicles on 
Federal lands. 

The TMR provides for a system of NFS roads, NFS trails, and areas on NFS lands  
(36 CFR Part 212.1) that are designated for public motor vehicle use. Motor vehicle use 
off designated roads and trails and outside designated areas is prohibited (36 CFR Part 
212.50). Therefore, under the TMR, forests that do not already restrict motorized travel to 
designated NFS roads, NFS trails, and areas on NFS lands must do so and designate 
routes and areas on a motor vehicle use map and provide that map to the public (36 CFR 
Part 212.56). 

Many portions of the ASNFs currently have motorized travel designations and decisions 
that were made under other authorities. Previous decisions and designations that address 
motor vehicles use that are consistent with the TMR requirements do not need to be 
addressed in a new environmental analysis or land management decisions. For example, 
the Mt. Baldy, Escudilla, and Bear Wallow Wilderness Areas and the Blue Range 
Primitive Area are excluded from motor vehicle use designation because motorized use 
has been restricted or prohibited by legislation. 
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In general, the ASNFs are legally “open to cross-country motor vehicle use unless posted 
closed.” Currently, there are nine ASNFs Special Orders (01-401 through 01-409) that 
identify motor vehicle travel restrictions by specific geographic area and season.  
Motor vehicle closures on the ASNFs have been identified for off-road driving 
restrictions, areas existing and recommended for protection of the natural ecosystem for 
research purposes, and Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Forest-Wide Standards and 
Guidelines (year-round and seasonal). 

Providing for the long-term sustainability of NFS lands and resources is essential to 
maintaining the quality of experience for all users of the ASNFs. Motor vehicles are used 
for multiple recreational activities on the ASNFs, such as sightseeing, camping, hiking, 
hunting, fishing, or collecting firewood or other forest products. Motor vehicles are also 
used for other administrative and commercial activities, such as logging, grazing permit 
administration, maintaining utilities, special uses, outfitter and guide services, and other 
multiple uses. Responsible motorized travel is an appropriate way to use ASNFs lands for 
the multitude of purposes identified, and as use on the ASNFs increases, so does the need 
for a management strategy for motorized vehicles that is consistent with the unified 
Federal policy identified in EOs 11644 and 11989. 

An integral part of the planning and environmental process is the public participation 
program, which keeps relevant agencies and the interested public engaged and appraised 
of the project’s progress. Opportunities for public participation include scoping, public 
meetings and workshops, project mailings, and hearings. Some of these opportunities 
have already occurred (e.g., scoping), whereas others will occur at key milestones 
throughout the process. 

Forest Policy 
The Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land and Resources Management Plan as 
amended (forest plan) (U.S. Department of Agriculture [USDA] Forest Service 1987) 
states that the transportation management goal is to “provide and manage a serviceable 
road transportation system that meets needs for public access, land management, resource 
protection, and user safety.” It also states in the Road Maintenance and Management 
Standards and Guidelines, “Total road densities should average 3.5 miles/square mile or 
less. Open road densities should average 2.0 miles/square mile or less.” 

The ASNFs contain approximately 2,110,134 acres in Eastern Arizona. There are almost 
23,359 acres of designated Wilderness1 and approximately 187,420 acres of Primitive 
Area.2 An additional 280,724 acres has been identified to be managed as primitive or 
semi-primitive non-motorized. Over the past 20 years, the ASNFs have implemented 
additional off-road driving restrictions and motor vehicle closures through a variety of 
forest orders. The combined acreage of those areas not subject to closures and restrictions 

                                                 
1 Wilderness is defined as a wild area that Congress has preserved by including it in the National Wilderness 
Preservation System and defined as an area where the earth and its community of life are untrammeled by man, where 
man himself is a visitor who does not remain. An area of Wilderness is further defined to mean in this Act an area of 
undeveloped Federal land retaining its primeval character and influence, without permanent improvements of human 
habitation, which is protected and managed so as to preserve its natural conditions. 
2 A Primitive Area is defined as an area that is not a designated Wilderness Area; it is a “primitive area,” which is the 
most protection the USDA can give an area without an act of Congress. 
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results in approximately 1,574,813 acres (approximately 75 percent) of the ASNFs that is 
currently legally open to cross-country motorized travel. 

The goal is to implement Forest Service direction established in 36 CFR Part 212.50 and 
discontinue unlimited and unmanaged cross-country motorized travel while providing 
and managing for an economically, socially, and environmentally acceptable public 
motorized transportation system along designated roads and trails and in designated 
areas. The public motorized transportation system meets the needs for public access, land 
management, resource protection, and user safety. 

Planning Area 

Location 
The ASNFs are located in east-central Arizona approximately 160 to 220 miles north and 
northeast of Phoenix, Arizona (Figure 1). The portion of the ASNFs that is above the 
Mogollon Rim, a large pine-covered escarpment approximately 7,000 feet in elevation 
lies in three counties: Apache, Navajo, and Coconino counties. The portion of the ASNFs 
that is below the Mogollon Rim makes up part of two counties: Apache and Greenlee 
counties. The population centers near the ASNFs are the communities of Heber-
Overgaard, Snowflake-Taylor, Show Low, and Pinetop-Lakeside to the west; and 
Vernon, Springerville-Eagar, Alpine, and Clifton-Morenci to the east and south (Figure 
2). 

Description 
The ASNFs are administered as one National Forest from the Supervisor’s Office in 
Springerville, Arizona. The ASNFs encompass over two million acres of mountain 
country and plateaus in east-central Arizona. The Apache National Forest was named for 
tribes that settled and continue to live in the area. The Sitgreaves National Forest was 
named for Captain Lorenzo Sitgreaves, a government topographic engineer who 
conducted the first scientific expedition across Arizona in the early 1850s. The ASNFs 
contain 24 lakes and reservoirs and nearly 400 miles of rivers and streams, which are 
valuable water resources in a generally arid state. The road system administered by the 
Forest Service on the ASNFs encompasses approximately 6,000 miles, for which travel 
management is of vital concern for the health of the ASNFs and the economic vitality of 
the surrounding communities. 

The Apache National Forest ranges in elevation from 3,500 to over 11,000 feet above 
mean sea level. The Sitgreaves National Forest ranges in elevation from 5,000 to 7,600 
feet above mean sea level. Wildlife and fish, also valuable resources on the ASNFs, 
include game species, such as elk, deer, bear, turkey, antelope, and javelina; and 
Federally listed species, such as Mexican Spotted Owl, Apache trout, loach minnow, 
Chiricahua leopard frog, Mexican gray wolf, and others. 
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Figure 1. Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests. 
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 Figure 2. Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests, Including Ranger Districts. 
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SCOPING PROCESS 
This section describes the objectives of the scoping process and the scoping process 
itself, identifies the techniques that were used to notify the public about the opportunity 
to be involved in scoping, and gives a brief summary of the public scoping meetings. 

Objectives 
Scoping is the first step and an integral part of the EIS process. It is an early and open 
process for determining the scope of issues to be addressed and for identifying the 
significant issues related to a proposed action (40 CFR Part 1501.7). The objectives of the 
scoping process are as follows: 

 engage State, local, and Tribal governments and the public in the early identification 
of concerns, potential impacts, and possible alternative actions; 

 determine the scope and the significant issues to be analyzed in depth in the EIS; 

 identify potentially significant issues related to the proposed action, as well as 
identifying and eliminating issues that are not significant or that have been covered 
by prior environmental review; 

 identify the scope of issues to be addressed and integrate analyses required by other 
environmental laws (e.g., Endangered Species Act, National Historic Preservation 
Act); and 

 identify technical studies needed to adequately address potential impacts of the 
project. 

Description of the Scoping Process 
While an EIS public scoping process typically begins after publication of the Notice of 
Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register (FR), the Forest Service initially began a scoping 
process to comply with the new TMR from a forest-wide Travel Analysis Process (TAP), 
published in 2006. The intent of the TAP was to help the ASNFs determine the minimum 
transportation system necessary to provide safe, efficient travel and for administration, 
use, and protection of NFS lands (36 CFR Part 212.5(b)). 

Key to the process, the sASNFs hosted approximately 26 public collaboration meetings 
from 2005 to 2007 in order to collect ideas regarding motorized travel from local citizens, 
ASNFs users, state, county, local and tribal governments, and other Federal agencies.  
The National Off-Highway Vehicle Conservation Council (NOHVVCC), in cooperation 
with the ASNFs, conducted OHV Route Designation Workshops for agency personnel 
and the public from November 16–19, 2006, in Show Low, Arizona. The purpose of 
these workshops was to assist the Forest Service and public in effective implementation 
of the TMR. This preliminary, pre-NEPA input was valuable in helping the ASNFs to 
develop the initial proposed action. 

On October 10, 2007, the FR published an NOI to prepare an EIS for the Motorized 
Travel Management Plan on the ASNFs (FR 72:57514–57517). The NOI identified the 
purpose and need for the action and the scoping process and summarized the proposed 
action. On October 31, 2007, the FR published a corrected NOI for that document  
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(FR 72:61607), indicating that transportation system maps would be available prior to 
public meetings on the Forest Service website. The ASNFs then hosted five public 
meetings in five locations in November 2007 to introduce the initial proposed action for 
designing a public motorized transportation system.  

Based on input received from these meetings, it was apparent that a significant number of 
comments received through the public collaboration process had inadvertently not been 
considered during the development of the initial proposed action. As a result, the Forest 
Supervisor determined that the ASNFs would take additional time to ensure that all 
comments were considered and then modify the proposed action as necessary.  

The FR published the revised NOI on February 29, 2008 (FR 73:11088–11091). The NOI 
initiated another round of public meetings in early March 2008, with a comment period 
end date of March 14, 2008. Comments received within this period, as well as substantive 
comments received following the comment period end date, were used to compile this 
scoping report. 

Announcements 
The EIS and scoping meetings were announced through the FR, a newspaper article, 
media releases, and the Forest Service website. The public was also notified by email and 
US postal services.  

Federal Register 
The ASNFs Travel Management Plan EIS and public scoping process officially began on 
October 10, 2007, with the publication of the NOI in the FR. However, the proposed 
action was modified, and the scoping process was re-initiated on February 29, 2008, with 
the publication of the NOI in the FR (Appendix A). 

Newspaper Article 
The Forest Service submitted an article to the White Mountain Independent, which was 
published on March 28, 2008. The article was entitled “The Travel Management Rule—
Fact and Fiction” and was submitted by the ASNFs Acting Forest Supervisor. 

Media Releases and Public Service Announcements 
The Forest Service prepared media releases and public service announcements (Appendix 
B) to introduce the project, announce scoping meetings and locations, and provide status 
updates on the travel management planning process. The following list provides a 
representative sample of the entities that received the media release: 

Newspapers 

 White Mountain Independent 
 Holbrook Tribune 
 Copper Era 
 Mogollon Connection 
 Eastern Arizona Courier 
 Payson Roundup 
 Pioneer 
 Navajo Times 
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 Maverick (a monthly periodical) 
 Arizona Media Vision (media outlet) 
 2020 Group in Pinetop/Lakeside (a citizen’s advocacy group) 
 Associated Press 
 Tanner News Service 

Radio Stations 

 KVWM 
 KSNX 
 KVSL 
 KZUA 
 KDJI 
 KTHQ 
 KQAZ 
 KNAU (Flagstaff Public Broadcast System affiliate) 

Television Station 

 Channel 4 TV (closed circuit) 

Website 

The Forest Service maintains a website specifically related to motorized travel 
management.3 The website includes national information in an introductory video to 
NFS roads and a description of the National Route Designation Process, and for 
ASNFs, the final TAP report, news releases, the NOI, the proposed action, and 
project maps. 

Public Scoping Meetings 

Following the release of the original proposed action in October 2007, the Forest Service 
hosted five public meetings, as shown in Table 1. 

Table 1. Public Scoping Meeting Dates, Original Proposed Action 

Meeting Location in Arizona Meeting Date in 2007 Number of People  
in Attendance 

Lakeside November 6 90 

Eagar November 7 95 

Clifton November 8 8 

Heber/Overgaard November 13 200+ 

Alpine November 14 50 

 

For each meeting, from 5 p.m. until 6:30 p.m., the meetings were conducted in an open-
house format in which the public was able to view the proposed travel maps and offer 

                                                 
3 The web address is http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/asnf/projects/travel-management.shtml. 



ASNF Travel Management EIS Scoping Report 

10 

comments to agency officials in a one-on-one setting. At 6:30 p.m., a presentation on the 
proposal was made, after which comments and questions from the public were addressed. 

Following the release of the modified proposed action on February 29, 2008, the Forest 
Service conducted the public meetings shown in Table 2. 

Table 2. Public Scoping Meeting Dates, Modified Proposed Action 

Meeting Location in Arizona Meeting Date in 2008 Number of People  
in Attendance 

March 6 
Show Low 

March 8 
85 

March 6 
Springerville 

March 8 
110 

Clifton March 6 40 

Safford March 8 40 

March 6 
Heber 

March 8 
150 

March 6 
Alpine 

March 8 
20 

 

The meetings in Table 2 were conducted at various times throughout the day in an open-
house format (i.e., there were no formal presentations). 

A comment form (Appendix C) was distributed at the March 2008 public meetings that 
requested input on four major topics: dispersed camping, big-game retrieval, forest 
access, and all-terrain-vehicle (ATV) trail policies. There was also an opportunity on the 
form for commentors to provide input on other issues. 

Comments were encouraged to be submitted at the meetings, via U.S. postal service, or 
via email through the project website. 

Collaborative Planning 
The term ‘collaboration’ may be used to describe a wide range of external and internal 
working relationships. The collaborative process essentially allows the community to 
communicate to the Forest Service how public lands should be managed from the 
public’s perspective. The final goal of the process should be that communities and 
agencies work together toward a common understanding on the future management of the 
public lands. 

Agency coordination is an important step in a successful collaborative process for several 
reasons. First, early involvement with other Federal, Tribal, State, and local governments 
establishes a solid working relationship with each agency. Next, it also builds trust and 
credibility among agencies that then can be transferred to the public. Finally, it helps to 
ensure that the Forest Service develops land use decisions that are supported by other 
interested agencies. 
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Active involvement by the public early in the process helps to ensure alternatives are 
considered that address the diversity of public interests, build trusts between the Forest 
Service and the public, create public understanding and acceptance of the eventual travel 
management decisions, and develop a working relationship that will carry into the shared 
implementation of those travel management decisions. 

Cooperating Agencies 
As part of initiating this travel management process, the Forest Service compiled a list of 
Federal, State, County, and local agencies and Native American tribes that may have a 
relevant interest in the travel management planning process. A letter was sent to the 
agencies listed below under Agency Coordination that offered recipients an opportunity 
to become a cooperating agency during this planning effort. 

As of the date of this report, the Forest Service has set up a consultation agreement with 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. No agencies have requested to participate as a 
Cooperating Agency. 

Agency Coordination 
Although no specific agency scoping meetings were held, the Forest Service has 
contacted key Federal, State, County, and local agencies, as well as Native American 
Tribes, to initiate coordination throughout the EIS process. As of the date of this report, 
contact has been made with the following agencies: 

Federal 

 Bureau of Indian Affairs, Fort Apache Agency, Superintendent  
 Bureau of Indian Affairs, Navajo 
 Bureau of Indian Affairs, San Carlos Agency, Superintendent  
 Bureau of Indian Affairs, Western 
 Bureau of Land Management 
 Coconino National Forest, Planning, Forest Supervisor 
 Coronado National Forest, Planning, Forest Supervisor  
 Department of Agriculture, Arizona 
 Department of Energy, Western Area Power Administration, Desert Southwest 

Region 
 Drug Enforcement Agency 
 Environmental Protection Agency 
 Farm Bureau  
 Federal Bureau of Investigation  
 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
 Federal Highway Administration 
 Gila National Forest, Forest Supervisor  
 Kaibab National Forest, Forest Supervisor  
 National Park Service, National Director 
 National Resources Conservation Service, Springerville 
 National Weather Service 
 National Resources Conservation Service, Flagstaff Service Center 
 Petrified Forest National Monument 
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 Prescott National Forest, Forest Supervisor 
 Tonto National Forest, Forest Supervisor  
 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
 U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
 U.S. Customs and Border, America’s Frontline 
 U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
 U.S. Department of Agriculture Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service 
 U.S. Department of Commerce National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration 
 U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Congressional and Intergovernmental 

Affairs 
 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

State 

 Arizona Cooperative Extension 
 Arizona Department of Commerce 
 Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
 Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, Arizona Smoke Management  
 Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, Larry Stephenson 
 Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, Nonpoint Source Unit 
 Arizona Department of Public Safety 
 Arizona Department of Transportation, Globe District 
 Arizona Department of Transportation, Show Low 
 Arizona Department of Transportation, Springerville 
 Arizona Department of Transportation 
 Arizona Department of Water Resources 
 Arizona Game and Fish Department 
 Arizona Public Service 
 Arizona State Homeland Security 
 Arizona State Land Department 
 Arizona State Parks 
 Department of Mines and Minerals  
 Farm Services Agency, Arizona 
 Homolovi Ruins State Park 
 National Resource Conservation Service 
 New Mexico Department of Game and Fish 
 Northern Arizona Council of Government  
 Office of the State Forester 
 Salt River Project 
 State Historic Preservation Office 

County  

 Springerville-Eager Regional Chamber of Commerce 
 Apache County Cooperative Extension Office 
 Apache County Development and Community Services 
 Apache County Economic Development  
 Apache County Natural Resource Conservation District 



Scoping Report  ASNF Travel Management EIS 

 

 13

 Apache County Planning and Zoning  
 Arizona/New Mexico Rural Counties, Coalition Stable Economic Growth 
 Coconino County Cooperative Extension 
 Coconino County Planning and Zoning 
 Coconino Natural Resource Conservation District  
 Eastern Arizona Counties Organization  
 Greenlee County Road Department  
 Navajo County 
 Navajo County Cooperative Extension Agent 
 Navajo County Extension 

Local 

 Alpine Water System 
 City of Show Low  
 Clay Springs-Pinedale Fire Department 
 Forest Lake Fire District 
 Forest Lakes Domestic Water Improvement District 
 Forest Lakes Fire Department 
 Greer Fire Department 
 Greer Fire District 
 Heber-Overgaard Chamber of Commerce 
 Heber-Overgaard Fire Board 
 Joseph City Irrigation District 
 Lakeside Fire Department 
 Linden Fire Department 
 North East Arizona Fire Chief’s Association 
 Nutrioso Community Association 
 Pinetop Fire Department 
 Pinetop-Lakeside Chamber of Commerce 
 Pinetop-Lakeside Police Department 
 Pinetop-Lakeside Sanitary District 
 Show Low Chamber of Commerce 
 Show Low Fire Department 
 Show Low Police Department 
 Town of Pinetop-Lakeside 
 Town of Pinetop-Lakeside, Parks and Recreation Department 
 White Mountain Fire and Rescue 
 White Mountain Lake Fire Department 
 White Mountain Regional Development Corporation 
 Woodruff Irrigation District 

Other Organizations 

 Alpine Action Alliance, Arizona 
 Corvallis Forestry Laboratory 
 Forestry Sciences Lab, Missoula 
 Rocky Mountain Research Station, Natural Resources Research Center 
 Salt-River Maricopa Community 
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Tribal Consultation 
As of the date of this report, the ASNFs have not yet conducted tribal consultation; 
however, tribal consultation is expected to occur between the ASNFs archeologist and the 
appropriate Tribe or Tribes. 

Public Interaction 
The ASNFs hosted approximately 26 public collaboration meetings from 2005 to 2007 in 
order to collect ideas regarding motorized travel from local citizens, ASNFs users, State, 
County, local and Tribal governments, and other Federal agencies. NOHVVCC, in 
cooperation with the ASNFs, conducted OHV Route Designation Workshops for agency 
personnel and the public from November 16–19, 2006, in Show Low, Arizona. The 
purpose of these workshops was to assist the Forest Service and public to effectively 
implement the TMR. This preliminary, pre-NEPA input was valuable in helping the 
ASNFs to develop the initial proposed action. 

Scoping meetings were conducted when the original proposed action was completed in 
fall 2007 and again in spring 2008, when the modified proposed action was published. 
The meetings were well attended by a diverse public that included several conservation 
and user groups as well as various agencies. 

Public involvement remains critical to the success of this travel management process. The 
Forest Service now has thousands of individuals on its mailing list, and the list is 
expected to continue to grow.  

COMMENT SUMMARY 
Introduction 
For this scoping report, comments received following the publication of the NOI on 
October 10, 2007, in the FR have been considered and analyzed. The ASNFs requested 
that comments on the proposed action be submitted by March 14, 2008; however, the 
ASNFs accepted comments on the proposed action until June 20, 2008. 

During scoping, the ASNFs received 7,261 comment letters, emails, and comment forms. 
The Forest Service also took note of comments made during public scoping meetings. 

Comment Compilation 
All the comments were organized, reviewed, and analyzed to identify the preliminary 
issues that will be addressed during the preparation of the EIS. The comment letters and 
each comment were entered into an electronic database system that facilitated 
organization, sorting, and management of the comments in several different ways, such 
as topic of concern, specific road locations, and location of comment (a specific portion 
of the ASNFs or forest wide). 

The majority of the comment letters are attributed to two sources: a comment form 
distributed by the ASNFs during public meetings that could also could be submitted 
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through the ASNFs website; and a letter received from individuals associated with an 
environmental organization. 

The Forest Service comment form was submitted by 1,339 individuals (about 18 percent 
of all submittals) and primarily focused on four specific topics: dispersed camping, big-
game retrieval, adequate forest access, and ATV trails. The comment form asked whether 
there were enough designated dispersed camping sites identified in the proposed action, 
whether the big-game retrieval policy is satisfactory, whether the proposed forest access 
is adequate for planned activities, and whether the proposed ATV trail policy proposing 
an ATV width of 50 inches on designated trails is adequate. There was also an 
opportunity on the form for individuals to include other issues of concern. A copy of this 
form is included in Appendix C. 

The other letter, which consisted of 5,025 identical letters submitted by members of a 
national environmental organization (about 69 percent of submittals), urges the ASNFs to 
“be fiscally responsible and designate the minimum road and motorized trail system that 
protects natural resources; preserve and restore wildlife habitat, and ecologically sensitive 
areas; and set aside roadless areas and other unroaded, natural quiet landscapes for non-
motorized recreation, which would minimize user conflict and give non-motorized, quiet 
recreationists a place to go.” In addition, the letter indicates that the ASNFs’ current 
proposal to allow cross-country driving to retrieve downed big-game species and to 
engage in motorized dispersed camping is harmful. 

In addition to these relatively large submittals, there were five other Forest Service 
comment forms, totaling 46 individual submittals; 40 identical postcards; 490 personal 
letters and emails; 250 comments received at public meetings; two form letters, totaling 
45 submittals; and 26 letters submitted by agencies or other organizations. The names of 
the agencies and other organizations that submitted comments are listed below. (Please 
note that in some cases more than one letter was sent to the Forest by an agency or 
organization.) 

Federal 

 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 
 United States Senator Jon Kyl 

State 

 Arizona Game and Fish Department 

Local 

 State of New Mexico, Catron County Commission 
 State of Arizona, County of Greenlee 
 Navajo County Board of Supervisors 
 Springerville-Eagar Chamber of Commerce 

Organizations and Interest Groups 

 Center for Biological Diversity 
 White Mountain Conservation League 
 ATV Roughriders Club 
 Central Arizona Board of Realtors 
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 Three-Up Outfit 
 White Mountain Open Trails Association, doing business as Navajo County  

ATV Roughriders 
 White Mountain Association of Realtors 
 Jeep Trail Group 
 Howard County Bird Club 
 Maricopa Audubon Society 
 Collaborative letter representing the following nine organizations: Center for 

Biological Diversity, Grand Canyon Wildlands Council, White Mountain 
Conservation League, the Arizona Wilderness Coalition, Public Employees for 
Environmental Responsibility, Sky Island Alliance, Sierra Club, the Wilderness 
Society, and Wild Earth Guardians.  

Summary of Public Comments 
Issues identified were categorized according to three major topic categories: action and 
alternatives, environmental impacts, and process concerns. These three categories and the 
subordinate 22 main categories are noted below: 

Actions and Alternatives: Includes comments about various activities on the ASNFs, as 
well as suggestions for and concerns about alternatives or decisions that people feel 
should be considered in the EIS. Topic categories include the following: 

 Big-game retrieval 
 Dispersed camping 
 Cross-country travel 
 Access 
 Motorized use 
 Enforcement 
 Fire prevention/protection 
 Logging 
 Maintenance 
 Safety 
 Road density 
 Education 
 Non-motorized trails 

Environmental Impacts: Includes comments about the proposed action’s potential 
impacts on natural and human resources and about social and economic concerns that 
people feel should be addressed in the EIS. Topic categories include the following: 

 Biological resources (vegetation, wildlife, environmental damage) 
 Water resources 
 Specially designated areas (Wilderness and Primitive Areas, Inventoried Roadless 

Areas, Wild and Scenic Rivers, Research Natural Area) 
 Noise 
 Air quality 
 Economics 
 Scenery/visual 
 Grazing and ranching 
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Process Concerns: Include comments about the way in which the Forest Service is 
conducting the EIS process. 

 Scoping activities 

Figure 3 illustrates the percentage of comments received in each of the 22 categories.  
As illustrated in this figure, people mentioned biological resources most often, followed 
closely by water resources. One category, entitled “miscellaneous,” captures the very few 
comments received about fairness, “historical” (which captured those commentors who 
cited a long history of forest use), global warming, and archaeology. It is important to 
note that the importance of comments submitted to the Forest Service is not influenced by 
the frequency of a comment, i.e., if an individual submitted multiple comments about a 
topic and another individual submitted one comment about a topic, the comments have 
equal weight. 

Actions and Alternatives 

Motorized Dispersed Camping 
The majority of the comments received about designated dispersed camping did not 
support the proposed action and urged the Forest Service to make no changes to the 
current policy on camping. Many commentors noted that additional camping areas were 
needed primarily as a result of more people using the ASNFs and wanting to experience 
the ASNFs without other campers nearby. In most cases, when a commentor mentioned 
the proposed 300-foot corridor on either side of a road, it was not considered an 
acceptable policy. Several commentors noted that providing signage in areas where 
camping was not allowed would be appreciated to protect sensitive habitat and to ensure 
the no trespassing on private property occurred. Several commentors noted specific areas 
in which additional camping would be preferred, as well as areas in which camping 
should not be dispersed but designated within Inventoried Roadless, Primitive, or 
Wilderness areas. 

Representative Quotations 

“I camp in the woods, not in camp sites. I camp to get away from everyone.” 

“I go into the woods to be secluded from other campers; designated camping spots do 
not allow this. Keep the whole forest open to everyone!” 

“Your designated campsite [sic] are too few. What you propose will concentrate all 
camping activity into a small foot print. Your proposal will unacceptibly [sic] increase 
damage to these sites. A dispersed camping site plan will cause less damage and increase 
the user experience.” 

“There are not enough designated camp sites. There needs to be more so that it will 
encourage campers to not camp all over the forest. This will help to preserve our forest 
for the future.” 

“How can you expect the entire population of people to truly appreciate and enjoy in 
limited areas. The Forest has much more to offer than 300 feet from a few roads. If we 
limit the people rights to use we are not only punishing those who have for a lifetime 
enjoyed the free land, without worry of a permit or limited access but the generations to  
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come who will find it too difficult and un-enjoyable to bother with the time it takes to 
really enjoy the magnificent creations of the National Forest Land.” 

“Please do not close the roads and campsites to our National forests. There have got to 
be some remaining places where we can get more than 300 feet away from the 
roads/cities/people/smog/government.” 

“I am opposed to any road closures in the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest. I belive 
[sic] that our forests should be taken care of as pertaining to camping but let people 
camp where they want to as long as they don’t tear up the forest. I am not opposed to 
levying fine to enforce this either.” 

“There never have been sufficient campgrounds in the 50+ years I have been camping to 
meet the needs of the people who want to enjoy the outdoors. My family has always had 
to use the dispersed camping option, and over time as the overcrowded, overused 
campgrounds got more noisy, smelly and rowdy, the dispersed camping option became 
infinitely preferable for our family…. We have rarely seen any forest service people on 
our dispersed camping trips. Therein lies the major fault and weakness of your plan. It is 
unenforceable, and will increase rather than decrease the damage to the environment.” 

“A 300 foot corridor on each side of road is absolutely excessive as it allows for the 
proliferation of new user created roads when we already have an excessive number of 
those. Additionally such motorized corridors in and/or adjacent to Inventoried 

“Roadless Areas would violate the Roadless Conservation Rule by allowing new roads to 
be created where they are supposed to be prohibited!” 

Motorized Big-Game Retrieval 
Scoping comments ranged on this issue from stating that the proposed change to big -
game retrieval was unreasonable to supporting the change in policy. The majority of 
commentors did not support a change in the big-game retrieval policy. Conditions 
mentioned for allowing the big-game retrieval policy to remain as currently regulated 
included hunters with disabilities, elderly hunters, and the general inability of hunters to 
collect a downed animal in a timely manner if the hunters have to carry the animal out 
instead of using motorized retrieval. There was also some concern over how hunters 
would know whether they were in a restricted travel area for big-game retrieval under the 
proposed action and that limiting the areas may be a safety concern. 

Representative Quotations 

“Any hunter that has a valid hunting permit and Big Game Tag should be allowed to 
access the Big Game for Retrieval for a tagged animal. Without the ability, the Forest 
Service would be in violation of ADA and UFAS. The forest and its facilities are already 
mostly inaccessible to the disabled and those with mobility impairments.” 

“A person needs to be able to take an ATV or truck to retrieve a down [sic] animal.” 

“It would be a shame if a legally taken big game animal could be allowed to rot because 
it could not be recovered. Also non resident sports people would abandon Arizona as not 
worth the hassle and money.” 

“If my area is not open for vehicles, I must carry it out on my back! Get real.” 
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“Cite individuals for damage—DO NOT make criminals of those acting reasonably. 
Allow cross country travel for game retrieval always.” 

“Leave the rule alone. Some of us are getting old.” 

“I just wonder how many game are going to know to conveniently be close enough to a 
designated Rd [sic]?” 

“First you charge for the permit to hunt then you want to charge again for retrieval.” 

“Other than allowing some limited provisions for mobility-impaired hunters, motorized 
game retrieval is unnecessary, unenforceable, and disruptive to wildlife and other 
hunters.” 

“I am a 71 year old hunter and need to drive into the forest to recover game animals. The 
plan needs changing so it is more friendly to the public, elderly and handicapped. 

“Being an avid hunter, both rifle and bow, I feel all roads should be available to retrieve 
game during the hunting seasons. Cutting down on available area to hunt will put too 
many hunters in close proximity and may lead to accidents.” 

Motorized Cross-Country Travel 
Comments received on cross-country travel focused primarily on impacts of cross-
country travel to natural resources. Some commentors expressed the belief that cross-
country travel should be allowed for hunting, firewood collection, or camping; others 
expressed the belief that cross country travel should not be used for those activities. 
Several commentors identified specific areas in the forest in which cross-country travel 
may impact sensitive drainages/watersheds. 

Representative Quotations 

“Public lands should not be sacrificed or be degraded by intensive cross-country travel 
by motorized vehicles. Indiscriminate cross-country travel is known to degrade wildlife 
habitat, damage archeological sites, destroy vegetation, and promote soil erosion.” 

“The forest’s current proposal to allow cross-country driving to retrieve downed big-
game species and to engage in motorized dispersed camping is harmful. Instead, 
designate routes of spurs that provide access to camping or allow camping adjacent to 
designated routes.” 

“The ASNF should adequately consider the ecological, aesthetic, historic, cultural, 
economic, social, and health impacts of allowing cross country travel areas.” 

Access 
The topic of access elicited a very strong response from some commentors, who stated 
access to the ASNFs should not be limited in any way. The proposed action was deemed 
too restrictive for most; however, there were some commentors who favored limited 
access in support of protecting and preserving the ASNFs’ natural resources. Unrestricted 
access to the ASNFs for camping, hunting, firewood (fuelwood) collection, reaching 
private property, and concerns over elderly and/or disabled people’s access to the forest 
were primarily mentioned. Some commentors were in favor of limited access to 
Wilderness Areas, especially to ATV users, in support of protecting sensitive habitats. 
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Others expressed the belief that access should not be changed if the Forest Service could 
enforce existing regulations. 

There was significant concern about closing roads that impacted access to private 
property or limited motorized use, hunting, or collection of firewood. Some commentors 
believed that closing roads would cause traffic congestion on ASNFs lands and cause 
safety issues or accidents.  

There was also concern about opening roads that may impact threatened and endangered 
species, sensitive species, and the ASNFs ecosystem, as well as opening roads in 
Inventoried Roadless Areas and in the Blue Range Primitive Area.  

Commentors also provided specific information to the Forest Service regarding which 
roads they wanted closed or open. This information will be considered when developing 
alternatives. 

The collaboration letter authored by nine environmental organizations provided their 
recommended criteria for closing a road. In summary, it includes threatened and 
endangered species habitats, sensitive wildlife habitat, areas with severe soil erosion 
hazard, proposed wilderness areas, proposed wildlife habitat areas, current seasonally 
closed quiet areas, zones of dispersal (areas that represent the best passage for large 
mammals across major highways). 

Representative Quotations 

“If you catch me doing harm to the environment fine me, but please don’t fence me out. I 
need to see what my taxes go for thank you.” 

You (U.S.F.S.) need to realize that you do not own the forest. You are stewards only. We 
(U.S. citizens) own the forest. You are infringing on our rights when you attempt to deny 
us access to that which is ours. Your plan would make criminals out of people who wish 
to access that which they own. This is un-American and unacceptable.” 

“I would like to see access to firewood open on the entire forest as long as road and 
ground conditions are not bad. I rely on firewood to heat my home in the winter.” 

“Firewood already “on the ground” should be allowed at all times. Keeps fire fuel 
down.” 

“All forest lands should remain open. Public land for public use.” 

“Why should the American public not be able to travel on all Forest Service roads. I am 
a long time Arizona resident and feel strongly that as a responsible citizen should be not 
limited on which Forest roads I can travel on.” 

“We, the people, pay for our Forests. We should have easy access to wherever and 
whatever we want.” 

“Leave access to the forest the way it is. Close off areas for a limited time so the land can 
rejuvenate and for the protection of endangered species and plants. Another[sic] words, 
do what the people hire you to do, manage the forest and don’t lock us out of it.” 

“It is unconstitutional to limit the use of our federal public land. It will affect our local 
economy if people can’t enjoy the forest they have enjoyed it for many generations!!!” 
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“Any further closures will hamper use by elderly and handicap visitors which is the 
majority of today’s Americans.” 

“Do not change the access to the forest. Enforce existing laws involving roads and 
ATVs.” 

“Every hunter pays their tag permits and should be allowed access to all land.” 

“[You are] Taking our rights away from us. How are we supposed to scout for hunting if 
we have to stay on a main road. It’s also illegal to hunt off main road during hunting.” 

“Proposed plan would limit access to people with disabilities….” 

“I fully support the Forest Service’s plan to limit access by motorized vehicle and close 
most of the roads. The current situation is out of control, and is harming wildlife habitat, 
as well as plant life in the forest. With more people coming every year, we need to shift 
emphasis to lower impact. Walk or ride your bike to enjoy the forest.” 

“Close no roads. Leave them as they are.” 

“I am deeply concerned about any actions being taken to close access. I visit these 
forests often. The places that I visit with any of your proposals would force all motorized 
vehicles onto just a few roads and the camping would be along these few main roads to 
the point that it would cause congestion along these roads. This would increase accidents 
among motorized vehicles in the forest.” 

Motorized Use 
The topic of motorized use includes consideration of ATVs, OHVs, and off-road vehicles 
(ORVs). Commentors provided feedback on the current policy vs. the proposed policy, 
safety, impacts to wildlife and sensitive habitats, and appropriate roads for motorized 
travel and specifically responded to a question on one of the Forest Service comment 
forms regarding whether “the proposed ATV trail (width less than 50 inches) system is 
adequate.” 

Commentors are generally polarized regarding keeping all the forest roads open to 
motorized use or closing all forest roads to motorized use. However, there are some 
commentors who expressed a middle ground position in which a minimum number of 
roads should be designated for motorized use in order to protect natural resources.  

Safety is an issue brought up by some commentors with regard to motorized and non-
motorized (hiking, biking) use of the same roads, the need for wider than 50-inch trails so 
ATVs can pull off, pass, turn around, or stop to make repairs, and the need for well-
marked ATV trails.  

Commentors recommended a decrease in motorized trails to discourage the use of fossil 
fuels to address global warming concerns, disruption to other people (noise, dust) and 
wildlife/sensitive habitats, and forest destruction (driving on muddy roads, litter).  

Commentors recommended an increase in motorized trails to increase property values, 
use as fire breaks, reduce congestion, benefit the local economy, and access areas for 
firewood collection, hunting, fishing, and logging.  
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Many commentors indicated that enforcing the regulations associated with motorized 
travel would benefit the ASNFs and solve a lot of problems. Also, there were several 
commentors who encouraged the use of permits and user fees for motorized forest use. 

Representative Quotations 

“I am happy with the present policy and oppose any road closure.” 

“Leave trails as they are.” 

“Close roads to ATVs. Protect the forests from off road vehicles.” 

“There are too many ATV trails. They don’t stay on the trails anyway.” 

“Restricting the use of OHVs to certain roads and areas is a good idea. However, unless 
there are clear signs as to where they can be used and enforcement of this restricted use 
the program will fail.” 

“OHV use needs to be regulated—as licensed drivers, particular use area (not all over 
the forest), and required to stay on regulated trails to prevent forest destruction. This 
way, both OHV users and hikers, bikers and horses can all enjoy our forests. However, 
their paths should be separated.” 

“This should not be restricted. The current rules are good enough. They just need to be 
enforced.” 

“I do not want to see additional ATV trails. There are air quality issues, noise issues, and 
disturbance to wildlife that need to be considered.” 

Proposed ATV trail width “not safe.” 

“We would like to keep areas open for ATV fun, but we don’t want the roads torn up! We 
live right next to the forest and we love the quiet and we want to be able to have fun. We 
are 75 and 76 years old.” 

“The 50" width seems okay, but more trails would be a better answer to that users would 
have more choices and be more likely to use them instead of random riding.” 

“I do not like ATVs for several reasons of [sic] which I am sure you agree with. They are 
WAY too noisy and need mufflers. They destroy the environment. They scare the wildlife 
away. They ruin my peaceful enjoyment of the outdoors. Why should anyone be allowed 
to do this in our National Forest?” 

“A lot of new ATVs are wider than 50 inches and wouldn’t be able to pull off to pass, 
turn around, stop to repair etc.” 

“Please reduce, not increase, potential habitat available to motorized vehicles. The waste 
of fossil fuel must be discouraged, not promoted. Nothing less than the future of 
civilization most likely hangs in the balance of global warming.” 

“Not enough miles of trails and loops are planned.” 

“We agree with your proposal(s); appreciate you as stewards of our National Forests.” 

“Please do not close or restrict the roads for all road recreation use or hiking privileges. 
We love how they are with the ability to enjoy the forest and wildlife.” 
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Enforcement 

Scoping comments regarding enforcement reflect a belief that the proposed action is a 
punishment being exercised by the Forest Service because of the irresponsible actions of 
a small percentage of forest users. The common thought is that if the current laws and 
regulations are enforced, the ASNFs’ current travel management situation will be 
adequate and no changes to the travel management regulations will be required. 

Ideas proposed for dealing with managing irresponsible ASNFs users include establishing 
a permit system, charging a user or licensing fee, ticketing lawbreakers, mandating a 
training class on appropriate behavior in the ASNFs, pay stations, a tax when issuing tags 
to ORVs to subsidize a cleanup committee, and establishing a hotline to report illegal 
activities.  

Enforcement of campers, big-game hunters, and ATV users is commonly mentioned. In 
general, the commentors expressed the belief that anyone who abuses the ASNFs should 
be ticketed. The “leave no rut law” is also mentioned as needing to be enforced. 

There are also comments that indicate that the Forest Service needs to hire more 
enforcement personnel. Concern is also expressed that the Forest Service will be unable 
to enforce the proposed travel management proposal and that people would like to see the 
enforcement strategy explained in the EIS. 

Representative Quotations 

“Why are you going to punish all the responsible “good” ATV riders??? Why not just 
put more enforcement out in the “woods” to catch the jerks that trash campsites, 
shooting areas, and go off trails??? Please don’t punish 100% of the people for the 5% 
jerks!!!” 

“I can’t get over the feeling that responsible users of the forest are being held hostage 
but the “few” who think it’s theirs to tear up. I’m a lot more in favor of licensing fees, 
mandatory training classes, and heavy fines than I am in blanket restrictions on forest 
use.” 

“You need to enforce the laws you already have and cite the violators of the laws.” 

“Improve your law enforcement—do not restrict ATV trails. Violators need to be cited.” 

“I feel the forest needs attention instead of neglect. Sure there will be trashy campers 
they should be prosecuted but don’t pick every body [sic] off the mountain [sic] this 
restriction is very unnecessary.” 

“Who’s going to oversee/monitor/regulate your implementation of the plan, now and in 
the future?” 

Fire Prevention/Protection 
Concerns about fire prevention and protection are related to road closures and fuelwood 
collection. Comments indicate that an increase in roads or not closing roads would be 
beneficial for controlling fires because the roads serve as fire breaks. Closed roads are 
also cited as barriers to fighting fires because they may delay fire-suppression activities. 
In contrast, several comments indicate that closing roads prevents fires because it limits 
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the number of people on the ASNFs and decreases the chance of human-created forest 
fires. 

Several individuals indicated that they would be in favor of restrictions on the ASNFs if 
the restrictions intended to limit access to areas with severe fire potential. 

Fuelwood collection of downed trees is cited as a method of preventing the spread of 
fires should they occur. 

Representative Quotations 

“Unrestricted access to forest lands affects the environment and increases the potential 
for fires; known fact.” 

“Dispersed camping should be restricted unless there are severe fire restrictions.” 

“Almost all of these roads and trails can be used as fire breaks and access to get 
equipment in, if a fire should start.” 

“Manage the forests—do not restrict access to them. We must be able to clean diseased 
and dead trees to protect forest fires.” 

Logging 
Few comments were received regarding logging in the ASNFs. Comments associated 
with logging include wanting to begin commercially harvesting logs for timber sales to 
benefit the ASNFs’ budget (money to maintain roads), improving forest health with tree 
thinning, and the possibility of maintaining roads for future timber sale access. 

Maintenance 
Few comments were received regarding maintenance. Comments included encouraging 
the ASNFs to maintain existing roads and trails, to decommission roads that may no 
longer be needed or maintained due to budget constraints, and to consider the congestion 
and increased maintenance that may occur if the quantity of open roads is reduced. 

There was one comment received that indicated that maintenance did not appear to have 
occurred on the ASNFs for years and that the roads were still in good shape. In contrast, 
others indicated that road maintenance is a valid issue and noted budget constraints as an 
issue. Areas where road maintenance was needed were identified. 

The Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) provided comments indicating which 
specific roads they would like access to in order to maintain their properties or 
improvements. 

Representative Quotations 

“The Forest Service has not maintained many of the roads for many years and yet they 
are in good shape. Keep open present road system. You say that you don’t have money to 
maintain roads but yet you have money to make ATV trails. Does not make sense.” 

“I am concerned that the reduced number of roads will only create more condensed 
traffic. The same number of vehicles will travel on less roads, this will require wider 
roads and more road grading to maintain the roads. Most of the roads you are closing 
are rarely maintained. Condensed traffic will make people drive on shoulders in narrow 
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sections and you will be asked to widen the roads…. If you improve your maintenance of 
the reduced roads you will encourage more people to drive on them.” 

Safety 

The issue of safety was mentioned in a few comments with regard to a variety of topics: 
access, mixed trail use, an individual suing someone due to an accident with a motorized 
vehicle, the proposed action restriction requiring parking within a vehicle length of a 
road, which roads are unsafe for ATV use, camping near roads being a possible safety 
hazard, the proposed 50-inch ATV width being unsafe.  

Safety was mentioned with regard to access, requesting that there be no road closures or 
restrictions to forest access unless there is a safety or environmental concern, stating that 
limiting hunting areas or open roads could cause congestion that might involve a hunting 
accident, and requesting that roads be evaluated for steepness or other conditions that 
might make them unsafe for use. 

To address safety on the ASNFs, individuals suggested posting warning signs at roads 
where travel may not be safe, maintaining roads for safety’s sake, separating motorized 
and non-motorized trails with adequate signage, making ATV trails wider, and 
identifying specific alternate routes that may be safer for travel than existing routes. 

Representative Quotations 

“We need access to all the forest unless there is a major safety issue or a real 
environmental issue. DO NOT CLOSE.” 

“Here is what I see happening if the Travel Management Project becomes reality: 1) 
More hunting accidents, 2) More ATV accidents. Same amount of people on fewer roads 
equals accidents, 3) Altercations between campers. Forcing people who are trying to 
“get away” to camp in designated areas next to someone else asking for trouble, 4) 
Higher crime. Designated areas for camping makes easier pickings for criminals. You 
better be ready to lift your ban on concealed carry so campers can protect themselves, 5) 
lawsuits against the forest service for accidents and crime. You better have enough 
people to maintain the trails because they are going to take a beating. Also, you better 
have enough officers to police that problems that will arise.” 

“My desire is for the preservation of quiet in our forest. Protection of wildlife is also 
important. Can you imagine elk, deer, birds, turkeys staying when the roar of the OHV 
comes near? I would also fear for my life when I am hiking a trail and an OHV comes 
zooming up.” 

“…to limit camping to within one-vehicle-length from a designated roadway would 
subject campers to dangerously close traffic from other forest users.” 

“There is no need to create new ones [ATV trails] or eliminate roads that have been in 
use for years. They would be a little bit wider, for safety. All we need is more enforcement 
and regulations.” 

Road Density 
Few comments on road density were received. The AGFD recommends that road 
densities in a specific area are not exceeded any more than what is proposed; a letter from 
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a collaboration of environmental organizations advocates for a road density on the 
ASNFs of 1 mile per square mile based on general forest lands and not include 
Wilderness or Inventoried Roadless Areas. A request was also made that the Forest 
Service use the known user-created routes when calculating road density. 

Representative Quotations 

“…scientific research indicates that in order to provide quality habitat for most wildlife 
species, motorized route densities should not exceed 1 mile per square mile.” 

Education 
Comments received regarding education were few, but did express that the Forest Service 
should educate forest users to respect the forest, about dispersed camping, minimum-
impact camping, and building campfires, how to use forest lands, and how to use roads 
properly (do not drive in wetlands) and should educate ATV users about ATV-specific 
regulations, especially regarding preventing environmental damage.  

There was also a recommendation to develop an educational program to explain travel 
management and to establish a community trail maintenance and building projects 
program in which the public could become involved. 

Representative Quotations 

“How about educating people how to camp and build camp fires and how to put them out 
and leave the forest the way it is—for the people!” 

“I have seen lots of Forest Service Roads closed in the last 10 to 15 years. I think it is 
time to stop restricting access to our Forests. However we do need to educate people on 
how to use the roads properly and not go off road unless absolutely necessary.” 

Non-motorized Trails 
Few comments were received specifically regarding non-motorized trails. Those 
submitting comments focused primarily on hiking and equestrian uses. The comments 
indicated that there should be an equal number of hiking-only trails as there are ATV 
trails on the ASNFs. In addition, separating trail systems (motorized vs. non-motorized) 
and using signs to designate trail use were mentioned as important points to consider in 
travel management planning. 

Representative Quotations 

“There needs to be signs posted showing what trails are hiking only (preferably with a 
hiker pictured) and sanctuary signs at water tanks for wildlife benefit. PLEASE.” 

“…I think the number of hiking trails should equal the number of ATV trails, dedicated to 
that use. The number of people using ATVs has skyrocketed and given dedicated riding 
trails, I believe there will be less trail “creation”. Based upon what I see, there are at 
least as many ATV users as hikers and it is in the Forest Service’s job to meet that 
need…not close roads.”  
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Environmental Impacts 

Biological Resources 
Comments regarding biological resources formed the majority of comments received. 
Biological resources identified during scoping consisted of threatened and endangered 
species (TES), sensitive species, impacts to vegetation, impacts to wildlife, invasive 
weeds, and environmental damage in general.  

Activities or aspects of the proposed travel management plan were identified as having 
potential impacts and commentors felt should be addressed in the EIS included the 
following: 

 establishing new roads/trails and larger camping corridors should take into account 
wildlife habitats, including TES, sensitive species, vegetation, and encroachment of 
invasive weeds; 

 trails closures should be considered in those areas where sensitive habitats (i.e., 
breeding or fledgling areas) are located, where impacts to water quality are or have 
the potential to occur; 

 a big-game retrieval policy that allows all hunters motorized access to retrieve game, 
not protective of wildlife; and 

 re-evaluate road density calculations to provide quality habitat for wildlife and 
decrease habitat fragmentation. 

The AGFD and a collaboration letter representing nine environmental organizations 
provided a list of areas where wildlife areas are located and recommendations for 
changes to the proposed action to protect or avoid those areas. 

Most commentors indicated that they believed that ATV/OHV use in the forest was 
generally disruptive to wildlife and wildlife habitats. When describing the effects of 
ATV/OHV use on forest lands, terms such as “harm,” “tear up,” “trash,” “ruin,” “make a 
mess,” “destroy,” “damage,” “drastically impact,” “negatively impact,” “degrades,” and 
“disrupt” were used; therefore, individuals were in support of closing roads and trails to 
protect the wildlife. 

Representative Quotations 

“I approve of the restrictions you are about to put into place. It will be more enjoyable if 
we can have quiet and not have to dodge the bullies in ATVs and fast trucks. We will also 
be protecting our forest and wildlife from careless people.” 

“While it is possible to accommodate some ORV trails on the Forest, they certainly 
should not negatively affect sensitive wildlife habitat or out wilderness and roadless 
lands.” 

“There is a growing problem with the colonization and spread of invasive and noxious 
weeds. These weeds may change fire regimes and increase the risk of converting native 
vegetative communities into invasive alien grasslands. Motorized recreation plays an 
important role in this problem, especially when vehicles leave existing routes and go 
cross-country. Please recognize that limiting motorized recreation is one of the best 
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methods to begin to get ahead of this growing problem, and start on the process of 
solving it.” 

“The [proposed] plan creates new off-road trails near wilderness areas, opens new areas 
to cross-country off-roading on sensitive lands, and disturbs designated critical habitat 
for threatened and endangered species, such as Mexican spotted owl and Apache trout, 
and important habitat for the black bear and mountain lion.” 

Water Resources 
Some of the specific concepts included in the water resources category include a 
consideration of watershed, water quality, and soils/riparian impacts. Some of the specific 
concerns and comments were associated with opening new trails in high-elevation 
habitats and expressed concern that this would increase damage in sensitive riparian 
areas; others stated that an evaluation of watersheds should be considered when 
designating cross-country travel and that the ASNFs should be divided into subunits 
using watersheds to evaluate impacts. Still others noted that some motorized trails were 
located adjacent to creeks, thereby potentially affecting water quality. There were also 
comments making a connection between soil erosion and the effects of water quality due 
to an increase of erosion from trails near water bodies. 

Some comments specifically identified creeks, perennial water sheds, or areas where 
ATV or ORV use has already or could potentially impact water resources. Comments 
encourage the Forest Service to designate minimum road and trail systems that protect 
natural resources, including water quality.  

Representative Quotations 

“I feel strongly that the Forest Service must minimize their road and motorized trail 
system to protect and restore forest health including wildlife habitat and water quality as 
well as to provide for quiet experiences. Because of the noise, erosion, air pollution, and 
other damage from off-road vehicles, areas used by ORVs are not attractive to the quiet, 
nature-based recreationists, which comprise a majority of recreational visitors to your 
forest.” 

“Little Creek is a connecting route from Terry Flat to the Alpine Region. This route 
travels through a drainage off to Terry Flat for its entire length. For much of the length, 
the trail directly impacts the creek as the creek is within 100 feet of the trail. This close 
proximity leads to a higher level of watershed impact. Further, the trail is a migration 
route for game animals from the lower elevations up to the high country of Terry Flats.” 

“Indiscriminate cross-country travel by motorized vehicles degrades wildlife habitat, 
damages archeological sites, destroys vegetation and promote soil erosion.” 

“Severe erosion and route degradation has occurred from ATV and truck use. The grade 
is steeper than 8% at the top end, and no gravel base is intact there.” 

“Roads can significantly affect water quality, stream/wetlands processes, fish, and 
wildlife. EPA believes reductions in road density, improvements in road drainage, and 
reductions in sediment delivery from roads are important components for improving 
aquatic health streams, as well as reducing other resource impacts.” 
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Specially Designated Areas 
The term “specially designated areas” refers to areas on the forest that have special 
recognition and in most cases have different land use considerations/restrictions than the 
rest of the ASNFs lands. These areas include Inventoried Roadless Areas, Primitive and 
Semi-Primitive Non-motorized Areas, Research Natural Areas,4 Designated Wild and 
Scenic Rivers, Eligible Wild and Scenic Rivers, and Wilderness Areas. 

The majority of the comments associated with specially designated areas encouraged the 
Forest Service to consider the aforementioned special areas when making decisions about 
travel management. Other comments noted specific locations on the ASNFs mentioned in 
the proposed action where the Forest Service may be in violation of land use restrictions.  

Representative Quotations 

“Creation of 155 miles of new ORV trails is inconsistent with the intent of the rule and 
will harm wilderness values.” 

“Keep our Inventoried Roadless areas roadless! Many of the dispersed camping 
corridors proposed on the Clifton Ranger District are adjacent to Inventoried Roadless 
Areas. These routes would be illegal in that it would allow user created roads to expand 
into the Roadless Areas. Additionally some currently closed roads within the Inventoried 
Roadless Areas are proposed to be opened in the Clifton RD. This too is prohibited by the 
Roadless Conservation Rule.” 

Noise 
Comments regarding noise were primarily associated with motorized vehicle use in the 
forest. ATVs or ORVs on the ASNFs were cited as being too noisy and did not provide 
for quiet recreationists’ needs on the ASNFs. The term “quiet recreation” was used by 
commentors to describe a major use of the ASNFs. The issue of too much noise in the 
wilderness was usually mentioned in conjunction with disturbing wildlife. 

Representative Quotations 

“I do not want to see additional ATV trails there are air quality issues, noise issues and 
disturbances to wildlife that need to be considered.” 

“I think fewer ATV trails would be ok with me. They create too much noise and tear up 
the forest.” 

“The travel plan should preserve our quiet recreation activities. According to a 2002 
ASNF survey, less than 11% or forest visitors participate in motorized recreation, while 
over 80% participate in activities associated with quiet recreation including hiking, 
wildlife viewing, etc.” 

                                                 
4 Research Natural Areas are areas that the Forest Service has designated to be permanently protected and maintained 
in natural condition. These protected natural areas include unique ecosystems or ecological features; rare or sensitive 
species of plants and animals and their habitat; and/or high-quality examples of widespread ecosystems. 
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Air Quality 
Air quality concerns were mentioned in correlation with ATV and ORV use in the forest. 
The basic comment identifies ATV or ORV use as the cause of air quality issues, 
including dust, on the ASNFs. 

Representative Quotations 

“…Because of the noise, erosion, air pollution and other damage from off-road vehicles, 
areas used by ORVs are not attractive to quiet, nature-based recreationists, which 
comprises a majority of the recreational visitors to your forest.” 

“All proposals make sense: less noise, dust; air and soil pollution. Restricting off road 
travel lowers fire hazards and damage to natural terrain.” 

Economics 
Scoping comments received regarding economic issues centered mainly on how ASNFs 
visitors (locals, tourists, hunters, etc.) bring economic benefits to surrounding 
communities and stated that the travel management plan should take any road/area 
closures and access restrictions (i.e., proposed big-game retrieval policy) into 
consideration.  

Representative Quotations 

“The focus of the U.S. Forest Service with this interest in redefining the fundamental 
nature of our national forests and the public’s right to access them should be as attentive 
to the potential economic impact of this type of change as much as the focus on protected 
wildlife, plants and habitat. This is particularly an existing problem for Arizona’s small 
communities in rural Arizona where recreational tourism is our lifeblood for small 
businesses and housing.” 

“Don’t close the forest roads. Many people will be affected by this. The economies of the 
White Mountains will be eroded….” 

Scenery/Visual 
The few comments received on the topic of scenery are primarily related to concerns that 
too many roads and ORVs ruin the beauty of the ASNFs. Individuals note that wildlife 
viewing contributes to the visual resource/beauty of the ASNFs. 

Grazing and Ranching 
Grazing and ranching was mentioned a few times in the context of proposed ASNFs 
access restrictions and how these will limit grazing and ranching activities on the ASNFs. 

Process Concerns 

Scoping Activities 
Comments received on the scoping activities included the following:  

 the travel management planning process is confusing to follow,  

 Forest Service maps were difficult to read (information needed to be clarified),  
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 an untimely meeting notice was sent out,  

 meetings should be held in the Phoenix area,  

 there are problems getting data from the website,  

 the comment form was difficult to use,  

 and press releases were biased.  

The Forest Service was complimented on the format of the scoping meetings (open-house 
style). 

Representative Quotations 

“Has there been any scheduled meetings in the Phoenix Metro Area regarding the travel 
plan issue? It seems that people living in or near the Apache-Sitgreaves were the ones 
who were more easily accommodated. But then I might be wrong.” 

SUMMARY OF IDENTIFIED ISSUES 
ISSUES IDENTIFIED FROM PUBLIC SCOPING 
The following summarizes the comments and concerns that were expressed by the public 
during the scoping process. These were evaluated for application as an issue to generate 
alternatives to the Proposed Action.  Not all of the comments and concerns expressed are 
relevant to the analysis of the Proposed Action, but those that are will be carried forward 
in the environmental analysis.  Each issue is further defined as a key issue, a design issue, 
or an issue beyond the scope of the analysis.  A key issue is a point of disagreement, 
debate, or dispute with a specific proposed action based on some anticipated effect.  Key 
issues are used to develop alternatives to the Proposed Action.  A design issue is a 
concern expressed by a resource specialist or the public that can be addressed by a 
refinement of the Proposed Action or through other measures, such as best management 
practices, applied during project implementation.  Comments that are not “key” or design 
issues do not result in the formulation of alternatives to the Proposed Action. 

To be considered a “key” issue and therefore considered in the environmental analysis, a 
comment must generally meet five criteria: 

1. Be within the scope of the proposed action, 

2. Not already decided/required by law, regulation or previous decision, 

3. Be relevant to the decision to be made,  

4. Not be distinctly limited in extent, duration and intensity,  

5. Be amenable to scientific analysis rather than conjecture.  

Following each issue is a statement on whether that issue has been identified as key, 
design, or beyond the scope of analysis.  Key and design issues will be addressed in the 
EIS regardless of how many comments were received about each. 
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Issue Determination 

Actions and Alternatives 

Motorized Dispersed Camping 

 Are proposed camping policies (300-foot corridor) acceptable or excessive? 

 Are there enough dispersed camping sites? 

 How can we ensure Inventoried Roadless, Primitive, or Wilderness Areas are not 
impacted by camping area designations and associated access roads? 

Issue Determination:  Key issue.   
Motorized Big-Game Retrieval 

 Will a change in the retrieval policy impact the number of hunters? 

 Will the proposed policy impact a hunter’s ability to retrieve downed game in a 
timely manner? 

 Will limiting areas for big-game retrieval become a safety issue? 

 How will designations affect disadvantaged populations? 

Issue Determination:  Key Issue.  
Motorized Cross-Country Travel 

 How will cross-country travel impact natural resources? 

 How can cross-country travel be managed to protect sensitive drainages and 
watersheds? 

 How will cross-country forest advocates remain outside specially designated areas 
(Roadless, Primitive, Wilderness Areas)? 

Issue Determination:  Beyond the scope of this analysis – already decided by law, 
regulation or previous decision.    

Motorized Access 

 Is there a balance between user groups that want the entire forest open and those 
that favor closures in order to protect natural resources? 

 How can private property owners near or adjacent to the forest protect their land 
from trespassers? 

 How will designations affect disadvantaged populations? 

 How will the proposed policy affect safety and impacts to wildlife and sensitive 
habitats? 

 Will the proposed 50-inch limit on ATV width be adequate on designated trails? 

 Will there be seasonal limits for ORV/ATV use?  

 Will designated ORV/ATV use areas be established? 

 How will designations affect disadvantaged populations? 
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 Is a system of permits and user fees for motorized vehicles use in the forest 
appropriate?  

Issue Determination:  Key Issue.  However, evaluation of permit systems and user fees is 
outside the scope of this analysis. 
Enforcement 

 How will the TMR be enforced to ensure that there is no use in off-limit areas?  

 Will ASNFs hire new law enforcement officers specifically to patrol these areas? 

Issue Determination:  Design Issue.  Enforcement will be analyzed in the Travel 
Management and Infrastructure chapter of the EIS. 
Fire Prevention/Protection 

 How will designations affect access for firefighters to combat wildfires? 

 How will designations affect forest-thinning and prescribed fire activities? 

 Will open access across the forest be allowed for fuelwood gathering? 

Issue Determination:  Beyond the scope of this analysis - already decided by law, 
regulation or previous decision.  Regulation 36 CFR 212.51(a) states a list of vehicles 
that are exempted from motorized travel restrictions.  Pertinent to this issue is the 
exemption of any fire, military, emergency, or law enforcement vehicle for 
emergency purposes.  Included in these exemptions is motor vehicle use with written 
authorization from the Forest Service which includes firewood cutting and gathering 
of forest products. 

Logging 

 Will logging/timber sales be re-opened on the forest as a source of federal 
income, possibly to continue road maintenance activities? 

 Would designations affect access for timber sales?  

 Would there be restrictions (for safety) during harvesting, if it occurs? 

Issue Determination:  Beyond Scope – not within the scope of the proposed action.  
While the Travel Management Rule includes a discussion about timber sales contracts 
and how they should be handled in National Forests, the ASNFs has not included 
motorized use associated with logging or timber sale contracts in the Proposed Action.  
Maintenance 

 Would the designations require more road maintenance? 

 Can the Forest Service manage budget constraints to conduct maintenance 
activities? 

Issue Determination:  Design Issue - already decided by law, regulation or previous 
decision.  Maintenance will be analyzed in the Travel Management and Infrastructure 
chapter of the EIS.  The Travel Management Rule requires that proposed designations 
should be evaluated against several criteria in Section 212.55.  One of these criteria 
includes the need for maintenance of National Forest System roads, trails, and areas. 
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Safety 

 How will proposed changes (camping near roads, congested hunting areas) affect 
safety on the forest? 

Issue Determination:  Design Issue - already decided by law, regulation or previous 
decision.  Safety will be analyzed in the Travel Management and Infrastructure 
chapter of the EIS.  The Travel Management Rule requires that proposed designations 
should be evaluated against several criteria in Section 212.55.  One of these criteria 
includes public safety. 

Road Density 

 How will designations affect road density recommendations? 

Issue Determination:  Beyond Scope - already decided by law, regulation or previous 
decision.  The August 1987 ASNFs Land and Resource Management Plan as 
amended identifies “total road densities should average 3.5 miles/square mile or less.  
Open road densities should average 2.0 miles/square miles or less”. 

Education 

 How will education programs improve the use of forest lands? 

 Is establishing an educational program for the forest worthwhile? 

Issue Determination:  Beyond Scope – not relevant to the decision to be made.   
Non-motorized Trails 

 How will designations affect non-motorized recreation (hiking, fishing, hunting, 
etc.)? 

 How will designations affect disadvantaged populations? 

Issue Determination:  Design Issue. Trails will be analyzed in the travel Management and 
Infrastructure chapter of the EIS  

Environmental Impacts 

Biological Resources  

 How would the ASNFs mitigate impacts to vegetation? 

 How will designations change road densities and access?  

 Should some roads be closed seasonally to protect wildlife and their habitat? 

 How would the ASNFs mitigate impacts to wildlife and their habitat? 

 Would designations affect any Mexican Spotted Owl or other special status 
species habitat?  

 What mitigation measures would be adopted for threatened, endangered, and 
sensitive species? 

 How will designations affect the introduction and/or encouragement of invasive 
plants?  

 How will ASNFs manage these invasive plants? 
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Issue Determination:  Design Issue.  Biological resources will be analyzed in the 
Biological Resources chapters in the EIS. 

Water Resources 

 Would some roads in riparian areas be closed?  

 How will road density affect watersheds?  

 How would the ASNFs mitigate impacts to water bodies (e.g., oil spills, gasoline 
spills, sediment, etc.)? 

 How would off-road use impact soils (i.e., compaction, erosion, etc.)? 

 Would there be any mitigation strategies to minimize adverse impacts? 

Issue Determination:  Design Issue.   Water resources will be analyzed in the Water 
Resources chapter in the EIS. 

 
Specially Designated Areas  

 Would currently existing closed road be designated in inventoried roadless areas?  

 Could some existing roads be decommissioned to expand roadless areas? 

 How much distance needs to be between areas open to motor vehicles or cross-
country travel and wilderness areas? 

Issue Determination:  Key Issue.   Specially designated areas will be analyzed in the 
Wilderness, Roadless Area, and Cross Country Travel chapters in the EIS. 

Noise 

 How will designations impact other recreation and/or wildlife?  

 How will designations affect nearby sensitive receptors? 

 Will noise levels be considered when designating areas for use?  

 Will there be any noise mitigation? 

Issue Determination:  Design Issue.   Noise will be analyzed in the Noise chapter in the 
EIS. 

Air Quality 

 How will designations impact the amount of emissions/dust?  

 How will designations add to emissions/dust in nearby population centers? 

 How will designation affect climate change/global warming? 

Issue Determination:  Design Issue.  Air quality will be analyzed in the Air Resources 
chapter of the EIS.    
Economics 

 How would designations affect the economies of local communities? 

 Would road closures result in less tourism revenue? 

 How will designations impact land value of adjacent land?  
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Issue Determination:  Key Issue.   Economics will be analyzed in the Socioeconomics 
chapter in the EIS. 
Scenery/Visual 

 How will designations impact scenery? 

Issue Determination:  Design Issue.   Scenery/visual concerns will be analyzed in the 
Visual Resources chapter in the EIS. 

Grazing and Ranching 

 How will designations affect grazing permittees? 

Issue Determination:  Beyond Scope – already decided by law, regulation or previous 
decision.  Grazing and ranching permit holders are made aware of the travel 
management process and their input is requested; however, motorized travel off 
designated road systems by grazing permit holders is based on need and must be in 
compliance with the terms and conditions of Term Grazing Permits. 

Archaeological Resource Protection  

 How will designations impact Tribal Use Areas/ Traditional Cultural Properties?  

 How will designations affect National Register of Historic Places–eligible sites? 

Issue Determination:  Design Issue - already decided by law, regulation or previous 
decision.   The USFS Region 3 travel management protocol with the Arizona State 
Historic Preservation Office provides for consistency between the forests, grasslands, 
and streamlines the process for compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act.    Where roads and motorized routes and areas are already 
authorized, no Section 106 compliance is needed.  New routes, corridors, and areas to 
be designated must go through the Section 106 compliance process.  In many cases, 
archaeological surveys will not be required or can be conducted at less than 100 
percent coverage; however, 100 percent surveys are required in high site density areas 
or where the potential to impact sites is high. 

Process Concerns 
Scoping Activities 

 Ensure project materials are easy to read and accessible 

 More public meetings in locations near potentially affected forest users 

 Timely meeting notification 

Issue Determination:  Beyond Scope- not relevant to the decision to be made.   While this 
issue is beyond scope, the Forest Service appreciates receiving feedback on the 
administration of the NEPA process.  The Forest Service will address the concerns 
listed above as the NEPA process moves forward. 
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Forest Supervisor Concurrence

I concur with the key and design issues/concerns as listed above and direct the ID Team
to address them during the NEPA process, and, as appropriate, in the formulation of
alternatives. Should further analysis determine that an issue needs to be adjusted or
refined, the ID Team may do so with my review and approval.

&#j)Q~ 7h¥/oe
Date

Acting Forest Supervisor

Measures to Be Considered

In addition to the key and design issues identified above, the following is a list of
proposed measures discussed or suggested that may be considered in the development of
the EIS:

. Miles of road by maintenance class and use designation

Number and type of campgrounds accessible by vehicle

Acres accessible to off-road travel (e.g., in corridors or available to big-game
retrieval)

.

.

. Acres, miles, or other metrics of affected habitat for sensitive or management
indicator species

Acres of affected game areas

Landscape fragmentation metrics (e.g., number of habitat patches)

Road density calculated at a forest-wide scale, by unit or planning area, or with
designated areas excluded (e.g., Wilderness and Primitive Areas)

Miles of road or acres available to different types of recreational experiences

Miles of road or other metrics of accessibility for people with disabilities

.

.

.

.

.

. Maintenance costs. Enforcement costs and outcomes

Number of affected users by type of use (motorized and non-motorized)
.
. Metrics of noise effect

Metrics of water quality effect (e.g., measures of proximity between roads and
streams)

Metrics of air quality effect (e.g., visibility impairment on Class I air quality areas)

Metrics of invasive species effects (e.g., affected acres under dispersion assumptions)

Numbers or acres of identified or potential cultural heritage sites

.

.

.

.
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 Numbers or acres of identified or potential cultural heritage sites 

 Miles of road or acres of affected sensitive or erodible soils 

 Metrics describing economic values of routes and route uses to nearby communities 

 Metrics of ecological resiliency as measures of adaptability to climate change 

 Miles or acres of different types of mitigations (e.g., miles of reclaimed or restored 
routes) 

 Baseline and trend data for resources and values 

SUMMARY OF FUTURE STEPS IN THE EIS 
PROCESS 
In considering public comments, the Forest Service will develop a range of preliminary 
reasonable alternatives that will be evaluated to determine which alternatives should be 
studied in detail in the EIS. 

Once the alternatives have been developed, the studies and level of detail to be addressed 
for each of the issues will be determined. Data and information will be compiled from 
existing sources, and, in some cases, new data will be collected. Then, the impacts that 
could result from implementing any of the alternatives will be analyzed, and measures to 
mitigate those impacts will be identified. The findings will be documented in a Draft EIS. 

The Draft EIS will be made available for public review and is currently scheduled for 
publication in June 2009. The availability of the Draft EIS will be announced in the FR 
and advertised in the local and regional media. Public comments will be accepted for a 
minimum of 45 days, during which public meetings or hearings will be held to receive 
comments on the adequacy of the Draft EIS. The Forest Service will review the 
comments and prepare responses to each. The document may or may not be modified 
based on public comments. In any case, all comments and responses will be incorporated 
into the Final EIS. 

The Final EIS will also be made available for the public to review for a period of 30 days, 
expected in late 2009. The availability of the Final EIS will be announced in the FR and 
advertised in local and regional media. Following the 30-day period, the ASNFs will 
issue a Record of Decision, also in late 2009 or early 2010. Figure 4 summarizes the EIS 
process and expected schedule. 

 
Figure 4. EIS Process and Schedule. 
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Visit the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests website at http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/asnf/ 

NEWS  RELEASE 
  

 
USDA FOREST SERVICE 

Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests 
P.O. Box 640 

Springerville, AZ  85938 
928-333-4301 

TTY 928-333-6292 
 

For Immediate Release      Contacts:  Bob Dyson  928-333-6263 
July 11, 2008              Julia Faith Rivera  928-333-6336
                                                                                                           
                 

 UPDATE ON FOREST SERVICE MOTORIZED 
TRAVEL PLANNING 

 
Springerville, AZ…. Motorized travel management planning continues on the Apache-Sitgreaves 
National Forests.  The Forests have contracted with a private firm to assist in the analysis processes 
necessary to implement the Travel Management Rule (TMR).  Using information and data supplied by the 
Forest Service, the contractor will manage the process and organize, assemble and compile the required 
documents.  Having a contractor perform these time-intensive tasks enables Forest Service specialists to 
provide their professional expertise to this effort, while also continuing work on other important Forests’ 
priorities, such as forest thinning projects that reduce the risks of wildfire to local communities, and forest 
plan revision.     
 
The contractor, Ecosphere Environmental Services, is based in the Southwest and has worked extensively 
in the area.  All TMR decisions remain the responsibility of the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests. 
The contractor is currently analyzing the public comments to identify the issues and concerns raised in the 
comments.  A summary of the issues and concerns should be completed by late July, and will be posted 
on the Forests website at http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/asnf/projects/travel-management.shtml 
 
The issues and concerns contained in the public comments will be used to develop additional motorized 
travel management proposals.  These additional proposals, also referred to as alternatives, will span a 
broad range of public motorized transportation system options.  “We’ve received a tremendous amount of 
input from individuals, organized groups, elected officials, the business community, and local, state and 
federal agencies,” said Robert Taylor, the Recreation and Engineering Staff Officer on the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests. “Our intent is to better manage motorized use so the Forests can continue 
providing these opportunities.  We are not attempting to shut down motorized recreation, or motorized 
access and travel opportunities across the Forests.  Americans expect many different types of benefits and 
experiences from their National Forests.  TMR planning ensures a wide range of benefits and experiences 
for forest users by balancing the opportunities for motorized access and recreation with the opportunities 
for non-motorized recreation while caring for the Forests,” added Taylor.   

(MORE) 



Visit the Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests website at http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/asnf/ 

All of the proposals will be analyzed, and the analysis will be disclosed in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement, or DEIS.  The DEIS helps the Forest Service analyze and disclose the environmental, 
social and economic impacts of the proposals, and offers an opportunity for public review and comments.     
The deciding official, the Forest Supervisor, considers the impacts of the proposals and public comments 
when selecting which proposed alternative the Forests will adopt.  The DEIS is expected to be available 
for public review and comments in June 2009. 
 
“We appreciate the willingness of those who seek to work with us in a truly collaborative effort to 
develop a responsible and sustainable public motorized transportation system.  We’ve worked with folks 
who have a strong interest in motorized use, and also with folks who have a strong interest in non-
motorized use.  Our efforts together will ensure that future generations can enjoy many types of recreation 
opportunities on their National Forests,” added Taylor. 
 
The contractor will prepare the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), and the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).  The FEIS is expected to be completed in November 2009.  The 
Motor Vehicle Use Map (MVUM) is expected to be published in the Spring of 2010.   
 
 
 

END 
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Forest Service Comment Form 



 

 

 






