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Appendix 5: Comment Response 
 

This appendix was prepared to document each comment submission and the manner in which those 

questions, concerns or suggestions were considered or incorporated into the Williams Ranger District 

Travel Management Project Environmental Assessment (EA).  

I. Introduction 
In February 2010, the Williams Ranger District began the official 30‐day comment period for the 

Williams Ranger District Travel Management Project Environmental Assessment (EA).  A legal notice was 

published in the Arizona Daily Sun on February 7, 2010 inviting public comment on the Proposed Action 

and EA.  The comment period provided an opportunity for the public to provide early and meaningful 

participation on the proposed action prior to a decision being made by the Responsible Official.  Those 

who provided comments during the comment period (Tables 5.3‐1, 5.3‐2, 5.3‐3, 5.3‐4 & 5.3‐5) are 

eligible to appeal the decision pursuant to 36 CFR part 215 regulations. 

During the 30‐day comment period, two public meetings were held in Williams, AZ (February 24th and 

March 6th, 2010) to inform the public of the project and the EA as well as to accept questions and 

comments from the public. 

The District received over 4,000 individual comments on the project from various interested parties 

including local residents, user groups (e.g. motorized trail riders) and state and federal agencies.  The 

vast majority of the commenter’s (3,866) submitted a form letter via email to the District.      

 

Comment Documents Requiring Individual Response  138 

Form Letter Submissions  3,866 

Letters Not Requiring Individual Response  23 

Comments Received After Deadline  16 

TOTAL  4,043 

 

II. Organization of this Appendix 
This appendix is organized in six sections to show how individual comments and concerns were 

addressed in the preparation of the EA:   

 Sections I - II describe the public comment process 
 Section III contains tables identifying commenter’s and how they participated in the process. 
 Section IV contains the Forest Service’s response to comments. 

 Section V contains scanned images of comment documents received during the public comment 

period. 



Once comments were received (email, letter, phone call record, comment form, etc.), they were 

assigned a comment number.  The first number represents the document number (based on the order 

in which it was received) and the second number represents the individual comment within that letter 

that required response (ex. comment number 3‐6 was the sixth comment the FS responded to within 

the third letter received). 

Table 5.3‐1 lists the names of attendees at the two public meetings held in Williams.  Comment forms 

were available for attendees to write comments on; those who submitted comments can be found in 

Table 5.3‐2. 

Table 5.3‐2 lists the 138 letters, emails and comment forms that were submitted, analyzed and 

responded to in detail and provides the document number for referencing the response table (Table 5.4‐

1). 

Table 5.3‐3 lists the names of 3,866 individuals who submitted a copy of the form letter. In order to 

reduce the size of this comment response document, these comment documents were not individually 

scanned. Instead, an example copy of the form letter was included in Section V and is document number 

3. 

Table 5.3‐4 lists the names of those who submitted comments, but whose comments did not drive 

individual responses from the Agency. 

Comment documents that were received after the March 9th 2010, comment period deadlines have 

been documented and are available in the project file.  Table 5.3‐5 lists the names of those who 

submitted comments after the comment period deadline. 

Section IV contains Table 5.4‐1 which documents the Forest Service’s response to each comment while 

Section V contains scanned images of comment documents received during the public comment period.  

Appendices attached to comment documents are available in the project file. 
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III. Index of Comment Submissions 
 

Table 5.3‐1:  List of Attendees at the two public meetings held in Williams. 

Attendees at Public Meetings Held for Comment Period 
Bateman, Gary  Hunter, Dean  Sartor, Randy 

Benham, Mike  Jensen, James  Schlict, Chuck 

Campbell, Justine  Johnson, Bruce  Schumacher, Mike 

Corcoran, Charles  Kelly, Kevin  Shumard, Merritt 

Crumbo, Kim  Kelly, Mylinda  Smith, John 

Dudley, Steve  Larsen, Cody  Smith, Paula 

Eavis, Jacob  Marciano, Paul  Strange, Sam 

Eckel, Jake  Martinez, Gabriel  Ulrich, Nancy 

Evans, Neal  Nelson, Kent  Wells, Dennis 

Faultner, Eddie  Owens, Douglas  Zarlingo, Vern 

Gaska, Dan  Owens, Eugene 

Gumm, Michael  Parker, Don 

Hooker, Tom  Parrish, James 

Hume, Fayrene  Pettit, Jeff 

Hunter, Danny  Rogers, Andi (AZGF)    
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The following table can be used to identify those comments that required a detailed response.   

Document numbers refer to the reproduced documents in Section V of this appendix and the responses 

to the comments in Table 5.4‐1. 

Table 5.3‐2: List of Comment Submission Requiring Detailed Response 

Individual Comments with Detailed Response 

Name 
Document 

#  Name 
Document 

# 

Andes, John  39  Harbaugh, Jan  73 

Bateman, Gary  117  Harris, Richard  2 

Bell, Russ  16  Hawks, Jade  6 

Benham, Mike  72  Hays, James R.  61 

Berger, Bruce  45  Hegstad, Michael  98‐A 

Bishop, Nori Lane  51  Heimes, Keith  70 

Bob  118  Henderson, Tom  46 

Brandt, Sarah  26  Halterman, R. William  8 

Brito, Robert  57  Hooker, Tom  82 

Britt, Tom  27  Hume, Fayrene  83 

Campbell, Dennis  119  Hume, Lewis  122 

Campbell, Justine  120  Hunter, Dan  97 

Carter, James  20  Hunter, Dean  103 

Castaneda, Francisco  104  Hutton, Craig  76 

Clemson, G. Scott  9  Jensen, Jim  116 

Cobb, Dean  34  Johnson, Sheldon  123 

Daughtry, Dave  99  Jones, Rob  69 

Dudley, Steve  107  Kelly, Kevin  114 

Duffy, Joe  100  Kelly, Mylinda  115 

Duke, Louis T.  10  Kirschbaum, Saran  29 

Duntze, Keith  68  Krayer, Barry  15 

Eavis, Jacob  80  Lackey, Mercedes  36 

Eavis, John & Eileen  65  Landin‐Erdey, Mireya  66 

Ebershoff‐Coles  35  Laurenzi, Andy  111 

Eckel, Jake  110  Lee, Andrew  101 

Enlow, Dale  25  Leon, Tony  50 

Evans, Neal  81  Levie, Dewey  24 

Ferrell, William  19  Lliaon, Cindy  28 

Focke, Doug & Jean   90  Lowry, Henry  32 

Garvey, Muriel  60  Lucille  21 

Gaska, Daniel  121  Mapes, Jenny & David  53 

Giangobbe, Greg  96  Marble, Andrew  5 

Gildersleeve, Bill  1  Marciano, Paul & Linda  84, 112 

Gumm, Michael  75  Mark, Robert  33 

Hallock, Steven  14  Martinez, Gabriel  124 
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Individual Comments with Detailed Response 

Name 
Document 

#  Name 
Document 

# 

McBain, Scott  18  Smith, Lowell  41 

McNelly, Frank  125  Spates, Georgeanne  52 

Mehrotra, Siddharth  42  Stallbaumer, Rick  112 

Morrizon, R.D.  12  Strange, Sam  47 

Nakajima, Yuko  63  Tedford, Natalie  17 

Nelson, Kent  126  Terry, Michael  31 

Newbold, Rose  127  Thompson, Lawrence  56 

Nichols, Faun  98  Tonjes, Stephen  64 

Nixon, Herman  128  Tucker, Dennis L.  92 

Norris, James David  55  Tucker, Dennis L. and Diane M. Shook  78 

Norris, Mary  94  Tyers, Randall  54 

Ortiz, Robert  129  Ulrich, Nancy  88 

Osborne, Bob & Betty  59  Vonnahme, Roger  22 

Owens, Douglas  85  Weigand, Virgil  48 

Owens, Eugene C.  86  Weisser‐Lee, Melinda  44 

Parker, Don & Connie  87, 112  Wells, Curt  49 

Parrish, James & Sherry  112  Wells, Dennis  89 

Peters, John  130  Wheatley, Marie  37 

Pettit, Tim  131  Williams, Mike  58 

Poulos, Bonnie T.  4  Winslow, Lee  40 

Pribanic, Carl  43  Witzeman, Robert  11 

Ramos, Antonia  132  Wold, Matthew  62 

Rauschenbach, Joe  106  Worall, Bruce & Glenda  102 

Rauschenbach, Tammy  105  Wygal, Tad G.  135 

Richards, Okey M.  91  Yerian, Kevin Martin  136 

Rilling, Gerald  74  Zarlingo, Vernon  108 

Roger  93  Anonymous  113 

Root, Shane  133  Unreadable Author  79 

Santana, Lori  134    

Schaal, Randy  23  Example Form Letter   3 

Schlarbaum, Dean & Janet  7    

Schmuker, Jordan  71    

Shafer, Cindy  38    

Sharpe, Gerry & Della  13    

Siegrist, Toni  30    

     

Government Agencies and Non‐Governmental Organizations    

Arizona Dept. of Env. Quality  67  Center for Biological Diversity (et al.)  137 

Arizona Game and Fish Dept.  109  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  77 

Capital Trail Vehicle Association  95    
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Table 5.3‐3 ‐ List of Form Letter Contributors (by submission date)

A Cohen Carol Keck Deanna Smith Hermann Lademann Jorie Polainer Liana Moran Nancy Bourke Robert Hunt Ted Gartner

Abby Fisher Carol Masuda Deborah Lane Hernan Alzuro Jose Santiago Lila Flagler Nancy R. Honeychuck Robert Johnson Teo Warmbrand

Abigail Jensen Carol Morris Debra Parent Ira Roush Joshua Capps Lily Yang Nancy Schuhrke Robert Nish Teresa Finley

Abigail Limmer Caroline Goddard Dee Austring Irene Hartwig Joyce Edder Linda Butterworth Nancy Wall Robert Williams Terri Rettig

Adrienne McLeod Carolyn Schmitz Denis Alcock Isabel Amorous Judy Kennedy Linda Hernandez Ned Egen Roberto Fuentes Thierry Deshayes

Akebono Airth Carrol Kuhlow Dennis Nolan J. Brad Jarvis Judy OHiggins Linda Nannizzi Neko Case Robin Terry Thomas Frye

Alejandro Samaniego Carroll Munz Derek Gendvil J. Kusner Julie Ragland Linda Schermer Nezka Pfeifer Ron Harvey Tierra Curry

Alice Singer Catherine Ruane Diane Shaw J Roberts Justin Schmidt Linda Smith Nicholas Flores Rudolph Radau Jr. Tim Lengerich

Allen Sim Cedra Eric Spragett Dianne Douglas Jaime Grimwood K Schroeder Liz Andersoon Nora Johnson Rudy Dankwort Tina Mendoza

Allison Buchanan Celese Rei Dominick Grillas James Amodeo K. Yu Loretta Callahan Norma Mazur S. Gillatt Tod Price

AM Weiler Chai Blair‐Stahn Dona LaSchiava James Baker Kare Ohmann Lori Buhlman Owen Hart Salme Armijo Tom Cuevas

Amy Larson Chandra Hershey‐Lear Donald Bulitta James Gilland Karen Malcolm M. P. Pamela Parker Sandee Bixby Torrey Postal

Amy Sheldon Charles Duncan Donna Zeidel James Henriksen Karen Phelps Maggie Kohanek Pat Glidden Sandra Bowen Motz Tracey Cha

Amy Tappen Chelsea Santangelo Drena LaPointe‐Meyer James Lentz Katherine Zembko Malcolm Simpson Pat Lawson Sandra Stock Troy Regan

Amy Williams Chere Gruver Elaine Manio James Menton Kathleen Butler Manfred Wenner Patricia Baley Sandy Draus Trudy Stack

Andrew Miller Cherie Gaston Elizabeth Burke Jan Sproat Kathleen Mudge Margaret Stein Patricia George Sara Fisch Veronika Belkiewitz

Andria Herron Cherry Marrone Elizabeth Hewitt Jane Chischilly Kathryn Davis Margaret Thede Patricia Kerstner Sarah Danielson Wayne Hall

Angela Fazzari Cheryl Goodberg Elizabeth Kinslinger Janet Cohn Kathryn Hulka Marge Kenote Patricia Orlinski Sarah McLean Welthy Silva

Angela Froehlich Chris Hennessey Elsie Lamb Janet Vonderscher Kathy Briggs Margeaux Anderson Patty Diana Saralaine Millet Will Holmgren

Ann Hickox Chris Kmotorka Erin Gatewood Jason Hummel Kelly Overacker Maria Nasif Paul Jaros Scott Baekeland Willene Wadkins

Anthony Giannantonio Christian Bearden Erin Rooney Jason Walker Ken Lee Marie Farren Paul Saba Scott Barker William Erlenbach

Anthony Muratore Christine Blunt Erv Amdahl Jean Boydston Ken Zee Marie la Garza Paul Shockey Scott Seckel William Holden

Arlene Treiber Christopher Barnes Esther Massimini Jean Jenks Kendrick Webb Marigold Love Paul Waldman Sean Hughes William Kendig

Barbara Kucala Claire Allan EstherMarie Leithmann Jean Rodine Kendrick Wilson Marija Minic Paula Fan Shell Lavender William Thornton

Barbara Radecki Claudia Bloom Evelyn Verrill Jean Stidham Keri Dixon Mark Grenard Paula Huffman Shelley Deshotel William Vaughn

Barbara Sherman Clifton Burt Everett Helman Jeanne Baggs Kerry Campbell Mark Hayes Peggy Alexander Sherrill Lange

Barbara Walrafen Connie Morrison Faith Walker Jeff Scroggins Kim Brush Mark Otter Penny Yazzie Shirley Davis

Barbara Warren Craig Green Frances Benedict Jefferson Carter Kim Idol Marsha Talifarro Perry S. Shirley Kosek

Bea Manderscheid Craig Thompson Fred Anderson Jen Salome KIm Johnson Mary Bragg Peter Curia Simmons Buntin

Betsy Buford D. Mulder Fred Johnson Jena Simms Kimberly Smith Mary Roush Peter Galvin Stacey Ax

Bette Anderson Dan & Doris Heffernan Frederick Pianalto Jennifer Becker Krista Schmidt Mary Rynkiewicz Peter Leon Stan Sorenson

Betty Schuessler Dana Pierson Gabriel Skipper Jennifer Lockwood Kristen Wargelin Mary White Peter Newton Stephanie Foster

Bevely Greenhow Danielle Kelly Gary Beverly Jenny Casey Kristin Holst Matthew James Peter Ragan Stephanie Reynolds

Bill Gilchrist Daniel Maddux Gary Boivin Jerry Airth Kurt Mattocks Michael Broussard Peter & Vicky Lockwood Stephen Santangelo

Bob Stewart Daniel Wolstenholme Gary Shogren Jerry Eskew Landon Vincent Michael Clinton Peter White Steven Prchal

Bobbie O'Neill Darla Boggs Gayle Negro Jessie Bourke Lara Michele Michael Greene Porter McDonald Stewart Katz

Brenda Kelly Darlene Davis Georgia Braithwaite Jim Fischbach Larry Borden Michael Holzman Priscilla Lane Sue Rodman

Brian Eason David Collazo Gerald Karlovitz Joan Jazwinski Larry Wood Michael Smith RC Lindelof Sue Shimer

Brian Jones David Melcer Gerry McCullough Joan Prefontaine Laura Jay Cody Michael Weng Richard Cady Susan Bassett

C. McDonald David Moshel Glen Domulevicz Joan Westlake Laurel lacher Michele Kampen Richard D'Arcangelo Susan Bishop

Cady Berkel David Patmon Glen Wetzel Joel Barnes Lauren Merin Michelle Crow Richard Hollister Susan Gallegos

Cal Lash David Powell Gonzalo Molano Joel Dugdale Laurent Molteni Mike McCoy Richard Arthur IV Susan Garcia

Caleb Burkee David Rupley Gregory Gluck John Alcock Laurie Sudol Molly Noone Richard` Harlos Susan Lopez‐Embury

Candace Lamoree David Walker Guruji Love John Bartels Lee Winslow Moon Senour Rick Lewis Susan Miller

Carl Kanun David White Guy Mattehws John Pachuta Lenora Heasley Ms Truschel Rita Guidi Susan Wilcock

Carla Alzuro DC Katten Hal Rager John Sandy Zinn Leroy Athenour Murtland Strotbeck Rita Stolzenberg Suzan Hatch

Carmel Parr Dean & Janet Schlarbaum Helen Greer John Villinski Leslie Hoy Nadia Koyzis Rob Jankowski Tamara Rosen

February 19th
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Table 5.3‐3 (cont.) ‐ List of Form Letter Contributors (by submission date) 

Adele Sands Daniel Vogelgesang Joe Zarnoch Marian Gierlach Shea Richland Jacob Shechter Skip Larson Karolyn Nartker

Aimee Arnold Dave Black Johanna Jones Marianne Grill Sidney Hirsh James Rideout Steve Johnston Kayla Ev

Aimee Madsen David Barnes John Armstrong Mark Coryell Susan Bischoff Janet Glover Susan Garvey Kelly Minehan

Alice MacArthur David Calleja John Dunn Mark Luce Susan Blake Jennifer Hayes Terry Tedesco‐Kerrick Kimberly Daly

Andrea Merola‐Kennedy David Powell John Morgen Marlys Bousseau Susan Brandes Jennifer Vigil Tim Buchanan Kimberly Reinhart

Ann Lourie David & Kerry C. Kelso John Seamon Martin Gromulat Susan Lovit Jessica Johnston Victoria Boyce Kristina Solheim

Ann McDermott Debbie Hicks John Swiencicki Maxwell Fogleman Susan North Jessie Edwards Virginia Robertson Kristine Harman

Ann Mond Debbie Szymanski John Wise Melinda Bell Suzanna McDougal Joani Kirchgessner February 22nd Larry Orzechowski

Annemarie Conway Deborah Kearns Jorie Polainer Michael Freeman Tamara Everett Joann Johnson Aaron Hunter Leroy Morgan

Anthony Rastro Denise Rogers  Michael Popovich Jr. Michael Harding Tazeem Starbrant John Miller Alan Dahl Lisa Dirks

Arienne Ellis Diana Lelle Juanita Hull‐Carlson Michael Powers Terry Tedesco Jordan Hill Amy Hatcher LuMarioon Conklin

Arlene Dreste Diane McCarthy Julianne Sutton Michael Schuessler Thomas Foster Jorge Tapia Anthony Giannantonio Marlene Borth

Ashley Hand Dianne Douglas Karen Bond Michalis Theodosiou Tom Knights Juanita Pacheco Audrey Caprio Mary and Frank Graffagnino

Axhel Munoz Dieter Bartels Karen LeMay Mimi Steitz Una Yazzie Judith Snider Beth Mallett Melvin Bautista

Barbara Diers‐Blackman Don Newsham Karen Russo Miriam Hillson Vicki Gillinger Kara Thieleman Beth Nawrocki Merry Cox

Barbara Jacobs Donald Yeager Karen Waltermire N. Jean Rogers Walt Conrad Karen Dombrowski‐Sobel Bob Segal Michael Durgain

Barbara Sanderson Dorothy Schultz Kate Buttles Nancy Mairs William Huggins Kathleen Templeton Brenda Parker Neal Krug

Bette OConnor Edward Hawley Kate Ravenstein Nancy Snyder William Rogers Kayla Ev Brian Clark Richard Pasichnyk

Bianca Stafford Eliza Escareno Kathryn Richardson Nancy Sounart Zarah Thompson‐Jacobs Ken Elaine McKee Carrie Bawolek Robin Gaura

Bill Ellett Elizabeth Cook Kathy Andersen Natalie Houghton February 21st Laurie Pink Cheryl Bechtle Ronald Maltz

Bob Breen Elizabeth Frias Kelly Jacobson Natalie Leekwijck Adrian Marks Leita Tallman Dana Whitney Rosanna Rosati

Brian Cano Elizabeth Hunter Kevin Terlep Natasha Vuletich AJ Sennett Linda Hagar Danny Rogers Shannon Roden

Bruce Grubbs Elizabeth Nichols Kim Beck Patricia Kaiserman Alan Blixt Linda Lynch David Jessup Sienna Kittelman

Bryon Reynolds Erika Diebold Kimber Ardail Paula Frighetti Alna Laurel Lynn Nelson Dawn John Sky Dredge

Candace Porter Ernst Bauer Kimberly Barton Peggy Ostrander Amy Ehrenreich Meg Dugan Debbie Friesen Stephanie Meredith

Carlos Mendez Sarah Forrester Kristin Robinson R‐Laurraine Tutihasi Annette Prioste Michael Hughes Deborah Roth Susan Warters

Carolyn Burns Foster Eubank Kyle Johnston Rachel Deierling Ashley Fine Miranda Watson Deborah Sparrow Suzette Armenta

Carolyn Modeen Gail Bohan Lane Butler Rachel Stegman Barrett Edgar Mo Mac Derek Anderson Tim Robertson

Cary Ballou Gail Findley Laura Eaton Rae Jones Bob Fischella Monica Yones Diane DeMonte Tobias Freebourn

Catherine Williams Gary Wommack Laurel Watson Rebecca O'Sullivan Brian Ainsley Mr & Mrs. Gene and Doris Peters Donna Stevens Wendy Bronson

Celeste Wernzc Harrison Grathwohl Laurie Bonham Rebecca Seiferle Carin Conlin Omid Mahdavi E. Thomas Wendy Wiener

Charles Warlop Heather Jakusz Lawrence Robertshaw Rich Olson Carol Luce Patricia Parks Elizabeth Ridgely William White

Charlyn Cohen Heidi Nichols Lenard Milich Richard Arthur III Carolyn Moore Ray Cage Glenda Zahner Wolfgang Golser

Cheryl Hopkins‐Moore Ilene Celniker Lenora Black Rick Easton Cheryl Janachione Rebekah Bonney Heather Babb

Cheryl Scott J. Rogers Leon King Robert Aubuchon Clara Sida Richard Calabro Holly Chorba

Cheryl Stinar Janice Keiserman Lhasa Compton Robert Huebsch Dawn Creighton Rita Carey James Switalla

Chris Carlon Janice VrMeer Lina Easom Robert Stirling Deborah Scarborough Rita Eccles Janet Loy

Christina Chambers Jeff Grout Linda Bescript Robin Germain Donna Fine Robert Gessner Jasmine Rivera

Christina McVie Jennifer Mead Linda Lolio Roy Brown Elaine Alfaro Robin Cusick Jeanne Miyasaka

ChX Whitfield jr Jenny Roberts Linda Macias Russell Upstill Elaine Balgemann Ruth Bescript Jennifer Grant

Cody Hill Jerome Roth Linda Miller Ruth Jacobi Frederika Durning Sam Funk Jesse Greenberg

Constance Kalinowski Jerry Kilgore Lisa Miggins Sandra Dryden Garry Rogers Sandra Woien Joan Webb

Constance Kosuda Jim Alexander Lois Griffitts Sarah Mauet George Averkiou Sara Gibson JT Adams

Corey Picraux Joan Scurran Lou Peb Selina Starbrant Glenn Clark Scott Mary Nunn Judy McDermott

Cynthia Buness Joan Ward Lynette Belew Shareen Goodroad Hashi Hanta Shane Sittig Julia Rouvier

Cynthia Gonzales JoAnne Lowe Maggie Hawk Shawn Rorke‐Davis Heather Castor Shy Fried K. Tibsherany

Cynthia Miller Joe Pacal Margaret Newman Shawn Sutherland Jack Morgenstern Silvia Bioli Karen Metzinger

February 20th/21st February 21st/22nd
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Table 5.3‐3 (cont.) ‐ List of Form Letter Contributors (by submission date)

February 23rd

Aries Arizona Abigial Gindele Amy Anderson Annie Brock Benjamin Wheatley C. Trumann Catherine McDonald Christine Lambert

Barbara Kamper Ada Southerland Amy Dingman Annie Medlin Bernadette Payne C. Wesley Catherine McNamara Christine Mueller

Caleb Laieski Adam Hopkins Amy Ganahl Annmarie Lucchesi Beth Dannhardt Cady Berkel Catherine Melvin Christine Roane

Crystal Conklin Adina Parsley Amy Haines Anthony Albert Beth Prudden Cailin Carlton Cathryn Lee Christopher Barnes

Dorothy Motheral Adrienne Moumin Amy Pierre Anthony Buch Bethany Bradshaw Callie Riley Cathy Wilke Christopher Kirchwey

Eli Ringel Adrienne Pond Amy Schumacher Anthony Dambrosi Bethany Decof Camille Gilbert Cecelia Samp Christopher Lima

Jackie McFarland Adrienne Simmons Amy Sheldon Anthony Giannantonio Betsey Porter Candace Leong Celeste Anacker Christy Russell

Jill Marlowe Ai McCarthy Amy Snyder Anthony Mendousa Bettie Paradis Candi Ausman Celina Mcclaren Chuck Graver

Joseph Logan Aileen O'Brien Amy Tomaszewski Anthony Montapert Betty Peterson‐Wheeler Candice Lowery Chad Mallett Chuck Hugi

Kate Robinson Al Ceren Amy Vlacich Anu Garg Bevely Greenhow Candice Lynn Chailley Goss‐Garner Chuck Wieland

Kathleen Medina Alan Bailey AnaLisa Crandall Anu Raatikainen Beverly Barth Candy Godfrey Charise Demao Cigy Cyriac

Kathryn Leavey Alan Castner Anca Vlasopolos April Atwood Beverly Fannin Carey Boehmer Charlene Carter Cile Messer

Kenn Bradley Alan Cohen Andra Heide Ardeth Weed Bill Galli Carl Anderson Charlene Graham Cindy Christian

Kristine Richter Albert Jenkins Andrea Chisari Ariel Backman Blaise Brockman Carl Vermeulen Charles Fox Cindy Curran

Margaret Flyntz Albert Lerner Andrea Kleinhenz Arlene Baker Blue Mcright Carla Hervert Charles kathleen Fitze Cindy Guarnieri

Marie Jones Albert Rouffa Andrea Lynch Arlene Naranjo Bob Brill Carla Williams Charles Lawson Cindy Snyder

Mark Noethen Alecs Sakta Andrea Neal Art Felsinger Bobbe Besold Carlene Petty Charles Muehlhof Cindy Strousberg

Michael Cvijanovic Alejandra Vega Andrea Yarger Art Greenwalt Bobbie Kraft Carlos Nunez Charles Schille Cindy Torrey

Michael Vasquez Alejandro Munoz Andreas Wittenstein Arthur Coates Bonnie Gray Carol Broll Charley Simmons CJ Jensen

Michael Wichman Alex Crane Andrew Bezella Asher Mikow Bonnie Kelchner‐Bunn Carol Bushnell Chas Martin Claire Perricelli

Nora Nunez Alex Dillard Andrew Kurzweil Ashlee Davis Bonnie Spromberg Carol Carson Cher Young Claire Stancek

Rebecca Herro Alexander Britzius Andrew Warren Athena Miller Boyer August Carol Collins Cheryl Fergeson Clare Hooson

Susan Thing Alexander Wilson Andy Hughes Audrey Meade Brad Lagorio Carol Drozdyk Cheryl Pena Claude Robert

Taren Hines Alice Bowron Angela Black August Siemon Bradford Goodwin Carol Erickson Cheryle Steele Claudette Showalter

Vera Markham Alice Eastman Angela Clifford Autumn Rath Brandi McCauley Carol Hatfield Chris Campbell Connie Chambers

William Hackl Alice Logan Angela Desmond Axel Schwarz Brankica Subic Carol Hoke Chris Dizon Connor Hocking

February 24th Alice McGough Angela Fazzari B. Pelton Brenda Appleby Carol Jurczewski Chris Drumright Conor Scott

Aida Shirley Alice Polesky Angela Froehlich Barb James Brenda Maloof Carol McGuire Chris Ecker Conor Soraghan

Alison Austin Alice Singer Angela Porsch Barbara Buehl Brenda Philipsen Carol Metzger Chris Frost Corie Benton

Bettina Bickel Alicia Williams Angelina Medina Barbara Curtis Brian Christian Carol Minkus Chris Hansen‐Nelson Cornelia Lemke

Celeste Elmore Alison Ellsworth Angus Macdonald Barbara Good Brian Clark Carol Mitchell Chris Jones Cornelius McHugh

Dennis Yee Alison Halm Anita Braddock Barbara Menkes Brian Edmison Carol Sanders Chris Keefe Courtney Kehler

Leslie McCandless Alison Stankrauff Anita Cook Barbara Norris Brian Emmons Carol Schellenberg Chris Panayi Courtney Lewis

Megan Ambroziak Alison Tyler Anita I. Barbara Rosen Brian Gallagher Carol Steinhart Chris Roche Courtney Mann

Natalie Klein Alix Sotomayor Anita Watkins Barbara Rosenkotter Brian Hawley Carol Titcomb Chris Weinert Courtney Stefano

Patricia Morrison Allison Frymoyer Ann Christensen Barbara Stewart Brian Rita Cohen Carol Winkler Chris Worcester Craig Cook

Phyllis Henshaw Allison Pierce Ann Eastabrooks Barbara Wood Brian Yanke Carole LaVigne Chrissantha Cramer Craig Hammond

Phyllis Webster Allyn Smith Ann Greig Barry Jasu Brianna Frachtman Carolyn Eden Christa Babst Craig Walker

Tanya Jackson Alma Pomales Ann Kinney Barry Klein Brigitte Tawa Carolyn Martin Christina Babst Cristina Seica

Yue Li Aloysius Wald Ann Nowicki Barry Lerner Brittanny Norton Carolyn Massey Christina Barnes Cristy Murray

February 25th Amanda Barry Ann Pax Barry Zuckerman Brock Roberts Carolyn Whiting Christina Beveren Crystal Conklin

A. Sprakelaar Amanda Clairmonte Ann Stephens Ben Arnold Brooke Harris Carrie Daddow Christina Chen Cynthia Bauer

A. Zamudio Amanda Hayes Ann Waller Ben Justiss Brookie Judge Carrie Mack Christina Faulk Cynthia Nord

Aaron Fumarola Amanda Lowe Ann Wiley Ben Ruwe Bruce Endicott Carter Schroy Christine Bernardeau Cynthia Raha

Aaron Hunter Amanda Reed Anna Bernath Ben Szalewicz Bruce Fleming Caryn Graves Christine C.Money Cynthia Roberson

Abby Bline Amber Gilchrist Anna Stoudemire Benita Crow Bruce Jackson Catherine Curtis Christine Engel D. Baca

Abby Dahlquist Amber Wagner Annelisa Johnson Benita Mahanta Bruce Randall Catherine King Christine Krumm D. Fullerton
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Table 5.3‐3 (cont.) ‐ List of Form Letter Contributors (by submission date)

D Godwin Dawn Schaef Donna D'Ottavio Elizabeth Butler Felicia Tawil Glen Deklein Inge Jacobsen Janet Newstrom

D. W. Dawn Walker‐Cinco Donna Damarodas Elizabeth Shoemaker Fernán González   Glen Pittman Irena Zamecki Janice Gilpin

DA Smith Dawn Walton Donna Desrosiers Elizabeth Tuminello Florence Morris Glenn Schlippert Irene Martinez Janice Higgins

Daire Seaman DC Katten Donna Hughes Elizabeth Wilson Forest Shomer Gloria Callahan Irving Shapiro Janice Shannon

Dale Barclay Dean Monroe Donna Pedroza Ellen Gachesa Forrest Rode Gloria Klimczak Irwin Dunietz Janna Piper

Dale Holman Dean Sherwood Donna Selquist Ellen Goodman Fran Groff Gloria McCracken Isabelle Boisgard Janna Wiedemann

Dan Danziger Dean Webb Donna Tharpe Ellen Kinney Frances Qualls Grace Neff J.L. Angell Jason Palmer

Dan Esposito Deanna McClellan Doreen Perez Ellen Rebman Frances Saykaly Greg Joder J. Beverly Jay Gassman

Dan Hubbard Deanne O'Donnell Doris Carey Ellen Siciliano Frances Tan Gregory Pais J. Stanton J.C. Corcoran

Dan Sandman Deb Ellis Doris Lapierre Elliot Midwood Francis Patricia Gorman Gregory Robertson J. Holley Taylor Jean Lindgren

Dan Tobin Debbie Connery Doris Potter Elllen Graubart Francois la Giroday Gregory Terhune J. Woodhull Jeanne Held‐Warmkessel

Dana Rhew Debbie Danielski Dorothy Russell Elmo Davis Frank Rabuse Gudrun Dennis Jacinda Daugherty Jeanne Kelly

Daniel Broockmann Debbie Sirois Doug Dederich Eloy Hernandez Fred Lavy Gunnar Sievert Jacinda Fenske Jeannie Tyner

Daniel Reid Debby Montero Elizabeth Hegeman Elsy Shallman Frederick Pianalto Guy Peterson Jack Eich Jeannine Brewer

Daniel Tiarks Deborah Fexis Bobby & Ginny Bonometti Emily Austin Frederick Ruch Guy Zahller Jacki Hileman Jeff Clark

Daniel Wiese Deborah Taylor Drew Martin Emily Hiersch G. Preuss H. Chisholm Jacoba Dolloff Jeff Deal

Danielle Dorsy Deborah Weinischke Duane Choy Emily Holman Gabriele Reinhart H. Coetzee Jacques Leccia Jeff Komisarof

Danna Williams Deborah Whorley E.T. Brown Emily Vigue Gail Adams Hal Pillinger Jaedra Luke Jeffrey Hurwitz

Danny Watson Debra Raymond E. Ja Emma Medina Gail Bedinger Hannah Boresow Jaime Collazo Jeffrey Rattner

Darcy Quinn Deena Brazy E. Perkins Emmy‐maie Davey Gail Demirtas Hannah Harte Jaimi Haig Jeffrey Sanders

Darla Farr Delana Hirschy Earl Rosenwinkel Eric Drissell Gail Heath Hannah Osborne Jamaka Petzak Jelica Roland

Darla Knutson Demelza Costa Edd Mabrey Eric Edwards Gail Konopacki Harmony Conger Jamee Warfle Jennifer Barraza

Darren Strain Dena Garcia Edna Jamati Eric Fournier Gail Padalino Harold Meyer Jr. James Barnes Jennifer Cartwright

Darryl Manthey Dency Nelson Edward Bennett Eric Indermuehle Gail Reams Harold Smith James Bell Jennifer Ciambrone

Darynne Jessler Denee Scribner Edward Butler Eric Lambart Gail Wienclawski Harriet Damesek James Blevins Jennifer Cochran

Dave Modarelli Denise Lytle Edward Cubero Eric Lorenz Galen Davis Harry Sutton James Button Jennifer Delker

Dave Shafir Dennis Holz Edward Holmes Eric Montelongo Galina Heuer Harvey Spears James Columbia Jennifer Haas

David Adams Dennis Lynch Edward Stewart Eric Newberg Garry Weisman Hashi Hanta James Conway Jennifer Hayes

David Bell Dennis Miller Edward Suchecki Eric Polczynski Gary Blanchard Heather Cross James Davies Jennifer Hill

David Brimmer Derek Stockdale Edward Szymanski Eric Simpson Gary Boren Heather John James Gray Jennifer Martino

David Brodnax Detrea Moullet Edwin Martz Eric Smith Gary Brooker Heather Pennington James Hughes Jennifer McConnell

David Burkhart Devin Henry Edwina Smih Eric Stein Gary Murrow Heather Stone‐Gaudet James Morency Jennifer Miller

David Comfort Dewey Fish Edy Rayfield Erica Norris Gary Thoms Heidi Hoffmann James Mulcare Jennifer Myers

David Dragon Diana Laurenitis Eileen Jumikis Erik Dubon Gavin Bornholtz Heidi Upp James Porcello Jennifer Rials

David Dunkleberger Diana Schipperen Elaine Becker Erik Shearer Gene Chorostecki Helen Crabtree James Roberts Jennifer Rogers

David Dyre Diana Schmidt Elaine Rizzo Erika Seybold Geoffrey Doman Helen Malinauskas James Woods Jennifer Staiger

David Flores Diane Clark Elaine Tiegen Erin Beal George Stadnik Helen Snyder James Zukowski Jennifer Weishaar

David Hamlow Diane Ethridge Elan Berko Erin Nuzzo Georgia Saratsiotis Helene Robinson Jamie Rasmussen Jennifer Wiley

David Lien Diane Kastel Elden York Erin Regan Geri Collecchia Henry Bennett Jamie Rosenblood Jenny O'Neil

David Loudenback Diane Wynne Eleanor Liggio Ernest Scholz Gerri Reaves Henry Boyle Jan Koreneef Jeremy Marks

David Madden Dianne Douglas Elena Ennouri Estela Moreno Gerritt Elizabeth Baker‐Smith Henry Rauchweld Jane August Jeri Brain

David Moline Dominique Lee Eleni O'Neill Esther Herold Gerry Collins Henry Rosenfeld Jane Daniels Jerily Robinson

David Ramos Don Barnhill Elisa Edgington Eve Bailey Giancarlo Panagia Herman Osorio Jane Fox Jerry Golden

David Smith Don Cianelli Elisabeth Collins Eve Ilsen Gianfranco Frelli Hilary Kearney Jane LeGrow Jerry Hughes

David Strong Donald McLellan Elisabeth Klopp Evelyn Adams Gina Ellinger Ian Boyle Jane Whitener Jerry Liebermann

David Taylor Donald Waltman Elisabeth Richter Faith Conroy Ginger Carter Ian Noah Janelle Olvey Jerry Peavy

David Tobias Donna Clark Elise Tyrie Faith Denson Gini Granholm Ian Rettie Janet Cavallo Jesse Kirkham

Dawn Kosec Donna Collins Elizabeth Bullock Falisha Finke Glen Carroll Inga Kaminski Janet Hackney Jesse Williams
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Table 5.3‐3 (cont.) ‐ List of Form Letter Contributors (by submission date)

Jessica Malott John O'Brien Julia Brandner Katie Kaiser Kristina Solheim Lesley Stansfield Lorraine Ekholm Maria Caballero

Jessica Rocheleau John Rose Julia Echternach Katie Lindsay Kristina Thorpe Leslie McLean Lorraine Johnson Maria Nasif

Jessica Saavedra John Viacrucis Julia Phillips Katrina Yurenka Kristine Williams Leslie Powell Louie Cervantes Maria Nazzaro

Jim Lewis John Wilson Julia Rutledge Katy Emde Kristyn MacPhail Liana Moran Louise Schwartz Maria Ramirez

Jim Schneidmiller Jolie Misek Julia Ulrich Kay Cole Krystina Bair Lillian Hanahan Luan Le Marialoreto landi

Jim Yarbrough Jon Levin Julia Wellman Keely Jared Kurt Emmanuele Linda Barrows Luanne Serrato Mariangela Monterisi

Jimmie Wolfe Jon Siegfus Juliana Marques Keeta Beaubien Kyle Buss Linda Bishop Luba Kladienko Marianna Manley

J.K. Kibler Jonathan Matthews Juliann Rule Keir Morse Kyle Colter Linda Brebner Lucy Kenyon Marianne Bithell

Jo Evans Jonathan Nash Julie Beer Keith Albritton Kyle Gage Linda Chappel Luke Gilson Marianne Hightman

Jo Ford Jonathan Scher Julie Choate Kelly Boyle Kylie Cullen Linda Cramer Lynn Barnes Marianne McClure

Jo Hebberger Jordan Pakaki Julie Mull Kelly Dennehy L G Linda Falcone Lynn Cascio Marianne Yates

Jo Young Jorge Garriga Julie Munoz Kelly Lyon Lamura Miller Linda Hayes Lynn Eubank Marie Morrissey

Joan Beldin Jorie Polainer Julie Smith Kelly Riley Lance Hudnall Linda Lynch Lynn Minneman Marigold Love

Joan DaVanzo Jose Valle Julija Merljak Kelly Saunders Lara Colvert Linda Macy Lynn Pitney Marijean Dornback

Joan Earnshaw Josefina Vidal June Maselli Ken & Mag Seaman Larissa Rodriguez Linda Morgan Lynn Sajdak Marika Wilde

Joan Moore Joseph Alfano Justine Massey Ken Schefter Larry McCaghy Linda Rivera Lynne Bemer Marilyn Coats

Joan Reynolds Joseph Buhowsky K. Chung Ken Wilson Larry Cook Linda Schermer Lynne Preston Marilyn Martin

Joan Zawaski Joseph Gaugler K. Anne Conrad‐Antoville Kenneth Bowman Larry Irwin Linda Spanski M'Lou Christ Marilyn Ralph

Joanna Bagatta Joseph Haemmerle Kaarle Strailey Kenneth Hoppe Larry Wood Linda Thompson M. Denton Marissa Weber

Joanne Cockerill Josephine Byrne Kaila Estrada Kenneth Kijewski Laura Dedelow Lindsay Mugglestone M. Virginia Grady Marjorie Hass

Joanne Colson Josephine Niemann Karab Hughes Kenneth Kolanko Laura Gleason Lindsay O'Donnell M. J. Smerken Marjorie Moss

Joanne Ferguson Josh Donegan Kareem Talhouni Keri Kaminsky Laura Herndon Lindsay Ramos M. Vozoff Marjorie Rathbone

Joanne Tioran Josh Jackl Karen Burman Kermit Cuff Laura Kozuh Lindsay Rayner Mae Basye Mark Bartleman

Joe Bailey Joshua Maizel Karen Jones Kerry Burkhardt Laura Sholtz Lisa Douglass Magali Lequient Mark Bordieri

Joe Holdner Joy Burns Karen West Kerry Campbell Laurabeth Albright Lisa Gosnell Magdalena Szaszorowska Mark Burwinkel

Joe Magnano Joy Murphy Karin Kozie Kevin Gallagher Laurel Cohen Lisa Haar Maggie Oswald Mark Butler

Joe Meyer Joyce Bowlin Karina Black Kevin Reel Lauren Best Lisa Hawkins Malcolm Simpson Mark Feldman

Joel Drembus Joyce Frohn Katarzyna Kubzdela Kevin Silvey Lauren DiPerna Lisa Jacobson Malissa McGee Mark Fiore

Joel Heizmann Joyce Howard Kate Crowley Khalil Kinge Laurie Hein Lisa Konrad Mallika Henry Mark Gillono

Joel Page joyce schwartz Kate Robinson Kim Bates Laurie S. Lisa Melone Mallikarjuna Kishtagoni Mark Hallett

Joel Platt Jr. Heiartz Kathe Garbrick Kim Bauer Laurie Sudol Lisa Rubin Mandy Beltz Mark Hotchkiss

Joel Trupin Judith Embry Katherine Holland Kim Chaudoir Lavinia Lucescu Lisa Stone Marc Draper Mark Larsen

Johanna Jones Judith Gordon Katherine Iosif Kim O'Bryan Lawrence Johnson Lisa Williamson Marc Grawunder Mark Minton

John Albertini Judith Pelletier Katherine Roberts Kim Pham Lawrence Loosmore Lisa Zarafonetis Marc Harper Mark Reback

John Andrews Judith Smith Katherine Whitson Kim Simms Lawrence Turk Liz Mitchell Marc Silverstein Mark Rieser

John Brinkman Judith Weil Kathleen Keske Kimberly Hurtt Layla Simic Liz Sigel Marcella Hammond Mark Salamon

John Brophy Judith Willoughby Kathleen Klinkenberg Kimberly Hutchins Layne Martin Lois White Marchez Shurn Mark Sousa

John Chenoweth Judith Wilson Kathleen Mohning Kimberly Potucek Leah Hackenson‐Allers Lonna Richmond Marcia Clouser Mark Weinberger

John Davis Judy Boone Kathleen Mullin Kimberly Spiegel Leah Travaline Loren Hansen Marcia Hertz Marlena Lange

John Estes Judy Burns Kathleen Rengert Klaus Schreyack Lee Baron Lorenza Fiori Marcy Andersen Marlene Bruce

John Grula Judy Ericson Kathleen Wissenz Kris Hartin Lee Klerer Loretta Lamprecht Margaret Lohr Marlene Kochert

John Hoffert Judy Greenfield Kathryn Corio Krissy Hughes Leilani Swafford Lori Buhlman Margaret Maurin Marta Zamora

John Jenkins Judy Groot Kathryn Lemoine Kristen Bunting Leita Tallman Lori Davis Margaret Moniz Martha Kenney

John Keiser Judy Kennedy Kathryn Richardson Kristen Wargelin Len Jacobs Lori Erbs Margaret Smith Martha Land

John Kulczycki Judy Landress Kathryn Rose Kristi Wrigley Lenore Reeves Lori Sherry Margery Coffey Martina Lerede

John Mullan Judy Soffler Kathy Galligan Kristina Fukuda‐Schmid Leonard Bruckman Lori Triggs Marguerite Shuster Mary Cassidy

John Nettleton Jules Fraytet Kathy Koloze Kristina Haycock Lesley Mathieson Lorna Emdy Maria Alonso Mary Detrick
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Mary Eldredge Michael Gary Nadia Davidovich Odin Waters Pauline Lerner Renato Campino Robin Wilson Sandra Caldwell

Mary Finley Michael Guckian Nadia Davidovich Olaya Garcia Pauline Rosenberg Rene Pugh Rocky Brown Sandra Cobb

Mary Garcia Michael Karmazin Nadine Chatel Olga Lampkin Pawel Kawalkowski Rene Siracusa Rodney Terri Jones Sandra Holt

Mary Mutch Michael King Nanci Steeb Olivia Lim Pawel Komisarski Renee Ireton Roger Horn Sandra Joos

Mary Rojeski Michael Lawrence Nancy Alexander Olivia Schlosser Pedro Zapata Renee Jeska Roger Schmidt Sandra Lynn

Mary Savoia Michael Levitt Nancy Bain Orv Lehman Peg LeClair Rhonda Marr Rogers Turrentine Sandra McLellan

Mary Stark Michael Martin Nancy Bishop P Cohen Peggy Point Rich Moser Roland Goyette Sandra Sage

Mary Stevens Michael Mauer Nancy Bristow Paige Harrison Pete Childs Richard Bejarano Ron McGill Sandra Stock

Mary Yardley Michael Neil Nancy Campbell Pam McMahon Pete DeLorenzo Richard Berggren Ron Rediger Sandy Patel

Maryam Kamali Michael Parsons Nancy Dunn Pam Scoville Peter Frieary Richard Cooper Ron Stepchuk Sandy Sagitto

MaryAnna Foskett Michael Rosenthal Nancy Goodwin Pamala Thomas Peter Rubin Richard Elliott Ronald B. Sandy Zelasko

Maryke Petruzzi Michael Souza Nancy Herlinger Pamela Colwell Peter Stone Richard Heaning Ronald Brown Sara Kennedy

Matt Burgess Michael Szymanski Nancy Johnson Pamela Ensign Peter Wong Richard Leonard Ronald Clayton Sara Schroeder

Matt Mabee Michele Chartier Nancy Sagatelian Pamela Kjono Philip Madruga Richard Noll Ronald Maxson Sara Thomas

Matt McLeod Michele Kampen Nancy Schuhrke Pamela Sourelis Philip Micklin Richard Robinson Ronald Porembksi Sarah Schaefer

Matthew Borek Michelle Fournier Nancy Walker Pamela Stilp Philip Rosa Richard Shepard Ronald Warren Sarah Selph

Matthew Boruta Michelle Friessen Nancy Wedow Pascal Vercknocke Philip Stevenson Richard Spotts Rosa Barragan Sarah Stewart

Matthew Carlson Michelle Gobely Nancy Widman Pat Barbutti Philipp Reining Rick Hammel Rosalie Schneider Sarah Winblad

Matthew James Michelle Leccia Naomi Weinstein Pat Frank Phoebe Hall Rick Weiman Rose Witt Saskia Oskam

Matthew Schaut Michelle Murphy Nat Sandee Childs Pat Hoelter Phoebe Oaks Ricki Newman Rosemarie Chinni‐Edwards Saskia Santos

Matthew Swyers Michelle Reitmajer Natalie Mannering Pat Vairo Phyl Morello Ricky Taylor Rosemary Graf Scott Gibson

Matthew Tripp Michelle Salisbury Natasha Dalton Patrice Cole Phyllis Fullmer Rina Hudson Roxann Shadrick Scott Greenblatt

Matthew Williams Michelle Setaro Natasha Shpiller Patricia Amazalorso Phyllis White Rita Ryan Roz Downing Scott Korman

Matthijs Hollanders Michelle Soule Nathan Myers Patricia Bode Pinky Jain Pan Rita Stolzenberg Rudy Zeller Scott Species

Maura Riley Michelle Waterhouse Ned Overton Patricia Chelmecki Prem Mulberry Rob Gonzalea Russell Archer Scott Tucker

Maureen Barilo Mijanou Bauchau Neill Adhikari Patricia Crack Priscilla Mattison Rob Kuhn Ruth Boice Sean Derman

Maya Robinson Mike Hansen Nelson Baker Patricia Daniels R. St. Angelo Rob Seltzer Ruth Byington Sean O'Keeffe

Megan Cutler Mike MacDougall Nezka Pfeifer Patricia Nickles R. Espoz Robert Crum Ruth Gedge Sean Welch

Mel Bearns Mike McGinn Nhelson Jaramillo Patricia Wilkens R. Yaeger Robert French Ruth Hyman Sebastian Wittenstein

Melanie Archer Mike VanLandingham Niak Sian Koh Patrick Aitchison Rachel Lange Robert Grillo Ruth Miller Sesame Fowler

Melissa Cathcart Mike Wygant Nicholas Esser Patrick Aubuchon Rafael Friedman Robert Hill Ruth Noble Shanna Cardea

Melissa Conrad Milada Lee Nichole Long Patrick Pierce Ralph Famularo Robert Lilly Ruth Zamora Shannon Bartow

Melissa Cook Millard Martin Nick Hood Patrick Studt Ramona Sahni Robert Lombardi Ryan McIntyre Shannon Hillary

Melissa Hanmer Mindy canter Nicole Bonkowski Patrick Wojahn Randy Kessler Robert McCombs S. Bond Shannon Saldana

Melissa Judge Ming Ong Nicole Porco Paul Agosta Ransom Stone Robert Oldershaw S. Logan Shannon Sudderth

Melissa Ott Mir Domurath Nicolette Ludolphi Paul Damian Ravi Grover Robert Petersen S. E. Owens Shara Briggs

Melissa Shumake Mirella Ostrec Nils Osterberg Paul Feschuk Ray Rossi Robert Puca Sally Abrams Shari Iacone

Melissa Tomaszewski Miriam Kurland Nina Kelly Paul Kalka Raymond Mlynczak Robert Roberto Sally Simpson Sharnen Chorn

Meredith Wade Misako Hill Nina Kornstein Paul Mayer R.C. Lindelof Robert Shearer Sally Small Sharon Gillespie

Meta Thompson Mitchell Dormont Nina Volk Paul Rosenberger Rebecca Browning Robert Tafanelli Salme Armijo Sharon Koogler

Mia Melen Molly McCormick NK Acevedo Paul Russell Rebecca Ferrell Robert Taylor Salvadore Rosillo Sharon McMenamin

Micah McIntyre Mona Mehas Noah Schillo Paul Schmalzer Rebecca Finley Robert Wolf Sam Asseff Sharon Mullane

Michael Anderson Monica Russo Noel Bender Paul Sinacore Rebecca LaGesse Roberta Camp Samantha Dille Sharon Paltin

Michael Cloud Monique Agia Noelle Royer Paul Smith Rebecca Maier Roberta Siemering Samantha Maffeo Sharon Rich

Michael Dobbs Mr. & Mrs. Bruce Revesz Nolan Farkas Paula Smith Rebecca Summer Roberta Solomon Sammi Katz Sharon Wolfe

Michael Dulock Murlin Goeken Norman Ives Paula Wood Reesha tuomi Roberta Thurmond Sammy Low Shary Bozied

Michael Fitzgerald Myriam Baynard O Ruiz Paulette Zimmerman Regina Barth Robin Tremblay‐Costello Samuel Hergenrather Shawn Wright

Michael Garvin N. Cohen Obiora Embry Pauline Lee Renae Bowman Robin Vosburg Sandi Covell Shawna Blaker
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Shay Forstrom Susan Creel Terry Schaedig V. & B. Jones A. Davis Ashley Phillis Caryn Cowin Debra Hoffmaster

Shelby Haukos Susan Damato Terry Tedesco V. Walson A. Guder Audrey Fee Catherine Cerqua Debra Hoven

Shelley Caballero Susan Fanning Terry Vaccaro Valerie Guinan A. E. White Autumn Sun Cathy Ream DeDe O'Donnell

Shelley Ottenbrite Susan Gage Tessa Schoonover Vanessa Favero Aaron Allen Aysel Medvedeva Charity Moschopoulos Deja Lizer

Sheri Bresson Susan Green Theo Ostler Vanessa Russo Abrehet Abdu B. Morello Charles Binckley Denise Dunlap

Sheri Kuticka Susan Hafemeister‐Flint Theresa Galante Verne Huser Adam D'Onofrio Barb Adams Charles Bloom Denise Romesburg

Sherri Wiegman Susan Hibbert Theresa Hauser Verona Murray Adam Izak‐Sunna Barbara Allen Charles Brumleve Denise Vandermeer

Sherry Smith Susan Hubert van Asch van Wyck Theresa Titone Veronique Marien Adam Kean Barbara Bennigson Charles Faivre Dennis German

Sherry Thompson Susan Inman Therese DeBing Vicki Johnson Adam Matar Barbara McMahan Charles Parent Dennis Nolan

Sibylle Hartmann Susan Klein Therese Plotz Vicki Kruschwitz Adora Lee Barbara McVein Charlie O'Keefe Devorah Daught

Silvia Hall Susan Krause Thomas Aber Victor Escobar Adrienne Dollyhigh Barbara Peden Charlotte Stahl Diana Lubin

Silvija Moess Susan Mock Thomas Boyd Victoria Bas Alan Pollard Barbara Tetro Charo Garcia Diane Berliner

Sister Marie Gross Susan Petrella Thomas Carlino Victoria Binchi Alana Davis Barton Thompson Cheryl Greenwald Diane Neophytou

Soodle Billy Susan Pfannenbecker Thomas Herzog Vincent Louie Alessandro Zabini Bayard Fetler Cheryl Southall Dianne Yonan

Sophia Douvris Susan Silberberg‐Peirce Thomas Hooppaw Virginia Gomez Alfideo Piselli B.C. Hill Chris Myers Dietrich Schwägerl

Soretta Rodack Susan Smith Thomas Meacham Virginia Robertson Alicia Liang Ben Kraus Christina Williams Dimitrios Doinakis

Sanchez, Daniel Sr. Susan Snyder Thomas Nance Walewska Watkins Alyssa Gomez Bernard Hochendoner Christine Blunt Dirk Faegre

Stacey Bishop Susan Thurairatnam Tia Vouros‐Callahan Walter Buhner Amy Aversa Bert Charest Ciara O'Reilly Dominic Kiddell

Stephan Donovan Susan Wald Tiffany Formilan Wayne Person Amy Frieden Betty Combs Claire Ziffer Don Cotter

Stephanie Etherton Susan Watts Tim Buchanan Wendy Scharfman Amy Pickering Betty Walters Clare Flower Dona LaSchiava

Stephanie Jackson Susan Whipple Tim Duda Wendy Walters Amy Raven Beverly Pott Colleen McGlone Donald Gilbert

Stephanie Llinas Susan Yarnell Tim Durnell Werner Bergman Analee Lee Bob Stewart Conor Scott Donna Beasley

Stephanie McMillan Susanna Marshland Tim Hammond Wesley Banks Andrea Groppe Bobbie Flowers Coralie Benton Donna Lozano

Stephanie Proctor Susanne & Doug Dyer Tim Herzog Wesley Wolf Andrea Levy Bonnie Long Cori Bishop Donna Provance

Stephen Burton Susie & Jimmy Foot Tim Hoekstra Whitney Schutt Andrea Peterson Brad Adams Cornelia Bayley Donna Thelander

Stephen Carley Suzan Woodruff Tim Strong Wilford Stevens Andrew Arneson Brad Jones Courtney Laves‐Mearini Doug Glener

Stephen Gliva Suzanne Hall Timothy Havel William Barrett Angela Beverly Brian Miroewski Cristina Gatti Douglas Schleifer

Stephen Gonzales Suzanne Hodges Timothy Lawnicki William Eichinger Angela Katsavavakis Brian Smalley Cristina López Mary Brown

Stephen Lubin Sylvia Myers Timothy Villalobos William Goggin Angela Perstein Bridget Greuel Cristina Sommaruga E. Thomas

Stephen Mead Syreeta Batiste Tina Jaime William Hofford Angela Turton Briggitte Arnold Crystal Tracy Ed Fiedler

Stephen Weitz T. C. Toby Cooper William Lerner Angyl Wisemessenger Brooke Harris Cynthia Fricano Ed Schlegel

Stephen Zerefos T. Stephen Cody Todd Lockwood William Patterson Anita Das Bruce Higgins D. McCaig Edith Borie

Steve Dreben T. DeAngelis Todd Peterson William Rogers Ann Bartell C. Ortiz Dakota Hennessey Edythe Cox

Steve Oakes Tabitha Evans Todd Snyder William Waters Ann Breeden C.A. & Attila Incze Dale Riehart Eileen Paul Daniels

Steve Wilson Tami Palacky Toi Lam Willow Johnson Ann Connor Cameron Barfield Daniel Arther Eileen Perahia

Steven Edmonds Tammi Newell Tom Dohearty Wilson Ross Ann Mond Carl Austin Daniel O'Brien Elaine John Sartoris

Steven Fenster Tanja Lehmann Tom Granholm Wm Schultz Anna‐Marie Soper‐O'Rourke Carl Burrett Danielle White Elena Moutier

Steven Kokol Tanya Greenblatt Toni Snidow Yasiu Kruszynski Anna Szaszorowska Carl Doll David Lafond Elisabeth Penitschka

Steven Kostis Tanya Lewis Tony Bell Yovonne Autrey‐Schell Annabelle Robinson Carl Holmes David Packham Elisabeth Trice

Steven Richards Tanya Teneyuque Tony Vanoni Yuliya Serebryannaya Anne Lazarus Carlos Castro David Sanders Elizabeth Booth

Stuart Phillips Ted Fishman Tonya Hodge Yvonne Bergholm Anne Saulter Carmen Druke Deanna Homer Elizabeth Burke

Sue Jackson Teresa Audesirk Torunn Sivesind Zarah Thompson‐Jacobs Annette Prioste Carol Fletcher Deanna Stillings Elizabeth Cheong

Sue John Morris Teresa Beutel Tracey Mangus Zoe Harris Anthony Capobianco Carol Sherratt Deb Makoff Elizabeth Menig

Sue Michael Holtz Teresa Russo Tracy Balazy Zentura Antonella Nielsen Carol Simon Deb Rosengrant Elizabeth Way

Sue White Terri Armao Tracy Mclarnon Aron Shevis Carol Wagner Debbie Spahn Eloy Santos

Susan Babbitt Terri Greene Tracy Tiefenbach Aron Shevis Carola Ebertz‐Knop Deborah Claassen Emilia Boccagna

Susan Brown Terrie Burns Trevor Good Asha Sidhu Carolyn Kennedy Deborah Nudelman Emily Williams

Susan Bullen Terry Pitt Troy Schreiber Ashley Chipman Carolyn Kibbe Debra Cunningham Emma Leyburn

February 25th (cont.) February 26th
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Table 5.3‐3 (cont.) ‐ List of Form Letter Contributors (by submission date)

Eric Herde Henry Berkowitz John Moszyk Kristi Hendrickson Lynnda Strong Mercedes Smith Patricia Graziano Ronald H. Silver

Eric Jones Henry Parks John Seeburger Kristian Glover M. Epton Mervi Rantala Patricia Law Rosa Ramal

Eric Stordahl Heyward Nash John Tierney L. Semboli M. McIntosh Michael Ambroszewski Patricia Ranstrom Rose Ogorzaly

Erika Engelhardt Holly Chisholm Johnie Kemp Laina Shockley M. Rivera Michael Bakunas Patricia Webber Ross Kelson

Erin Reese Holly Chorba Jonathan Eden Laken Pugsley Maggie Mandzuk Michael DeNovo Patrick Wood Russ Wilson

Erin Yarrobino Hope Grable Jorge Tapia Lance Michel Mamie Holst Michael Laird Patty Brothag Ruth Bescript

Ethan Slocum Howard K. Beale, Jr. Josh Miskinis Lauara Bernstein Marcie Clutter Michael Larrivee Paul Burke Sabine Greger

Evelyn Ledesma Hunter Wallof Joshua Capps Laura Silagi Margaret Murray Michael Miller, Jr. Paul Moss Sally Giles

Fabio Corona Ignazia Daidone Joshua Davies Laura Weissman Margaret Silver Michael Ott Paul Smith Sandra Weisman

Fala Givens Ilse Ziemann Joshua Pelleg Lauren Basalla Maria Dallari Michael Rotcher Paula May Sandy Brooks

Felice Mark Shapiro Inid Ehn Joyce Crowley Lawrence McTigue Marian Donovan Michael Wagner Peggy Conroy Sandy Rasich

Francesca Mansfield Isobel Craig Judy Maynard Lee Baldwin Marie Johantgen Michele Lewis Penelope Burrett Santi Guallar

Frank Bartell J. Robert Miller Julie Figueroa Lee Nowell Marie Kullman Michele Maio Peter Callizo Sarah Estes

Frank Biermann J. Noble Julie Parsons Leigh Sands Mariea Tountasakis Michele Rozga Peter Collins Sarah Pope

Fred Hummel J.R. Smalarz Julie Redman Lenore Nieters Mariko Powers Michelle Cook Peter Pray Sasha Abrahamson

Gail Richardson Jackie Pomies Julie Schoenstein Leo Ashton Marilu Hagen Michelle D. Philip Ratcliff Sasha Kay

Gale Kelsey James Caldwell June Payne Leon Trumpp Marion Kraus Michelle Rice Philip Simon Savannah Sydney

Gary Evans James Grizzell Kaci Caldwell Leona Gerichter Marisa Ferreira Michelle Roemer‐Schoen Phillip Anderton Scott Warwick

Gayle Sullivan James Herther Kale Haggard Leroy Athenour Marit Mussche Miiru Lex Phyllis Erwin Scott Williamson

Gene Ulmer James Jeffrey Kamila Szuberla Leslie Bald Mark Beckwith Mike Guerreiro Phyllis Jcoby Shannon Mayfield‐Chapin

Gennaro DeLucia James Lundeen Karen Duff Leslie Billings Mark Carroll Mike Hlat Phyllis Mollen Shannon Pippin

Geoff Bommelaere Jamie Harris Karen Geahlen Leslie MacKay Mark Crane Milton Nelson Pieter Bolhuis Shannon Teper

George Latta Jan‐Paul Alon Karen Vasily Leslie Rowland Mark Noethen Mr & Mrs Richard N Huff Pinhas Geva Sharon Moss

George Popish Jan Contreras Karyn Gil Lilia Mast Marlowe Mager Mrs McMullen R. Belsher Sharon Peralta

Georgia Braithwaite Jan McCreary Katayun Salehi Lin Just Marsha Wheaton Myron Weiskopf Rachel Imholte Shauna Sparlin

Gerald Gouge Jana Lane Kate Wenzell Lina Daukas Marta la Fuente Nancy Arbuckle Rachel Wolf Shawn Wozniak

Gerald Parkinson Janet Duran Katherine Nelson Lina Fonseca Marta Wolfe Nancy Barnes Ravin Carlson Shelley Donahue

Gian Morresi Janet Fotos Kathleen Aftab Linda Olson Martha Izzo Nancy Bergey Raymond Gill Shonna Myers

Gina Gatto Janet McCalister Kathleen Medina Lisa Grundmann Martha Mullens Nancy Bissell Reb Posner Simon Teolis

Gladys Bryer Jason Chisholm Kathleen Morris Lisa Haugen Martin Kerrigan Nancy Foster Rebecca Ballard Simone Leiss

Glen Puntney Jason Walker Kathleenr Roy Lisa Mazzola Mary Calvert Natalie Leekwijck Rebecca Kosar Sina Gulder

Gloria Brown Jeanne Hayes Kathy LoPresti Lisa Miller Mary Coiro Natalie Meadows Rebecca Safron Sonja Chan

Gloria Jones Jeanne Miller Katie Kaiser Lisa Rae Mary Eastes Natalie Vickers Revathi Ananthakrishnan Sophie Saint‐Louis

Glyn Priestman Jeff Hanus Kay James Burde Lisa Sood Mary Gibson Nathan Schaefer Rhonda Bradley Stacie Charlebois

Goran Blomerg Jennie Doll Kayleen Devier Lisa Talley Mary Green Nichole Ebel‐Bailey Rhonda Levy Stacie Wooley

Gordon Parker III Jennifer Harrison Keiko Ishida Liz Fowler Mary Scribner Nicole Reicher Richard Painter Stephanie Fischetti

Gordon Tully Jennifer Johnson Keith Fabing Liz Reed Matthew Franck Niki Clark Richard Schoech Stephanie Malara

Grace Holden Jeremy Chrupka Kelly Jacobson Liz Wilton Matthew Hyland Oscar Alguacil Robert Beck Stephen Rosenblum

Greg Orrick Jessica Tellez Ken Johnston Lois Clymer Maxann Kasdan Ovadia Moshe Robert Taft Steve Overton

Greg Rupert Jo Pfeffer Kenna Fowler Lois Patton Meda Glover P. D. Robert Weingart Steven Hall

Gregory Gibson Joan Brundage Kevin Vaught Lonnie Petrie Megan Quenzer Pam Shaouy Roberta Zenz Stuart Clark

Gretchen Sudlow Joan Jacobs Kim Carothers Lori Albee Melanie Andrus Pamela A. Robin Gorges Stuart Skadden

Greylin High Joan Walker Kim Kost Lori Moldovan Melinda Dastrup Pamela Lau Robin Schielke Sue Halligan

H. Shukla Jody Gibson Kimberly Reinhart Lorraine Petro Melisa Olivieri Pamela Miko Robin Wilson Sue Loesch‐Fries

Hal Trufan Joel Perkins Kimberly Tilley Luisa Casu Melissa Allen Pamela Parmer Roger Hannah Sun Zhe

Hank Mirsky Johan Lindsjo KJ Herson Lura Irish Melissa Britton Panagiotis Rigopoulos Roger Montgomery Susan Davenport

Heidi Ahlstrand‐Gallagher John Heyneman Klaus Wilde Lydia Scott Melissa Renn Patricia Chang Rollin Odell Susan King

Helene Unland John Marshall Kristen Allbritton Lynette Ferrero Melodie Rammer Patricia Coffey Ronald Marquart Susan Lefler

February 26th (cont.)
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Table 5.3‐3 (cont.) ‐ List of Form Letter Contributors (by submission date)

February 26th

Susan Mchenry A Evans Delene Hanson Jim Head Michael Kelting Sam Lair Alan Somers Denise Neuzil

Susan Webb Albert Fecko Dennis Thomas Joan Milford Michael McDowell Sandra Couch Alton Lane Dirk Obudzinski

Susan Yamagata Alessandro Zabini Diana Kaye Joan Ward Michele Dye Sandy Liu Andrea Reynolds Don Schwarz

Susanne Loomis Alex Barnard Diane Schabowski John Allen Michelle Bafik‐Vehslage Sandy Woiak Andrew Ireland Eden Kennan

Susy Grenier Alexandra Sipiora Diane Shaw John Anderson Michelle Wilkes Sandy Zouzaneas Anne Mathot Elizabeth Leaf

Suzanne Roberson Ali Hernandez Dominick Falzone John Feissel Sharron Laplante Sara Esteves Annette Grohman Emily Johnson

Suzette Ippolito Alyssa Freeman Donna Knipp John Franklin Myles Robertson Sara Shaw Anthony Kropovitch Eric Zdilla

Takuji Soyama Amos Ivey Elisabeth Peneva Juan Byron Myra Fedyniak Sarah Jackson April Jacob Hazel Chee

Tedrick  Elmendorf Amy Cervene Elizabeth Reyes Judith Schenck Nancy Shannon Sarah Oswald Arlene Mercurio Heather Ervin

Tena Scruggs Andrew Sutphin Ellen Ayres Judy Cato Natalie Satarino Sarena Sheridan Astrid Keup Heather Stoker

Teresa Madden Aubrey Wulfsohn Ellen Dollars Julio Zumaran Nelson Reese Sars Miller Barbara Hoffmann Heidi Buitron

Thomas Johnson Audrey Fee Elsy Shallman Karen Lowery Noalani Terry Serge Vantalon Barbara Puett Henry George

Thomas Patterson Barry Kaufman Eric West Katherine Botelho Noel Hutchings Shelley Frazier Barry Spielvogel Hope Alayunt

Tiffaney Derreumaux Betty Ford Erica Johanson Kathy Hanson Norbert Nitsch Sheri Varner‐Munt Beth Mestman Ilenia Massaroni

Tihana Pusic Bonnie Murphy Eva Cashdan Ken Lesem Norma McNeill Sidney Moseley Bill Nierstedt J. Rogers

Tim Hanify Brent Larsen Fernanda Muñoz Kenneth Ruby Olivier Lapeyre Sonia Richart Bob Fischella James Conroy

Tim Martinson Brian Gong Fletcher Cossa Kim Winter Olyme Moreno Stephanie Sweas Bobbie Jansen Jamie Lantz

Tina Hickman Brianne Costello Francisco Costa Kimberly Wiley Pagan Mosher Stephen Dreher Brad Walker Janet Draper

Tom Butler Bryan Tarbox Frank Smith Kristi Hutchison Patrick O'Neil Stephen Pryputniewicz Brendan Fisher Janet Reid

Tom Linell C. E. Blower Franklin Platizky Kurt Schwarz Patrick Ryel Stephen Sleeper Brendan Hughes Jeanette Stewart

Toni Taylor Carol Lipper Fredereic Pujo Laura Rimola Paul Allen Steve Simmons Brent Koenig Jennifer Kilgore

Tony Smith Carole Ehrhardt Fuoad Shashani Lauren Spurrier Paul Brizzi Susan Aceves Brett Haverstick Jennifer Willett

Tony Tilborgh Carrie Williams Gail McGlone Laurie Bonham Paula Bourgeois Susan Chandler Brian Cano John Rose

Tracy Noden Cathy Sullivan Gay Goden Lawrence Gioielli Paula Hartgraves Sydney Pratt Bridgid Mote Joseph Hayes

Tricia Mattiello Chantelle Loper Gene Groom Lennie Rodoff Paula Mack Sylvia Baca Carla Lai Judith Gordon

Vanessa Jenney Charlene Root Gerry Gebhart Lesley Swinton Penny Gedeon Tara Hottenstein Carol Schaming Judy Ann Cohen

Vera Gordienko Charles Hines Glenn D'Alessio Leslie Slater Pier Nicoletti Terry Poplawski Carol Smith Judy Shively

Vic Bostock Chiara Rizzo Günther Spinnler Linda Bescript Rafeak Muhammad Thad Wilson Carolyn Moore Kalinke Hulzen

Vic Burton Christina Pham Gwen Blodgett Linda Bruner Ralph Tuscher Thea Cohen Carolyn Schmitz Karen Arden

Vicky Duron Chuck McCall Heather Hundt Linda Gibb Randall Ellenburg Theresa Everett Catherine Hardison Karen Bond

Walter Birdwell Claire Zabel Heather Murawski Linda Harrell Rebecca Crowder Thomas Chance II Catherine King Karen Christian

Warren Fries Claudia Wornum Helen Greer Lorali Wyant Rebecca Varon Timothy Johnston Cathy Caldie Karen Levins

Wendy Light Clayton Graham Helen Hightower Lydia Straus‐Edwards Robert Fitzgerald Tom Nulty, Jr. Cathy Staniunas Karolyn Nartker

Wendy Wiener Clifford Hritz Ingrid Emming Lynn Fischer Robert Glover Toty Garcia Chris Fredrickson Kathleen Porter

Whitney Metz Craig Conn Irene Hartwig Margaret Cytryn Robert Handelsman Ulla Schmid Chris Nicholson Kathryn Britton

William Frayer Crystal Conn J. Tatara Margaret Kaminski Robert Hicks Vicki Word Christopher Chan Kenneth Lapointe

William Henne Dan Johnson Jan Kampa Mark Chudzik Robert Sventy Vickie Herdman Christopher Friar Kevin Franken

William Still, Jr. Dan Miner Jared Cornelia Martha Stopa Roberta Claypool Victoria Zoll Chuck Donegan Kimberley Thomas

William Vickstrom Dana Bleckinger Jason Waldo Martin Antuna Roberta Newman Vivien Trichter Constance Dayton Kimberly Peterson

William Weber Dave Cackowski Jean Ceglowski Martin Kleino Roberto Vargas Wayne Schimpff D. King Kristiana Dahl

Yvonne Lunde‐Andreassen Dave Loiselle Jeanne Greene Mary Carrick Robyn Moreland Welthy Silva Daniel Pihlblad Kristina Baker

David Barnes Jeanne Hartzog Mary Levitt Ron Goldman David Bradbury Laurance Doyle

David Bernstein Jeannie Dale Maryalice Webb Ron Landskroner David Kozlowski Laurel Tate

David Romportl Jeffrey Howe Melissa Mobeck Rowena Wyckoff Dawn Scott Laurent Seugnet

David Sherman Jennifer Cherniss Micah Landau Roy Buchanan Deborah Kearns Lesle Wolfe

Davin Peterson Jennifer Gardner Michael Crowell Ruth Provost Deborah Meckler Linda Jones

Dean Krause Jennifer Keitz Michael Guyette Ryan Nordsven Debra Larsen Lisa Reeves

Debbie Hunt Jenny Wilder Michael Hazynski Sam Child Della Pangborn Lisa White

February 27th February 28th
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Table 5.3‐3 (cont.) ‐ List of Form Letter Contributors (by submission date)

March 2nd March 3rd March 4th / 5th
Lisette Rose Susan Howe Dave Adams Kristina Irion Susan Wrightsman Marshall Sorkin Joan Sadowski Michael Feran

Lorne Beatty Susan Jacobson David Walker L. Yaco Tatiana Zannou Martin Kornbluh Joe Phillips Michael Stuart

Lydia Morton Susan Moran Deborah Deatherage Larry Bassett Tiziana Gramignano Mary Bobb John McKee Monet N.

Lynn Lang Susan Sansone Deborah Strohmayer Laura Baldwin Tootsie Zeis Mary Bowen Joni Mulder Nadine Bierwirth

M. Nihipali Thomas Nieland Denise Redden Laura Lieberman Tracey Zimmerman Mary Hoffmann Joseph Phillips Nancy Emblom

Margaret Eisenberger Thomas Perrochon Dora Kassis Laurie Shiels Tracy Ouellette Mary Seeber Judi Poulson Pete Childs

Margaret Stein Tiffany Hughes Elizabeth Kelson Leon Clingman Vivian Hurtado Mathew Wilson Kali Bronson Peter Cupple

Margean Kastner Todd Cisna Elizabeth Lotz Lillian Landrau Walter Connelly Melissa Katterson Katy Belt Robert Wolf

Mari T. Echevarria Tom Tamplin Ellen Beschler Lisa Clark‐Kahn March 2nd Michael Jones Kenneth Gillette Robin Poppe

Marilie Sage Toni Piazzon Eloise Lanum Liz D. Akebono Airth Michelle Asten Krista Gorby Robyn Cleaves

Martina Casadidio Val Sandham Emilia Soltis Liz Hackney Alfred Montgomery Michelle Winters Lea Rolla Sue D'Onofrio

Mary Barbezat Vince Mendieta Erica Papkey Lizabeth Johnson Allison Shreve Naomi Lee‐Hood Leslie Babson Susan Blake

Megan Odle Vivianne Mosca‐Clark Erich Reeder Maki Murakami Andrea Kaufman Noreen Byatt‐Grassi Lisa Moye Susan Garcia

Melanie Climis Vladimir Strugatsky Erin Ganahl Marie Koko Anne Huibregtse Peter Karlsson Lorraine Millard Susan Holmes

Michael Mauer Wayne Middleton Eva Svingen Mary Baysinger Anne Seidel Rebecca Goff Luci Ungar Thomas Bragg

Michelle Silene Wendy Worth Faon Lewis Michael Hamburger Ben Thomas Robert Allen Manuel Barrios Wolfgang Rougle

Mike Anderson William Garcia Frank Watson Michael Kutilek Brenda Tarkowski Robert Williams Marc Lambert March 5th

Mike Seeber William Schoene Gary Dolgin Michele Shimizu Brian Kummer Ron Bohr Marie Wadman A. Rjhodes

Miranda Rumpf Yvonne Bartsch Gene Jones Michelle Kraatz Caitlin Valentich Sarah McNaull Marlin Dixon Anne DePoalo

Monika Gosteli‐Gyger March 1st Gordon Hait Mike Stowbridge Candy Bowman Stefan Kudek Nadia Knoblock Beate Ackroyd

Nancy Meadows Aleesa Brauer Howard Higson Miki Krenelka Charles Warlop Susaan Aram Robert Lorentzen Carol Torchia

Nancy Newbury Alixine Sasonoff Loannis Nikolaidis Nancy Hubbs‐Chang Cheryl Erb Suzanne Dallas Sally Rehberger Cathy Robinson

Nathaniel Chan Alma Soltero J. Siska Hjelmgren Natascha Israel Cheryl Fisher T. Hodorowicz Sandy Stuhaan David Gascon

Nicole Strathmann Alonna Johnson J. Walby Nicole Moore Claudia C. Vanessa Naas Sheryl Becker Deb Allen

Paul Grohman Amber Dudkowski Jane Oberlander Nikki Ayres Constantina Economou Vika Babakova Sophie Miranda Deborah Strohmayer

Paul Grove Andrea Todd Janine Buckley Patricia Henry Daria Pierorazio Walter Koch Stefanie Gandolfi Elizabeth Riegle

Paula Pruner Andrew Wadsworth Jason Cooperrider Patricia Michael Lovejoy Denise Romesburg Yoyi Steele Stephanie Johnson George Dudziec

Peggy Cooley Ann Waller Jean Jenks Patrick Martin Dennis Miller March 3rd Will Martin Gwendolyn Krupa

Persia Woolley Anthony Cekada Jean Linos Paulette Walter Dottie Bell Aaeron Robb March 4th Hazel McCoy

Ralph Tanner Barb Hauser Jeanne Kelly Peter Seeny Edward Rengers Amy Garcia Ashley Falkenstein Isabel Houthakker

Rebecca Jacobs‐Pollez Barbara Duncan Jeff Thayer Pilar Gomez‐Alcala Erin Hayes Andrew Brown Cathy Carey John Warren

Rita Casolari Becky Bell‐Greenstreet Jerry Kilgore Rae Gustafson Frances Cone Ardis Lunn Chantel Mitchell Judith Morem

Robert Judith Miller Bonnie Poulos Joan Denman Rhonda Nowak Gordon McCurry Aron Shevis Charlotte Sonoda Julie Marquis

Ruston Mitchell Brittni Palmore Joan Jones Richard Hendricks Ian Gonzales Caroline Bordenkircher Christine Krumm Julie Roberts

Sandra Commons Carla Johnson Joe Salazar Richard Riger Ines Seidel Cath Haftings Cindy Sims Kat Raisky

Sandra Woodall Carlo Carnelli John Augustine Robert Honish Ivailo Dunov D.C. Harris Courtney Cole Lara Michele

Sarah Bassuk Carol Alexander Joseph Soltis Rose Denisenko Jack Runnels Deborah Filipelli Denise Conte Laureen Chagnon

Sarah Gulak Cat Neshine JT Adams Roxanne Angelopoulos Jennifer Everett Dennis Guiney Ingrid Roed Lisa Wilsher

Sarah Hamilton Charles Ayers Juliette Dzija Russell Yttri Jessie Edwards Donald Garlit Jere Wilkerson Lynn Wilkinson

Shanna Livermore Christi DeMark Kaitlin Hoffman Sandra Nealon Jonathan Wilsnack Eriv Simpson Joshua Mahurin Maria Williamson

Shawn Costello Christina Schubert Karen Brant Scott Chapman Karl Tollefson Gina Wiese Joy Loyd Marie Mandano

Shirley Harris Christine Thomas Karen Malcolm Sharon Lampi Kathy Britt Gregory Esteve K. Danowski Megan Lehman

Siamak Vossoughi Christopher Hopkins Karen Slote Sharon Russick Kevin Carroll Greta Loeffelbein Kathleen Martin Michael Ballot

Stephanie Gamache Collin Hein Karen Vasily Starr Lockwood Kim Carothers Guy Bateman Kathryn Hannay Michael Haskell

Stoyan Dimitrov Cynthia Payne Katie Sirk Steven Huber Landon Vincent J. Sunder Ram Lisa Salazar Rogil Schroeter

Sue Nightingale D. P. Kim Davis Steven Standard Margaret Gruna James Harmon Lisa Woodring Ruth Gedge

Sue Palmeri Dara Gorelick Kimberley Buckley Steven Sugarman Marie Leven Janet Letusick‐Spear Lynn Bengston Tim Beckman

Sue Petteway Daria Hemmings Kristin Hurley Suki Winship Marilyn Duncan Jennifer Sawyer Mark Crane Valentine Malutin

February 28th (cont.) March 1st
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Table 5.3‐3 (cont.) ‐ List of Form Letter Contributors (by submission date)

March 6th March 7th March 8th March 9th
Alexandra Bokova Ann Ewing Barbara Rizzo Aleata Illusion

Allyson Frye‐Henderson Audrey Tillinghast Candy Bowman Colleen Skjerven

Barbara Tacker David Hind Debora Germain Jean Brothag

C C Churilla Ernest Ely Debra nichols Laura Kowal

Carol Schramke Felicia Peters Don Perry Marbara Ward

Desiree Fleck Graciela Zumaeta Emily Doutre Nick Rodin

Elaine Saldivar Kay Campbell Harriette Frank Patrick Snyder

Jenae Hearn‐Everitt Kristen Clark J Roberts Rose Bachi

John Pye Lilly Letusick Jan Curtis Wayne Sieck

Joyce Duarte Marian Carter Joe Shabaduh

Karen Malcolm Michael Guyette Laura Dicus

Keith Fabing Oskar & Mathias Obrist Lee Cali

Kirsten Strom Tina Brenza Maura O'Connor

Lauren Verruni Zoe Gardner Steven Lindquist

Leonard Rappe V. Alexander

Liz Tellez Warren Hageman

Margaret Sellers

Matthew Bockey

Melodie Martin

Michaelle Cambron

Mylee Khristoforov

Niall Carroll

Nicole Baruffaldi

Rebecca Hengsteler

Stefania Perotti

Tami Rogowski

Victoria Beschenbossel

Victoria Treglia

Viki Orlando
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The following persons submitted comments on the EA, but those comments did not require individual 

responses from the agency.  These comment documents are available in the project record. 

 

Table 5.3‐4: List of persons submitting comments that did not drive individual responses. 

Comments That Did Not Drive Individual 
Response 

Bonilla‐Jones, Carmen  Hurley, Gaylene  Ransom, Sara 

Bowman, David  Jettmar, Karen  Reichardt, Dorothy 

Cornelius, Don & Karen  King, Carolyn  Stein, Herbert 

Crumbo, Kim  Kirby, Helen  Wagner, Jim 

Dickerson, Mel  Levans, Kelly  Zevian, Shannin 

England, Tim  Linarez, Karen    

Foster, Rick  Luce, Robert    

Hafner, Amanda  Norton, Susan    

Hall, Chris  Peters, Wayne       

 

 

The following comment submissions that were submitted after the 3‐day comment period deadline.  

These comments are available in the project record. 

 

Table 5.3‐5: List of persons submitting comments after the deadline. 

Comments Submitted After Deadline 
Bailin, Aiyana  Gelczis, Lisa  McIntosh, Samantha 

L., Carmen  Stopyra, Melanie  Taylor, Tishomongo 

Fine, Cindy  Schumacher, Michael  Hayes, Veronica 

Taylor, Imogen  Wood, Michael  Alleshouse, Z. 

Laiti, Jared  Schaal, Perry 

Miller, Kellie  Schaal, Karrie    
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IV. Forest Service Response to Comments 
 

Table 5.4‐1: Public comment reference and Forest Service Response. 

Comment 
Number  Forest Service Response 

1-1 

Maps 3A and 7A show the proposed road closures and Maps 3B and 7B show the 
resulting open road system proposed under each of the alternatives analyzed in detail.  
Larger maps were available for review at the district office and at the public meetings, 
and could be requested at any time. Large maps were also made available on the 
project website as requested during public meetings. 

1-2 
Impacts to forest resources from unauthorized roads are discussed throughout 
Chapter 3 of the EA. 

1-3 
Alternatives 2 and 3 propose to close approximately 380 miles of currently open roads 
while Alternative 4 proposes 415 miles of road for closure.  The impacts to recreational 
access are described in Section 3.1 of the EA. 

1-4 
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) analyses in Section 3.1 describe the changes 
in availability of motorized and non-motorized recreational opportunities resulting from 
the implementation of each alternative. 

2-1 

Fuelwood gathering is a popular activity on the Williams District. The fuelwood and 
special forest products management strategy common to alternatives 2, 3, and 4 is 
described in section 2.3 of the EA. Fuelwood and special forest product collection will 
continue to be permitted as needed to meet local demand. The travel management 
plan would not be the guiding document as to when, where, and what kind of wood 
could be gathered with a permit (See section 2.3 of EA). Areas that allow fuelwood and 
special forest products collection have and will continue to be approved through 
subsequent environmental analysis and are therefore not analyzed or authorized as 
part of this travel management project. The analysis and anticipated effects on 
fuelwood gathering are addressed in section 3.9 of the EA. Implementation of 
alternatives 2, 3, and 4 might negatively affect fuelwood and special forest product 
collection, however, public demand is expected to be met through an active vegetation 
management program on the district (Section 3.9).  

3-1 

The effects of cross-country travel on soils and plants are described in Sections 3.2 
and 3.3 of the Environmental Assessment (respectively).  These sections also describe 
the impacts caused by the dispersed camping strategies (corridors and short spur 
roads) and motorized big game retrieval allowances in each of the alternatives.  
Alternatives 2-4 would amend the Forest Plan to prohibit motor vehicle use off of the 
designated system of roads, trails, and areas on the District, except as displayed on 
the MVUM. Alternatives 2 and 3 would allow the limited use of motor vehicles within 
one mile of all designated system roads (except where prohibited) to retrieve a legally 
hunted and tagged elk consistent with 36 CFR 212.51(b). Alternative 4 does not allow 
MBGR.  Refer to Sections 3.1 (Recreation) and 3.5 (Wildlife) for the effects of allowing 
(or not allowing) motorized big game retrieval. 

3-2 

The Transportation Analysis Plan (TAP 2010) describes the process used to analyze 
the existing road system and recommend changes to that system to be carried forward 
into the current project planning process (per FSM 7710).  The TAP identified the 
minimum road system needed for safe and efficient travel for the administration, 
utilization and protection of National Forest System lands (and resources) on the WRD 
(see TAP Table B-5) while considering maintenance budgets and other requirements.  
The EA addresses the environmental and economic impacts of closing roads to public 
use (ML1) in Chapter 3.  “Permanent closure” (i.e. decommissioning/obliteration) of 
existing roads is not included in any alternative (see Section 2.7 and FS Response 3-6 
below).  Additionally, the TAP did not identify any roads for immediate 
decommissioning; further guidance on road decommissioning is provided in FSM 
7734. Monitoring of the road system will determine if there are roads that could be 
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Comment 
Number  Forest Service Response 

decommissioned in future planning project (Section 2.6).  Maintenance funding needs 
of the existing and proposed road systems are described in Step 6 of the TAP and in 
Section 3.12 of the EA.  Forest Service appropriations are authorized by Congress.  
The Forest Service is committed to using whatever funds it has available to accomplish 
efficient and effective transportation management activities.  A discussion of deferred 
maintenance and how each of the alternatives would contribute to this was added to 
the EA (Section 3.12).   

3-3 

See the goshawk discussion in Section 3.5 of EA, including a discussion of the 
environmental impacts associated with the proposed motorized trail system. Goshawk 
Post-fledgling Family Areas (PFAs) are large areas approximately 600 acres in size 
that are managed for habitat characteristics preferred by goshawks. Nest areas are 
subsets of the PFAs managed for goshawk nest site characteristics. Goshawks do not 
use the same nest every year. They often construct and use alternate nests within the 
same nest area. Potential disturbance to breeding goshawks would be reduced under 
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 as a result of decreased traffic on roads that are closed to 
public travel and restricted motorized cross-country travel.  The FS concluded that the 
effects of Alts 2, 3, or 4 on goshawks would be primarily beneficial and would not 
cause a loss of goshawk population viability or a trend toward federal listing under the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA).  

3-4 

Of the Alternatives analyzed in detail (Sec. 2.3), only Alt. 2 would develop a motorized 
trail system; Alt. 1, 3 & 4 would not include a designated motorized trail system. See 
Table 3 (Sec. 2.4) of the EA for the designated open road system mileage for Alt. 1-4, 
including the mileage of high clearance roads (i.e. maintenance level 2 roads). Forest 
roads vary in condition and high clearance roads can provide some challenging riding 
opportunities (Sec. 3.1). 

3-5 

As presented in Table B-1 of the TAP, each road was assigned individual values for 
each of four “risks” (ROS, Cultural, Soil/Water, Wildlife) and each of three “values” 
(recreation access, range access and special uses access).  These ratings helped the 
ID Team assess each road individually and identify needed changes to the existing 
road system.  See FS Response 137-77. 

3-6 

The TAP (2010) did not identify any roads that needed to be decommissioned or 
obliterated.  Thus, the EA does not propose nor analyze road obliteration as part of 
any alternative.  However, future projects may include proposals for road obliteration 
when such obliteration is determined necessary to address resource issues (See 
Section 2.7).  Measures incorporated in the EA will periodically monitor closed routes 
for resource damage.  If it is determined necessary, roads will be decommissioned or 
obliterated to improve resource conditions (see Section 2.6). Further guidance on road 
decommissioning is provided in FSM 7734. 

3-7 

See FS responses to Comment Letter #137.  All alternatives analyzed in detail 
(Section 2.3) are evaluated on an equal basis.  The final decision will be based on the 
analysis contained in the EA, documentation provided in the project record, and the 
consideration of public input (see Section 1.7). 

4-1 

Each of the action alternatives (i.e. Alternatives 2-4) are consistent with the Travel 
Management Rule (36 CFR 212) which is aimed at managing OHV use on the National 
Forest and will prohibit the use of motor vehicles off of the designated road system.  
Only those vehicles/users that are specifically authorized under a Motorized Travel 
Exemption (see Section 1.4) or the allowance for Motorized Big Game Retrieval and/or 
dispersed camping will be allowed to travel off the designated system with a motorized 
vehicle (see Section 2.3 for descriptions of the game retrieval and dispersed camping 
allowances under each alternative). The impacts associated with the various designs 
proposed in each of the alternatives are described in Chapter 3 of the EA.  Section 3.1 
describes the impacts on non-motorized uses of the WRD.   

5-1 Thank you for your comments. See FS Responses 3-1 through 3-7.   
6-1 See FS response 7-1 and 3-1. 
7-1 Motor vehicles are “a legitimate and appropriate way for people to enjoy their National 
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Comment 
Number  Forest Service Response 

Forests – in the right place and with proper management” (Federal Register Vol. 70, 
No. 216, p. 68264).  The purpose of the current Travel Management Project is “to 
improve the management of motorized vehicle use on National Forest System lands 
on the Williams Ranger District...in accordance with the Travel Management Rule” 
(see Section 1.3).  Note that while each of the alternatives considered in detail include 
different strategies for allowing the use of motorized vehicles to retrieve legally taken 
big game animals (see Section 2.3), the use of motorized vehicles off of the 
designated road system for other hunting activities such as scouting or accessing a 
favorite hunting site will be prohibited (see Section 1.4).  Management of non-
motorized uses of the forest (e.g. hiking or horseback riding) is outside the scope of 
the current project, and will therefore follow current management direction.  Effects of 
motorized travel on the forest are described throughout Chapter 3.     

8-1 
See FS Response 3-4. For a discussion of the environmental consequences of 
implementing Alt. 1-4 on recreation and scenic resources, see Section 3.1 of the EA.  

8-2 

The Travel Management Rule (TMR) was developed in response to the substantial 
increase in use of OHV’s on National Forest System Lands and related damage to 
forest resources caused by unmanaged OHV use over the past 30 years (See Sec. 
1.1). The TMR allows for the limited use of motor vehicles for the purposes of 
dispersed camping (36 CFR 212.51(b)). In accordance to the TMR, the district 
developed a range of alternatives that provide for a variety of motorized dispersed 
camping opportunities (see Table 3 Section 2.4 for a summary of the differences of 
alternatives) and the environmental consequences of implementing each alternative is 
discussed in Chapter 3 of the EA.   

8-3 

See FS Responses 3-4 & 8-2. The EA discloses the direct, indirect, and cumulative 
environmental impacts that would result from the proposed action and alternatives. 
The EA is intended to assist the Responsible Official in making an informed decision 
on how best to implement the Travel Management Rule.  

9-1 

The effects of motor vehicle use on the district are described throughout Chapter 3 of 
the EA.  Specifically, the ROS discussion in Section 3.1 addresses the impacts to non-
motorized recreational opportunities of each of the alternatives.  Effects on soil, rare 
and sensitive plants and wildlife are discussed in Sections 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4 
(respectively).  Alternative 2 includes the development of two motorized trail areas, 
though use of OHVs would still be permitted on the open road system in this 
alternative (see Section 2.3).  See FS Response 7-1. 

10-1 

The “No Action” alternative maintains the current management of motor vehicles on 
the WRD, and would not prohibit the use of motor vehicles off of roads.  However, this 
alternative is not consistent with the Travel Management Rule (36 CFR 212) and would 
not bring the district into compliance with the Rule (see Sections 1.1, 1.3 and 2.3) 

11-1 
See FS Response 8-2.  See Table 3 (Sec. 2.4) of the EA which summarizes the effects 
of implementing the alternatives on recreation and wildlife resources. 

12-1 

See FS Response 10-1.  The environmental impacts associated with motor vehicle use 
on the WRD are disclosed in Chapter 3 of the EA.  Additionally, the “background” 
discussion in the Federal Register (Vol. 70, No. 216 pp.68264-68265) outlines the 
rationale behind the Travel Management Rule. 

13-1 

Forest roads vary in condition and high clearance roads can provide some challenging 
riding opportunities (Sec. 3.1). See Table 3 (Sec. 2.4) of the EA for the designated 
open road system mileage for Alts. 1-4. For a discussion on accessibility of 
implementing TMR on National Forest System Lands, see Section 3.1 of the EA.  
Forest Service Road 111, the road up Bill Williams Mountain, will remain open under 
all alternatives analyzed in detail. 

14-1 See FS Response 8-2.   

14-2 

See FS Response 8-2.  The Rule provides for system of roads, trails and areas that 
are designed for motor vehicle use.  The Rule prohibits the use of motor vehicles off 
the designated system as well as use of motor vehicles on routes and areas not 
consistent with the designations (36 CFR 212.50).  In order to comply with the Rule, 

20



Comment 
Number  Forest Service Response 

the Kaibab Forest Plan must be amended to prohibit the use of motor vehicles off of 
the designated road system. See Sections 1.1 and 1.3 of the EA. 

14-3 

The TMR allows for the limited use of motor vehicles for the purposes of motorized big 
game retrieval (36 CFR part 212.51(b)). In accordance with the TMR, the district 
developed a range of alternatives that provide for a variety of motorized big game 
retrieval opportunities (see Table 3 Section 2.4 for a summary of the differences of Alt 
1, 2 and 3) and the environmental consequences of implementing each alternative is 
discussed in Chapter 3 of the EA. 

15-1 

For a discussion of the environmental consequences of implementing Alt. 1-4 on 
recreation and scenic resources, including the effects and impacts to motorized mixed 
use, trails, non-motorized recreation and Designated Wilderness, see Section 3.1 of 
the EA. The commenter is incorrect; there would be no changes to the current 
management of Designated Wilderness, including the expansion of Designated 
Wilderness on the Kaibab National Forest.  The proximity of a road to a Designated 
Wilderness boundary was not used to justify any road closures. See FS Responses 3-
4 and 14-3. 

16-1 
All alternatives analyzed in detail (Section 2.3) are evaluated on an equal basis.  The 
final decision will be based on the analysis contained in the EA, documentation 
provided in the project record, and the consideration of public input (see Section 1.7). 

17-1 
See FS Response 8-2. The effects of motorized vehicle use are discussed throughout 
Chapter 3 of the EA. See FS Response 3-4. 

18-1 See FS Response 12-1 

19-1 

Thank you for your comment. The extent of “upgrading” (interpreted as re-opening 
closed routes or designated user created routes or spurs) forest roads is described for 
each alternative in Section 2.3 and summarized in Table 3.  Maintenance funding 
requirements for the proposed road systems are described in the Road Maintenance 
Funding discussion in Section 3.11. 

20-1 
Only Alternative 2 would apply time restrictions to Motorized Big Game Retrieval.  
Alternative 3, which also allows MBGR for elk, does not apply a time restriction (see 
Section 2.3). 

20-2 

Closing roads to public travel within goshawk nest areas and PFAs would result in 
reduced vehicle traffic and reduced potential disturbance of breeding goshawks. 
Decisions on which roads to propose for closures were based on multiple factors.  See 
FS Response 3-3. 

20-3 

See FS Response 10-1. See Section 3.1 of the EA, for a discussion of the 
environmental consequences of implementing Alt. 1 – the No Action Alternative on 
recreation and scenic resources and for a discussion of the environmental 
consequences of implementing Alts. 2-4 which include road closures. 

21-1 See FS Response 20-3. 

22-1 

Implementation of any of the “Action” Alternatives (2-4) would restrict motor vehicle 
use to the designated road system proposed under each alternative.  Alternatives 2 
and 3 allow the use of motorized vehicles for the retrieval of legally downed elk.  
Dispersed camping is addressed through the use of corridors and short spur routes in 
Alternative 2; and through short spur routes in Alternatives 3 and 4.  Additionally, 
visitors seeking dispersed camping sites are permitted to park a safe distance from 
any open road to find camping sites (see Section 2.3 and Table 3). 

23-1 

Alternative 1 would continue to allow MBGR for all species and seasons (including 
deer).  Alternative 2 would allow MBGR for warm season elk hunts between 10 a.m. 
and midnight.  MBGR would be allowed for all elk hunts under Alternative 3.  
Alternative 4 does not allow any MBGR.  See Section 2.3 and Table 3 of the EA for a 
comparison of the MBGR strategies in each alternative. MBGR would not be allowed 
for mule deer or other big game species under Alts 2, 3, or 4. Restrictions on MBGR 
were developed as a result of concerns over impacts of motorized cross-country travel 
on soil, vegetation, wildlife, and cultural resources.   
We have proposed allowing MBGR for legally harvested elk for two primary reasons. 
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Number  Forest Service Response 

First, elk are very large animals, so retrieving legally harvested elk and avoiding 
spoilage of game meat can present a real challenge for many hunters. Most bull elk 
range from 600 to 800 pounds and most cow elk range from 450 to 600 pounds. 
Second, elk population management is important on the Williams District because elk 
potentially have substantial impacts on vegetation and other natural resources if elk 
density gets high. Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) is the agency 
responsible for management of the state’s wildlife populations. AGFD manages elk 
population size primarily through its management of antlerless (cow elk) hunts. AGFD 
has commented repeatedly that elimination of MBGR for elk would complicate 
management of elk hunts, especially antlerless elk hunts, and would make it more 
difficult to meet harvest objectives and control elk populations (see comment 109-3).      

24-1 
Thank you for your comment. The background and purpose and need for the Travel 
Management Project are described in Sections 1.1 and 1.3.  The effects of 
implementing each of the alternatives are described in Chapter 3. 

25-1 

Alternative 2 allows for the motorized retrieval of legally downed elk during warm 
season hunts while Alternative 3 allows for motorized retrieval of elk during all 
seasons.  The impacts of each of these alternatives on hunting opportunities are 
described in Section 3.1. 

25-2 
The use of trailers will not be prohibited when the vehicle towing the trailer is being 
used in a manner consistent the TMR and the designations on the MVUM (trailers do 
not meet the definition of a motorized vehicle in 36 CFR 212.1) 

26-1 
See FS Responses 3-1 (effects on plants and soils), 7-1 (uses of OHVs on National 
Forest System lands) and 4-1 (purpose of the TMR and the current project).   

27-1 See FS Responses and 20-1 and 23-1.   

27-2 

See Section 3.1 and 3.2 of the EA, for a discussion of the environmental 
consequences of implementing Alt. 2 and the restriction of motorized dispersed 
camping corridors to only 220 miles of the designated road system.  See FS 
Responses 72-6 and 111-7. The EA discloses the direct, indirect, and cumulative 
environmental impacts that would result from the proposed action and alternatives 
specific to the Williams Ranger District on the Kaibab National Forest.  The District 
(and forest) would provide copies of the District Motor Vehicle Use Map (MVUM) free 
of charge, which would show motorized dispersed camping corridors if Alt. 2 is 
selected by the Responsible Official.  

27-3 See FS Response 3-4. 
28-1 See FS Response 3-1 
29-1 See FS Response 8-2 and Chapters 1 and 3 of the EA. 

30-1 

The environmental impacts of each of the alternatives are described throughout 
Chapter 3 of the EA.  Non-motorized recreational opportunities are improved and 
conflicts between motorized and non-motorized users are reduced through each of the 
Action Alternatives (2-4; See Section 3.1 and Table 5). 

31-1 See FS Responses 3-1 and 7-1. 

31-2 

User created routes result from repeated cross country trips along the same route (see 
Section 1.4).  Motorized cross country travel is currently permitted in the Forest Plan; 
however, the selection of any of the Action Alternatives will amend the plan to prohibit 
such travel (Section 2.4).  Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 would designate approximately 8 
miles of user created routes to the open road system; all other user created routes 
(known and unknown) would be closed to motorized use.  See FS Responses 3-6 and 
137-65. 

32-1 See FS Response 3-1 and 7-1. 

32-2 
See FS Response 3-2. The environmental effects analyses in Chapter 3 of the EA 
show that the road closures associated with Alternatives 2-4 will not result in significant 
adverse effects. 

32-3 See FS Response 3-4. 
33-1 The environmental consequence of implementing Alt. 1- 4 on cultural resources is 
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Number  Forest Service Response 

described in Section 3.6 of the EA. The prohibitions of motorized cross-country travel 
under Alt.  2-4 would reduce the risk of damage to cultural resources from off-road 
vehicles. 

34-1 

The Environmental Analysis does not include nor apply to the North Kaibab Ranger 
District.  For more information on Travel Management Planning on the North Kaibab 
R.D., please visit http://fs.usda.gov/goto/kaibab/projects or contact the district at 928-
643-7175. 

35-1 
Alternatives 2 and 3 propose 380 miles of road closures while Alternative 4 proposes 
415 miles of closures (see Section 2.3). 

36-1 

The best information available was used to discuss the affected environment and 
environmental consequences of the alternatives, and the “best available science” was 
considered throughout the discussions presented within Chapter 3 of the EA. There 
are no adverse effects to public health or safety expected as a result of implementing 
alternatives 1-4 (see Section 3.12). See FS Response 3-3. 

36-2 See FS Response 36-1. 

37-1 

The environmental impacts of motorized off road travel are described throughout 
Chapter 3, including the analysis of current conditions (see “No Action” alternative 
analyses).  Each of the Action Alternatives (2-4) would amend the Forest Plan to 
prohibit motorized travel off of the designated road system, except as shown on the 
MVUM (see Section 2.3). 

37-2 See FS Response 3-7. 

38-1 

See FS Response 3-6 for a discussion on road obliteration.  Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 
would designate approximately 8 miles of user created routes to the open road system; 
all other user created routes (known and unknown) would be closed to motorized use.  
The effects of motorized cross country travel are described in Section 3.1 of the EA.  
Implementing any of the Action Alternatives (2-4) would improve landscape character, 
sense of place and overall scenic integrity (Section 3.1).  See FS Response 7-1 for 
discussion on the appropriateness of OHV use on the National Forest. 

39-1 
See FS Response 8-2.  See FS Response 7-1.  The EA discloses the direct, indirect, 
and cumulative environmental impacts that would result from the proposed action and 
alternatives specific to the Williams Ranger District on the Kaibab National Forest.   

40-1 

The Travel Management Rule (TMR) was developed in response to the substantial 
increase in use of OHV’s on National Forest System Lands and related damage to 
forest resources caused by unmanaged OHV use over the past 30 years (See Sec. 
1.1).  The Rule provides for a system of roads, trails, and areas that are designed for 
motor vehicle use.  The Rule prohibits the use of motor vehicles off the designated 
system as well as use of motor vehicles on routes and in areas not consistent with the 
designations (36 CFR 212.50).  See Section 3.1 of the EA, for discussion of 
enforcement implementing TMR.  Per 36 CFR part 212 of the TMR, penalties for 
violations of § 261.13 are beyond the scope of this rulemaking and are established by 
Federal statute.  

41-1 

The District has prepared and Environmental Assessment (EA), not an Environmental 
Impact Statement which would require different procedural steps in the analysis and 
public involvement process.  However, based on the information provided in the EA, 
the Responsible Official could require that an EIS be prepared for the project (see 
Section 1.7).  The Travel Management Rule was developed in response to increasing 
to the substantial increase in OHV use on the National Forests and the related damage 
to forest resources caused by unmanaged OHV use (see Section 1.1).  Consistent with 
the Rule, the Williams R.D. Travel Management Project is aimed at improving the 
management of motorized vehicle use on the District.  The environmental and social 
effects of the No Action (i.e. current conditions) and the Action Alternatives (2-4) are 
described in Chapter 3 of the EA.   

41-2 
Alternative 2 is identified as the “Proposed Action” because it was the initial proposal 
that went out for public review in 2008.  This name was kept through subsequent 
planning so that the initial proposal could be easily identified.  However, each of the 
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alternatives analyzed in detail are considered on an equal basis and could be selected 
by the Responsible Official. The TAP (2010) process evaluated the existing condition 
and recommended the minimum road system needed for safe and efficient travel and 
for the administration, utilization and protection of the Kaibab National Forest, 
consistent with the Rule.  The environmental impacts of implementing each of the 
alternatives are described throughout Chapter 3 and these analyses were based on 
the use of the best available science and information.  Citations of this information are 
provided throughout Chapter 3 and a list of references is included to make these 
studies available for review. 

42-1 

Alternative 2 allows the limited use of motor vehicles for the purposes of dispersed 
camping within 200 feet along 220 miles of open road (See Section 2.3); the 
environmental consequences are described in Chapter 3 of the EA.  Alternatives 2, 3, 
and 4 would designate 18 miles of short spur roads as open for motorized travel; these 
roads have historically served as access to dispersed camping sites (and other 
activities) on the District (See Section 2.3).  The environmental consequences of these 
spur roads is described in Chapter 3 of the EA.  Alternatives 3 and 4 do not include the 
designation of camping corridors.  

42-2 

The use of motorized vehicles to retrieve an elk under Alternatives 2 and 3 is restricted 
to one mile from an open road, as long as it would not cause damage to natural or 
cultural resources.  See descriptions of Alternatives 2 and 3 in Section 2.3.  The 
environmental consequences of implementing Alt. 1-4 on soils (Sec. 3.2), invasive 
weeds (Sec. 3.4), and wildlife (Sec. 3.5) are described in Chapter 3 of the EA. 

42-3 

See FS Response 3-6. Alternatives 2 and 3 would close 380 miles of road and would 
maintain them as Maintenance Level 1 system roads.  Alternative 4 would close 415 
miles of road and would maintain them as Maintenance Level 1 system roads.  ML 1 
roads are not available for motorized public use.  See Glossary for a description of ML 
1 roads. For enforcement information, see section 3.1 and see FS response #49-1. 

43-1 

See FS Response 3-1 for a discussion on the impacts of off road travel on plants and 
soils.  Each of the Action Alternatives will prohibit motorized travel off of the designated 
road system once the MVUM is published, consistent with the TMR.  The Rule also 
allows for the limited use of motorized vehicles for the purposes of dispersed camping 
or to retrieve a legally taken big game animal (36 CFR 212.51(b)).  Alternative 2 would 
allow motorized off- road travel up to 200 feet on either side of 220 miles of designated 
open roads for the purposes of dispersed camping (corridors), and would allow the 
motorized retrieval of legally hunted elk for up to 1 mile of open roads during warm 
season elk hunts.  The designated camping corridors would impact approximately 
11,000 acres of the district (approx. 2% of the District; see Section 3.1).  Alternative 3 
allows for the motorized retrieval of legally hunted elk for up to one mile from open 
roads during all elk seasons; this alternative does not designate corridors for dispersed 
camping (see Section 2.3).  It is estimated that motorized big game retrieval under 
each of these alternatives would have short-term impacts on approximately 350 acres 
per year (less than 1% of the District). 

43-2 

See FS Response 3-2 for a discussion of the process used to identify the changes to 
the existing road system.  Motorized vehicles are an appropriate use of the National 
Forest; this project is aimed at improving the management of motorized vehicle use on 
the Williams Ranger District (see Section 1.3 of the EA and FS Response 7-1). 

44-1 

The environmental effects of motorized vehicle use, both current and under each of the 
alternatives, are described in Chapter 3.  Notably, Section 3.5 discusses the effects of 
this use on wildlife species.  Each of the Action Alternatives (2-4) will prohibit 
motorized travel off of the designated road system once the MVUM is published, 
consistent with the TMR.  The prohibition of off road travel and the closing of existing 
roads will have an overall increase in habitat quality and reduce disturbance to wildlife 
species (see Table 5 Section 2.4 of the EA). 

45-1 
See FS Response 7-1.  Additionally, all unauthorized, user-created trails (known and 
unknown) would be closed to motorized use under each of the Action Alternatives 
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(except for the 8 miles that will be added to the open road system; see Section 2.3)   

46-1 
See FS Responses 8-2.  The Rule directs the Forest Service to provide for a system of 
NFS roads, NFS trails, and areas on NFS lands that are designated for motor vehicle 
use and by class and time of year (if appropriate) (36 CFR part 212.50). 

46-2 

The Travel Management Rule (TMR) was developed in response to the substantial 
increase in use of OHV’s on National Forest System Lands and related damage to 
forest resources caused by unmanaged OHV use over the past 30 years (See Sec. 
1.1). See the effects analysis in Section 3.2 of the EA regarding fugitive dust.  The 
cumulative effects analyses considered the past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
actions listed in Appendix 4 of the EA; historic and ongoing mining activities were 
considered. 

46-3 
For a discussion of the environmental consequences of implementing Alt. 1-4 on 
scenic resources, see Section 3.1 of the EA.  

46-4 
See FS Responses 8-2. Alternatives 3 and 4 were developed to address the issues 
raised during scoping (see Section 1.9). 

47-1 
See FS Responses 20-1 and 23-1.  The TMR requires the responsible official to 
specify the distance motor vehicle use would be allowed for MBGR if MBGR is allowed 
(36 CFR 212.51(b)). 

47-2 

The analysis and anticipated effects on fuelwood gathering are addressed in section 
3.9 of the EA. Parking next to the road and carrying your wood to the vehicle is a 
viable option for wood gathering.  FS estimates of wood availability within 100 feet of 
open roads (Alternatives 2 and 3) show that approximately 17,825 acres would be 
available for roadside fuelwood gathering. This in addition to annual vegetation 
treatment areas (approx. 4,000 acres) would easily meet the current demand of 3,000 
to 4,000 cords per year (assuming approximately ½ cord of wood is available per 
acre). 
The travel management rule was developed in response to a substantial increase in 
OHV use on NFS lands and related damage to forest resources caused by 
unmanaged OHV use over the past 30 years.  Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, which include 
the Wet Weather Roads Policy as a mitigation measure, would bring the Williams 
Ranger District into compliance with the Travel Management Rule and minimize the 
risk of damage to forest resources. 

48-1 

See response to comment 47-2 for discussion of availability of roadside wood and 
other available firewood areas to meet demand for personal use firewood.  The 
purpose of the personal use firewood gathering program is to provide a source of 
firewood for individual home heating. The Williams Ranger District has had a separate 
program that is closely monitored to provide firewood areas for commercial operators.  
Much of the wood that is being offered for sale commercially has been gathered 
illegally, either without a permit or on a personal use permit in excess of the allowable 
amount specified on the permit. 

48-2 See FS Response 14-3. 

49-1 

The restriction on motor vehicle use off of the designated system goes into effect once 
the WRD has published the MVUM.  After the MVUM has been released travel off the 
designated system will be prohibited unless authorized by permit; the MVUM will be 
the enforcement tool.  For enforcement information, see section 3.1.  The wet weather 
roads policy will continue to be implemented to help reduce damage to Forest 
resources while providing limited access to the District. 

49-2 
Administration and enforcement of rock quarry operations is managed through a 
special use permit and is dealt with in the Annual Plan of Operation. 

49-3 For information on road maintenance see Sections 3.11 and 3.14. 

50-1 

See FS Response 7-1.  For a discussion on enforcement of implementing TMR on 
National Forest System Lands, see Section 3.1 of the EA.  Beyond the information 
portion of enforcement, Forest Protection Officers and Law Enforcement would provide 
enforcement.   Also, a new Arizona State Statute, ARS §28-1174A-D, for safe and 
responsible operation of OHV’s went into effect in January, 2009 (Arizona Off-Highway 
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Vehicle Guide OHV Laws and Places to Ride; Arizona Game and Fish Department; 
June 2009). The Forest has cooperative law enforcement agreements with other 
agencies, Coconino County sheriff department, Williams Police Department, and 
Arizona Game and Fish Department (AZGFD). 

51-1 

A variety of negative effects of roads and motorized travel on wildlife were discussed in 
Section 3.5 of the EA. Effects of the current road system and current motorized travel 
management were discussed under the effects of Alt 1 section for a wide variety of 
wildlife species including Threatened and Endangered Species, Forest Sensitive 
Species, Management Indicator Species, and other species including black bears and 
mountain lions. Effects of roads, including fragmentation effects, were also discussed 
in the Wildlife Report (project record). 

51-2 

The two motorized trail systems were not included in either Alt 3 or 4. Effects of 
Alternatives 1-4 on goshawks were analyzed in the Wildlife Report (project record) and 
Section 3.5 of the EA. 20 of 88 miles of roads that intersect goshawk areas managed 
as goshawk nest areas and post-fledgling family areas (PFAs) would be closed under 
Alts 2 and 3 and 23 miles would be closed under Alt 4. See FS Responses 3-3.   

52-1 See FS Responses 3-2, 8-2 and 14-3. 

53-1 

A description of the existing streams, lakes, springs, reservoirs and wetlands can be 
found in the Watershed discussion of Section 3.2.  The effects of each alternative, 
including the “No Action” (or current condition), are described in this section.  
Generally, each of the Action Alternatives (2-4) would reduce damage to soil and 
watershed stability, condition and productivity over the current condition, with the 
greatest improvements under Alternative 4. 

54-1 

The environmental effects of motorized vehicle use, both current and under each of the 
alternatives, are described in Chapter 3.  Notably, Section 3.1 describes the impacts 
on recreational opportunities, scenic quality and user conflicts and Section 3.5 
discusses the effects of this use on wildlife species.  Table 5 (Summary of Effects on 
Resources) notes that each of the Action Alternatives would improve the quality of 
semi-primitive non-motorized recreational opportunities and wilderness areas and a 
decrease in user conflicts over the current condition (No Action; see Section 3.1 for 
detailed effects analysis).  See FS Response 3-1 for further discussion on effects to 
soils and plants and the allowances for motorized dispersed camping and big game 
retrieval. 

55-1  See FS Response 16-1 

56-1 
See FS Response 3-1 for a discussion on impacts to plants and soils and 3-2 for a 
discussion on the development of the road system proposed in each alternative. 

56-2 See FS Response 3-2 and 3-3.  
56-3 See FS Response 3-4, 3-5 and 3-6. 
56-4 See FS Response 3-7. 

57-1 

The environmental consequences of implementing alternatives 2 &3, which allow the 
limited use of a motor vehicle to retrieve a legally taken elk, are described in Chapter 3 
of the EA.  The effects on Recreation (section 3.2),  Range (section 3.7), and Lands & 
Minerals (section 3.10) are described in Chapter 3 of the EA. The cumulative effects 
analyses considered the past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions listed in 
Appendix 4 of the EA. 

58-1 
The environmental consequences of implementing Alt. 1-4 on the human environment 
is discussed in chapter 3 of the EA. 

58-2 
See the Purpose and Need for Action (Section 1.3 of the EA). The no action Alt. allows 
motor vehicle use on and off the designated system. Alt. 2-4 proposes a range of road 
mileage closures to reduce adverse resource impacts from existing roads. 

59-1 See FS Response 14-3. 

60-1 

Each of the Action Alternatives (2-4) will prohibit motorized travel off of the designated 
road system once the MVUM is published, consistent with the TMR.  The 
environmental effects of motorized vehicle use, both current and under each of the 
alternatives, are described in Chapter 3. 
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61-1 

See FS Response 16-1.  Alternatives 2 and 3 also include allowances for the 
motorized retrieval of legally downed elk.  Alternative 2 would allow motorized retrieval 
of elk during warm season hunts while Alternative 3 would allow motorized retrieval 
during all elk hunts (see Section 2.3).  The Travel Management Rule was developed in 
response to increasing to the substantial increase in OHV use on the National Forests 
and the related damage to forest resources caused by unmanaged OHV use (see 
Section 1.1).  Consistent with the Rule, the Williams R.D. Travel Management Project 
is aimed at improving the management of motorized vehicle use on the District. 

62-1 

The effects to northern goshawk are described in Section 3.5.  Beneficial effects on a 
variety of resources are realized through the prohibition of off road travel and the 
closing of existing forest roads (see Chapter 3).  Each of the Action Alternatives (2-4) 
will prohibit motorized travel off of the designated road system once the MVUM is 
published, consistent with the TMR. (Alternative 2 includes the development of two 
motorized trail systems that would be dedicated for vehicles 50” or less in width (ATVs, 
etc.) 

62-2 

Alternatives 2 and 3 propose to close (move to maintenance level 1 approximately 380 
miles of existing roads that are either unnecessary or causing adverse resource 
impacts; Alternative 4 proposes the closure of 415 miles of existing roads (see Section 
2.3).  Enforcement of the travel restrictions will be accomplished through a combination 
of public education and outreach and law enforcement personnel.  All “illegal” roads 
(unauthorized, user-created) will be closed to vehicular traffic (only the designated 
open system roads will appear on the MVUM) except for the 8 miles of these routes 
that will be designated as part of the open road system (see Section 2.3).  See FS 
Response 3-6.  All Maintenance Level 2 roads would be available for use by OHVs 
that do not meet highway legal standards and offer challenging riding opportunities 
(see Section 1.4). 

62-3 

The criteria for the designation of the open road system directs the Responsible 
Official to “consider effects on National Forest System natural and cultural resources, 
public safety, provision of recreational opportunities, access needs, conflicts among 
uses of NFS lands, the need for maintenance and administration…and the availability 
of resources for that maintenance and administration” (36 CFR 212.55).  The 
prohibition of off road travel and the closing of existing roads will have an overall 
increase in habitat quality and reduce disturbance to wildlife species (see effects 
summary, Table 5).  Generally, each of the Action Alternatives (2-4) would reduce 
damage to soil and watershed stability, condition and productivity over the current 
condition, with the greatest improvements under Alternative 4.  Rare plants and their 
habitat would also see an overall reduction in the chances of being damaged through 
the prohibition of motorized off road travel (see Table 5 and analyses throughout 
Chapter 3). 

63-1 See FS Responses 3-1 and 7-1. 
64-1 See FS Response 60-1. 
65-1 Thank you for your comments. See FS Responses 8-2 and 3-4.  
65-2 See FS Responses 3-4 and 80-1. 

65-3 
See FS Response 62-3 about the criteria for the designation of the open road system; 
and 80-1 regarding effects to private landowners. 

65-4 See FS Response 80-2. 
65-5 See FS Response 80-1. 
65-6 See FS Responses 3-4 and 80-1. 

65-7 

The 701B and 701BA roads were closed in the early 1990’s following the Reneke 
Timber Sale. Since that time, however, the roads have been re-opened and are 
currently a part of the designated road system as ML 2 roads.  These roads are 
identified in Alt. 2 for conversion to a motorized trail system.  Under Alternatives 3 & 4 
these roads would be closed. The environmental effects of motorized vehicle use, both 
current and under each of the alternatives, are described in Chapter 3. 

65-8 See FS Response 80-1. 
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65-9 
Thank you for your interest, we welcome partners and volunteers to help with the trails 
program. See FS Response 3-4 about the alternatives analyzed in this EA. 

65-10 

See Section 1.8 for a discussion of the public involvement the Forest Service has 
undertaken with this project. Public scoping of the Proposed Action was initiated on 
April 1, 2008; it included a description of the 25 miles of motorized trails. The comment 
period cannot be extended (36 CFR 215.6(a)(iv)). 

65-11 

See Section 3.11 of the EA for an economics discussion, including a discussion on 
maintenance funding. Forest Service appropriations are authorized by Congress.  The 
Forest Service is committed to using whatever funds it has available to accomplish 
efficient and effective transportation management activities. 

66-1 

The Travel Management Rule (TMR) was developed in response to the substantial 
increase in use of OHV’s on National Forest System Lands and related damage to 
forest resources caused by unmanaged OHV use over the past 30 years (See Sec. 
1.1). The EA discloses the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts that 
would result from the proposed action and alternatives.   

66-2 See FS Responses 8-2 & 14-3. 

67-1 
Thank you for your comment, this information was incorporated into the Air Quality 
effects analysis (see section 3.2 of the EA). 

67-2 

The miles of roads added to the system, under Alts. 2, 3 and 4 (Section 2.3), were 
analyzed as existing roads currently meeting maintenance level 2 standards.  
Therefore, the roads added to the system will not require construction activities.  Only 
Alt. 2 included 2 miles of new construction (motorized trails).  BMPs for construction 
activities include dust abatement measures; these were added to Section 2.5 of the 
EA. The environmental consequences of construction activities associated with past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable projects are addressed in the cumulative effects 
discussion in Section 3.2 of the EA. 

67-3 See FS Response #67-2.   
67-4 See FS Response #67-2.    

67-5 
Compliance with the referenced Administrative Codes is accomplished through project 
mitigation measures (see FS Response 67-2; also, FSH 2509.22-Section 41.26). 

67-6 
Thank you for the updated information, the information in Section 3.2 of the EA was 
corrected. 

67-7 

Pollution from no-point sources includes sediment deposition, erosion, nutrients, 
contaminated runoff and other sources of water pollution (USEPA 1995; 
http://www.epa.gov/nps/forestrymgmt).  Section 3.2 of the EA discusses non-point 
source pollution effects (e.g. erosion, water quality, etc.) from implementing each of the 
alternatives. 

68-1 See FS Responses 14-3 and 23-1. 

69-1 

Road density and OHV management were discussed in the EA. Key Issues were 
identified during scoping, and are measured with Indicators that are quantifiable, linked 
to cause-and-effect relationships and are used to compare the effects among 
alternatives. The indicator average forest-wide open road density was used to analyze 
Key Issue 3. For Key Issue 1, the indicator miles of road open to all vehicles was 
used.   
Neither the KNF Forest Plan nor TMR specify the road density for the Kaibab NF; 
banning OHV from use on public lands is outside of the scope of this analysis.  See 
Section 2.7 of the EA for a description of the alternatives that would have substantially 
reduced the open road mileage and why these alternatives were not analyzed in detail. 
Motor vehicles are “a legitimate and appropriate way for people to enjoy their National 
Forests – in the right place and with proper management” (Federal Register Vol. 70, 
No. 216, p. 68264). 

69-2 

The TMR was developed in response to the substantial increase in use of OHVs on 
National Forest System lands and related damage to forest resources caused by 
unmanaged OHV use over the past 30 years.  The regulations implement Executive 
Order (EO) 11644 and EO 11989 regarding off road use of motor vehicles on Federal 
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lands. The Rule provides for a system of roads, trails and areas that are designated for 
motor vehicle use.  The Rule prohibits the use of motor vehicles off the designated 
system as well as use of motor vehicles on routes and in areas not consistent with the 
designations (36 CFR 212.50). See Sec. 1.1 of the EA. Effects to non-motorized 
recreation are discussed in Sec. 3.1. 

69-3 

See Sections 1.1 and 1.3 for discussions of the Travel Management Rule (TMR) and 
the Purpose and Need for action.  A range of alternatives were developed to address 
the purpose and need for action.  The no-action alternative would continue current 
management, while Alt 2-4 would limit motorized travel. The environmental 
consequences of implementing these alternatives are discussed in Chapter 3 of the 
EA. Implementation of TMR would be consistent with other federal and state land 
management agency policies regarding OHV management. 

69-4 
Chapter 3 of the EA describes the affected environment (i.e. the existing condition) and 
the environmental effects of implementing each of the alternatives. Snowmobiles are 
exempt from travel designations under the TMR. 

69-5 
Charging user fees to access the forest is beyond the scope of this project. Penalties 
for violations of 36 CFR 261.13 are beyond the scope of this project and are 
established by Federal statute. See FS Responses 3-4, 69-2 & 69-3. 

69-6 See FS Responses 69-2 & 69-3. 
69-7 See FS Responses 69-2 & 69-3. 
69-8 See FS Responses 69-2 & 69-3. 

70-1 
Restrictions on MBGR were developed as a result of concerns over impacts of 
motorized cross-country travel on soil, vegetation, wildlife, and cultural resources.  See 
FS Response 23-1. 

70-2 
Time and season restrictions on MBGR for legally harvested elk are not included in Alt 
3. See FS Response 23-1. 

70-3 
Time and season restrictions on MBGR for legally harvested elk are not included in Alt 
3. See FS Response 23-1. 

71-1 

All alternatives analyzed in detail (Section 2.3) are evaluated on an equal basis.  The 
final decision will be based on the analysis contained in the EA, documentation 
provided in the project record, and the consideration of public input (see Section 1.7).  
Alternatives 2 and 3 include allowances for the motorized retrieval of legally downed 
elk.  Alternative 2 would allow motorized retrieval of elk during warm season hunts, 
while Alternative 3 would allow this during all elk hunts (see Section 2.3). 

72-1 
Maps made available for the second public meeting (March 6th) and posted on-line 
used the standard forest visitor map as a background to incorporate the needs 
described.  The MVUM will meet the requirements of FSM 7711.3. 

72-2 
Time and season restrictions on MBGR for legally harvested elk are not included in Alt 
3. See FS Response 23-1. 

72-3 
Restrictions on MBGR were developed as a result of concerns over impacts of 
motorized cross-country travel on soil, vegetation, wildlife, and cultural resources.  See 
FS Response 23-1. 

72-4 

Under Alternative 3, hunters will be required to use the most direct and least ground 
disturbing route in and out of the area to accomplish the retrieval (see Section 2.3). 
The use of motor vehicles for MBGR is prohibited when it would result in damage to 
natural and cultural resources.   

72-5 
See FS Response 8-2 regarding alternatives addressing motorized dispersed 
camping. Sec. 2.6 of the EA addresses project specific monitoring of motorized 
dispersed camping. 

72-6 

The no-action alternative would continue current management, while Alt 2 would  allow 
the limited use of motor vehicles within 200 feet of the following designated routes for 
the purposes of dispersed camping: 4, 6, 11, 12, 13, 14, 41, 42, 44, 48, 56, 57, 71, 74, 
76, 90, 100, 105, 108, 109, 110, 115, 122, 124, 129, 138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 171, 
194, 354, 714, 720, 730, 736, 747, 749, 786, and 789 (Map 5).  These 220 miles of 
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NFS roads are currently receiving this type of use. Alt 3-4 do not propose any 
motorized camping corridors; instead these alternatives propose adding approximately 
of 18 miles of short spur roads to the designated system. These routes have 
historically served as access to dispersed camping sites (and other activities) on the 
District. 

72-7 
Group camping in motorized camping corridors would be provided for in Alt 2 see 
location details in FS Response 72.6. Group camping is also available at White Horse 
Lake, Dogtown Lake, and Kaibab Lake Campgrounds. 

72-8 See FS Response 72-5. 

72-9 

Thank you for your comment.  All alternatives analyzed in detail (Section 2.3) are 
evaluated on an equal basis.  The final decision will be based on the analysis 
contained in the EA, documentation provided in the project record, and the 
consideration of public input (see Section 1.7).   

72-10 

Only Alternative 2 would add motorized trails to the designated system. Alternatives 3 
and 4 would not add any motorized trails to the system. See Table 3 Section 2.4 of the 
EA. The environmental consequences of implementing the alternatives are discussed 
in Ch. 3 of the EA. 

73-1 
Restrictions on MBGR were developed as a result of concerns over impacts of 
motorized cross-country travel on soil, vegetation, wildlife, and cultural resources.  See 
FS Response 23-1. 

74-1 

See FS Response 7-1 for a discussion on the appropriate uses of motorized vehicle 
use on the National Forest.  See FS Responses 3-2 and 62-3 for the process and 
criteria for designating the open road system.  The purpose of the Travel Management 
Project is to improve the management of motorized vehicles on the Williams Ranger 
District in accordance with the Travel Management Rule (see Section 1.3 of the EA). 

75-1 

See FS Responses 14-3 and 23-1. 
None of the Alternatives in the EA propose limitations to woodcutting. Use of a 
wheelbarrow was an example of how forest users could haul firewood to a vehicle 
parked along a road. It is not the only method individuals with a personal firewood 
permit can use to get their firewood, but it is a viable option as compared to driving a 
short distance cross country. The Forest Service does not have a policy on how 
individuals with a personal firewood permit must gather their firewood as long whatever 
method used is consistent with existing laws and regulations for that area. The U.S. 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs and 
activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, and where 
applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion, sexual 
orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or part of an 
individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. USDA is an equal 
opportunity provider and employer.  However, there is no legal requirement to allow 
people with disabilities to use OHVs or other motor vehicles on roads, trails, or areas 
closed to motor vehicle use because such an exemption could fundamentally alter the 
nature of the Forest Service’s travel management program (7 CFR 15e.103). 

76-1 
See FS Responses 23-1 and 42-1, and Section 2.3 of the EA for a description of the 
MBGR and dispersed camping strategies included in each of the Alternatives. 

77-1 

The Williams Travel Management Project Rare Plant Specialist Report, Direct and 
Indirect Effects section states “The species is found on the Williams District on the 
north side of Bill Williams Mountain.  The Arizona Bugbane Botanical Area (Ecosystem 
Management Area 6) was created to provide extra protection to these known 
populations on the Williams District.”  These are the only known populations on the 
Williams District.  Other populations could be found elsewhere on the District in the 
future.   

77-2 
A copy of the Williams Travel Management Project Rare Plant Specialist Report was 
provided per the request. 

77-3 
Vehicles may introduce noxious and invasive exotic weeds into populations of rare 
plants; leading to the loss of growing space, soil water, and soil nutrients, and 
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changing the natural fire regime.  Noxious and invasive exotic weeds could increase 
their range into rare species habitats during droughts and after fires.  See Section 3.3 
of the EA (Direct and Indirect Effects Common to All Alternatives). In the absence of 
fire within bugbane habitat, the spread of exotic weeds would not be rapid, due to the 
thick canopy of trees and abundant understory cover.  Forest staff would control the 
weeds before they could negatively affect the Arizona bugbane populations (Sec. 3.3 
Direct and Indirect Effects of Alternatives 1-4).  The Williams TAP Report displays the 
value and risk of individual roads such as 9229 and 9221AB that travel through the 
Arizona Bugbane EMA. 

77-4 

The Arizona Bugbane EMA is closed to cross country motorized travel.  The EMA 
contains the only known populations of Arizona bugbane on the Williams District.  
Other populations could be found elsewhere on the District in the future. If populations 
are found in other areas of the District, the restriction on motorized cross country travel 
would greatly improve the ability of the plants to grow, survive, and reproduce. The 
plants would be much less likely to be physically damaged or killed by vehicle tires. 
The rate of introduction and spread of exotic weeds into plant populations and habitats 
would be greatly reduced.  See Section 3.3 Direct and Indirect Effects of Alternative 2. 

77-5 

It was determined that there were no known occurrences of rare plant species in the 
areas proposed for motorized trails.  This determination was based upon a review of 
the FS GIS layers and files in the Williams RD office.  As stated in Section 3.3, Direct 
and Indirect Effects of Alternative 2, the proposed locations of new trails would be 
surveyed for rare plants before construction could begin. If any populations were 
found, they would be flagged and avoided, or the proposed trail would be completely 
moved to a different location.  See FS Response 3-4. 

77-6 

See Section 2.6 to find the list of monitoring measures proposed for the project.  It 
states that surveys for new populations of rare plants will be conducted periodically in 
conjunction with other project and management work in the area.  If new rare plant 
populations are discovered, the FS may close specific dispersed camping corridors if 
motorized vehicle travel is harming or has the potential to harm rare plants. 

77-7 

See Section 2.6 to find the list of monitoring measures proposed for the project.  It 
states that surveys for new populations of rare plants will be conducted periodically in 
conjunction with other project and management work in the area.  If new rare plant 
populations are discovered, the FS may close specific road segments if motorized 
vehicle travel is harming or has the potential to harm rare plants.  

77-8 

Roadside parking is allowed by FS policy.  All Alternatives allow for roadside parking, 
including Alternative 2 which designates dispersed camping corridors.  See Section 3.3 
of the EA for the following discussion.  Alternative 3 does not propose to designate 220 
miles of dispersed camping corridors. Motorized vehicle travel would no longer occur in 
these areas. This change could greatly benefit rare plants, if any populations exist 
there. Plants would have a lower risk of being damaged or killed by vehicle tires, 
camping, or trampling. Invasive exotic weeds would be introduced and spread at a 
lower rate.  The EA does not state that the effects of roadside parking would be the 
same as not designating camping corridors.  It states that the effects of roadside 
parking under Alternative 3 would not be much different than the effects of roadside 
parking under Alternative 2. 

77-9 

The effects analysis in Section 3.5 of the EA was summarized from the Wildlife Report 
(project record).  Potential habitat fragmentation effects of roads were discussed in the 
Wildlife Report. Section 3.5 of the EA acknowledges the variety of negative effects of 
roads and motorized travel on wildlife that is documented in the scientific literature.  
Effects analysis in the EA focused on effects that would be caused by implementation 
of alternatives analyzed in detail. Effects related to the physical construction or 
removal (obliteration) of roads were not emphasized in the analysis in Section 3.5 
because new roads would not be constructed under any of the alternatives, and roads 
would not be obliterated under any of the alternatives.     

77-10 The two MSO PACs that overlap the Kaibab NF but are managed by the Coconino NF 
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were included in the analysis summarized in Section 3.5 and Table 14 of the EA.  
77-11 Additional discussion was included in Section 3.5 of the EA. 

77-12 

Section 3.5 of the EA (Wildlife) was updated to include the mileage of roads outside 
PACs and Critical Habitat.  This information was also update in the specialist report 
and the Biological Assessment.  Degradation of habitat of MSO prey species in 
designated Critical Habitat (including habitat outside of PACs) as a result of motorized 
cross-country travel is identified as a potential effect of Alt 1 in the Mexican spotted owl 
section of the EA. It is also stated that Alts 2, 3, and 4 would result in an increase in 
habitat quality for MSO. Much of the designated Critical Habitat outside of PACs on the 
Williams District is restricted pine-oak forest.  Each of the six spotted owl PACs located 
within the boundaries of the Williams District are located in mixed conifer forest. None 
of the PACs are located in pine-oak forest because the FS has not found evidence that 
spotted owls are nesting in Williams District pine-oak forest.  

77-13 

In the effects analysis for MSO (Section 3.5), it is acknowledged that each of the two 
proposed motorized cross-country trails systems proposed under Alt 2 overlaps pine-
oak restricted habitat and designated Critical Habitat. The northern-most trail system is 
located approximately 4 miles from the nearest MSO PAC, and the southern-most trail 
system is located approximately 1 mile from the nearest PAC.  

77-14 

It was concluded that Alts 2, 3, and 4 may affect MSO and MSO Critical Habitat but 
none of these action alternatives would adversely affect MSO or MSO Critical Habitat. 
The rationale for this conclusion was that each of the action alternatives would result in 
an increase in MSO habitat quality compared to Alt 1 as a result of closing roads to 
public travel and reducing motorized cross-country travel.   

77-15 
Table 14 in the EA was not updated with this information; however, this information 
was included in the MSO discussion (Section 3.5).  The table was updated in the final 
Biological Assessment. 

77-16 

Effects of the alternatives on risk of mortality due to vehicle collisions are discussed for 
various species in Section 3.5 of the EA.  Condors scavenge on carcasses of larger 
mammals such as elk and deer and livestock. It is concluded in the EA that Alts 2, 3, 
and 4 would have little effect on frequency of roadkill of large mammals such as elk, 
deer, and pronghorn. These large mammals are rarely killed by vehicle traffic on the 
Maintenance Level 2 and 3 roads on the district because of the relatively low vehicle 
speeds and traffic volumes on these roads. Eagles also scavenge on carcasses of 
large mammals but also may scavenge on smaller mammals such as jackrabbits and 
ground squirrels. These smaller mammals are occasionally killed by vehicle collisions 
on FS roads, so there may be small reductions in the amount of small- to medium-size 
mammal roadkill carrion available to bald and golden eagles under Alts 2, 3, and 4 as 
a result of closing open roads. See Biological Assessment and wildlife report.  
Lead poisoning caused by ingestion of lead bullet fragments in gut piles and carcass 
parts of hunter-killed ungulates and other mammals is known to affect bald and golden 
eagles, California condors, and other avian scavengers such as ravens (see Biological 
Assessment and wildlife report). Changes in MBGR policy may affect hunter behavior 
and influence the amount of game carcass parts left in the field. However, it is illegal 
under state law to waste game meat.  Lead bullet fragments consumed by condors 
and other avian scavengers are typically concentrated in the gut pile that is left behind 
in the field. Currently, even with MBGR allowed for all big game species, nearly all big 
game hunters field dress their harvested animal and leave gut piles in the field. 
Therefore, compared to current conditions (Alt 1), restrictions on MBGR under Alts 2, 
3, or 4 would not result in a measurable increase in the frequency of hunters leaving 
gut piles in the field. The FS has therefore concluded that there would be no 
measurable increases in the probability of avian scavengers such as bald eagles 
contracting lead poisoning as a result of changes in MBGR policy under Alts 2, 3, or 4. 
AGFD recommends that hunters in Game Management Units (GMUs) where condors 
are known to occur or potentially occur use non-lead ammunition or if they use 
traditional lead ammunition, that they remove the entire game carcass including the gut 
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pile from the field. GMUs 7W and 8 are not included in the list of units overlapping 
condor range, but GMU 10 is included in this list of condor units. GMU 10 overlaps the 
northwest quadrant of the Williams District. Condors have not been foraging as far 
south as the GMU 10 portion of the Williams District or any other part of the district.  
AGFD estimates that there is currently very low compliance with the voluntary lead 
reduction effort to remove the entire game carcass including gut pile from the field in 
GMU 10.  Voluntary lead reduction efforts encouraged by AGFD and The Peregrine 
Fund to reduce lead poisoning of condors have focused on trying to increase the use 
of non-lead ammunition by hunters, and none of the alternatives in this EA affects 
those voluntary reduction efforts.      

77-17 

Potential motor vehicle related human disturbance of foraging, perching, or roosting 
bald eagles includes all potential human disturbance effects associated with roads and 
motorized travel. It would include potential disturbance of bald eagles caused by 
passing vehicles as well as potential human disturbance facilitated by widespread 
access to the district provided by the current open road system and current motorized 
cross-country travel policy.    

77-18 Additional information was added to Section 3.5 of the EA. 
77-19 Additional information was added to Section 3.5 of the EA. 
77-20 Additional information was added to Section 3.5 of the EA. 

77-21 
Alternative 4 does not include the designation of “Special Areas” as it is beyond the 
scope of the project which is to improve the management of motorized vehicle use on 
the Williams Ranger District (see Section 2.7). 

77-22 

The “safe distance” concept for roadside parking applies to each of the Action 
Alternatives (2-4) and is commonly referred to as “roadside parking”.  The analysis was 
updated to clarify this concept and to distinguish between the effects of roadside 
parking and dispersed camping corridors. 

77-23 

The effects of the dispersed camping corridors are described throughout Chapter 3 of 
the EA (notably Sections 3.2, 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5).  Monitoring measures will be taken to 
ensure that dispersed camping corridors are not creating unacceptable damage to 
natural and/or cultural resources (see Section 2.6). 

77-24 

Many of these roads have been surveyed and/or analyzed for resource concerns.  
Only those short spur routes that were cleared of resource concerns were identified for 
inclusion in the designated system.  Those roads that have not been surveyed or 
analyzed will undergo resource reviews prior to being included in the designated 
system. 

77-25 
The effects of the motorized trail system proposed under Alternative 2 are disclosed in 
Chapter 3 of the EA.  See FS Response 3-4. 

77-26 See FS Response 77-16. 

77-27 

We check the Arizona Department of Agriculture web site periodically to obtain the 
most recent Arizona Protected Native Plants List.  Some of these plants are listed or 
proposed for listing by USFWS.  Others are designated as FS Sensitive.  We are 
required by FS policy to analyze the effects of FS actions to federally listed and 
proposed species and to FS sensitive species.  The Arizona Game and Fish 
Department provided comments on the project.  The local Tribes are consulted on all 
FS projects. 

78-1 See FS Response 80-1. 

78-2 

Concern over potential disturbance to wildlife was one of the reasons the northern and 
southern motorized trail systems proposed under Alt 2 were not included in Alts 3 or 4.  
Chapter 3, Section 3.5 discloses the environmental effects from the motorized trail 
system proposed under Alt. 2.  

78-3 
Thank you for your comment.  Based on comments from ADEQ, a mitigation measure 
was added to Section 2.5 of the EA and is aimed at minimizing dust from trail 
construction activities.  Also, see FS Response 67-2. 

79-1 
All alternatives analyzed in detail (Section 2.3) are evaluated on an equal basis.  The 
final decision will be based on the analysis contained in the EA, documentation 
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provided in the project record, and the consideration of public input (see Section 1.7).  
To clarify, Alternative 2 includes the development of motorized trail systems while 
Alternatives 3 and 4 do not.  Each of these alternatives proposes the identical open 
road system (see Section 2.3). 

79-2 

See response to comment 47-2 and section 2.3 of the EA for discussion of the 
fuelwood gathering strategy under all action alternatives.  Designated fuelwood areas 
will provide both ponderosa pine and juniper firewood.  Dead oak will still be available 
from roadsides.  

79-3 

Analysis of the “No Action” Alternative (1) describes the environmental effects of the 
existing road system.  The Travel Management Rule was developed to improve the 
management of motor vehicle use on the WRD (see Sections 1.1 and 1.2 of the EA).  
See FS Response 23-1 for a discussion of MBGR strategies (and rationale) in each of 
the Alternatives.  Consistent with the Travel Management Rule, all Action Alternatives 
(2-4) would require shed hunters to use non-motorized means of transportation off of 
the designated open road system. 

79-4 

We have an active law enforcement program that has been coordinated with the 
Coconino County Sheriff’s Department to enforce forest regulations.  In the last year 
we have issued numerous citations for illegal firewood cutting.  Commercial cutting 
either without a permit or using a personal use permit has been a problem that we 
have made good progress in containing.  

79-5 

All alternatives analyzed in detail (Section 2.3) are evaluated on an equal basis.  The 
final decision will be based on the analysis contained in the EA, documentation 
provided in the project record, and the consideration of public input (see Section 1.7).  
To clarify, Alternative 2 includes the development of motorized trail systems while 
Alternatives 3 and 4 do not.  Alternative 2 would allow MBGR during warm season elk 
hunts between 10 a.m. and midnight, while Alternative 3 would allow MBGR during all 
elk seasons with no time restrictions (See Section 2.3).  A designated motorized trail 
system would require maintenance funding and this will be a consideration in the 
decision.  See FS Response 50-1 for a discussion on enforcement. 

79-6 

Once the MVUM is published, motorized travel off of the designated road system will 
be prohibited except for allowances for MBGR and dispersed camping.  However, 
current and future vegetation management planning activities will consider the use of 
motorized vehicles off of the road system to allow the gathering of fuelwood in these 
permitted areas.  See FS Response 107-1 for further discussion. 

80-1 
Effects of the motorized trail system on private landowners has been added to Section 
3.1 of the EA. 

80-2 
Additional analysis regarding the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of 
implementing Alternative 2 (which includes 25 miles of motorized trail) has been added 
to Section 3.8 of the EA (Fire and Fuels analysis). 

80-3 
Section 3.1 of the EA discusses the enforcement strategy a capability associated with 
the travel management project.  See FS Response 50-1 for further discussion on 
enforcement. 

81-1 

The effects of off-road vehicle travel are analyzed in Chapter 3 of the EA.  All FS 
actions are subject to environmental analysis laws, regulations and policies; the 
impacts of FS actions are documented in each project’s analysis.  See Section 2.3 of 
the EA for a discussion of the strategy for meeting the demand for fuelwood under all 
action alternatives and FS Responses 47-2 and 119-2 for a discussion on fuelwood 
management.  Alternative 1, the no action alternative, serves as a baseline for 
comparison of the other alternatives and was analyzed in detail in Chapter 3 of the EA.  
All Alternatives will be analyzed on an equal basis.    

81-2 

The EA included a range of MBGR strategies; Alternative 2 would allow MBGR during 
warm season elk hunts between 10 a.m. and midnight, while Alternative 3 would allow 
MBGR during all elk seasons with no time restrictions (See Section 2.3).  See FS 
Response 23-1 for a discussion on species considered for MBGR. 

81-3 See FS Responses 8-2 and 22-1 regarding motorized dispersed camping and the 
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alternatives analyzed in this EA. 

81-4 
The economic importance of recreation is found in Sec 3.11 of the EA. See FS 
Responses 8-2 and 22-1 regarding dispersed camping opportunities.  Forest Service 
administrative use is also governed by the TMR (36 CFR 212.51 (a)). 

82-1 

See FS Response 3-4.  Effects of the motorized trail system on private landowners has 
been added to Sec 3.1 of the EA while the effects of the proposed motorized trail 
system on the various other natural resources is discussed throughout Chapter 3 of 
the EA. 

82-2 Alternatives 2-4 of the EA have roads that are closed in the Big Spring Canyon area. 

82-3 

See FS Response 14-2.  The purpose of this action is to improve the management of 
motorized vehicle use on National Forest System lands on the Williams Ranger District 
(WRD) of the Kaibab National Forest (KNF) in accordance with the Travel 
Management Rule (36 CFR 212).  See Table 3 Section 2.4 for a summary of the 
differences of alternatives.   

83-1 This was a database error; road 6E will remain open under all alternatives. 

84-1 

See FS Response 3-4.  Effects of the motorized trail system on private landowners has 
been added to Sec 3.1 of the EA while the effects of the proposed motorized trail 
system on the various other natural resources is discussed throughout Chapter 3 of 
the EA.. 

85-1 

Restrictions on MBGR were developed as a result of concerns over impacts of 
motorized cross-country travel on soil, vegetation, wildlife, and cultural resources.  See 
FS Response 23-1.  Outfitter and guide services will be subject to the Travel 
Management regulations, unless specifically authorized in their special use permit (36 
CFR 212.51(a)).  See FS Response 115-3 for a discussion on accessibility. 

85-2 

Section 2.3 of the EA explains the strategies that will be used to continue to offer 
fuelwood and still be in compliance with the Rule.  The public demand for fuelwood will 
continue to be met in the ways described in this section; see FS Responses 47-2 and 
119-2. 

86-1 See response to comment 85-2. 

86-2 

Public Involvement has been an important part of developing the Travel Management 
Project, beginning as far back as the fall of 2006.  The Proposed Action (Alternative 2) 
was released for public comment in April of 2008 and comments on this initial proposal 
were accepted through June 20 of 2008 (see Section 1.8).  Following this “scoping” 
period, the planning team used the input received to develop the additional alternatives 
and the current EA.  The official 30-day notice and comment period was initiated on 
February 7, 2010 with a publishing of a Legal Notice in the Arizona Daily Sun (the 
newspaper of record) announcing the availability of the EA for public comment.  
Additional news releases, mailings and pages on the KNF website were used to 
announce the comment period. The 30-day comment period is in compliance with the 
notice and comment regulations set forth in 36 CFR 215 and cannot be extended (36 
CFR 215.6(a)(iv)).  The planning team felt it necessary to allow ample time for the 
receipt and review of the Environmental Analysis before having public meetings so that 
the public could be familiar with the project and the analysis and could come to the 
meetings with informed questions and comments.  Comments were accepted 
throughout the 30-day comment period.   

86-3 

Restrictions on MBGR were developed as a result of concerns over impacts of 
motorized cross-country travel on soil, vegetation, wildlife, and cultural resources.  See 
FS Response 23-1. The EA included a range of MBGR strategies; Alternative 2 would 
allow MBGR during warm season elk hunts between 10 a.m. and midnight, while 
Alternative 3 would allow MBGR during all elk seasons with no time restrictions (See 
Section 2.3) 

87-1 

The Recreation and Scenic Resources effects analysis (Section 3.1) was updated to 
include an analysis of the impacts associated with the motorized trail systems 
proposed in Alternative 2 on adjacent landowners and communities.  Additionally, the 
effects of the proposed motorized trail systems are disclosed in the Wildlife effects 
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analysis (Section 3.5).  This information will be considered in the Responsible Official’s 
decision. 

88-1 See Forest Service response 83-1. 

89-1 

All alternatives analyzed in detail (Section 2.3) are evaluated on an equal basis.  The 
final decision will be based on the analysis contained in the EA, documentation 
provided in the project record, and the consideration of public input (see Section 1.7).  
The environmental effects of the existing policy (No Action – Alt. 1) and of each of the 
Action Alternatives are described in Chapter 3; the Soils and Watershed analysis can 
be found in Section 3.2. 

89-2 See Forest Service response 83-1. 
90-1 See FS Response 16-1. 

91-1 

See FS Responses 14-3 and 23-1 for discussions on Motorized Big Game Retrieval. 
There is no legal requirement to allow people with disabilities to use OHVs or other 
motor vehicles on roads, trails, or areas closed to motor vehicle use because such an 
exemption could fundamentally alter the nature of the Forest Service’s travel 
management program (7 CFR 15e.103) per Sec 3.1. 

91-2 

The Travel Management Rule (TMR) was developed in response to the substantial 
increase in use of OHV’s on National Forest System Lands and related damage to 
forest resources caused by unmanaged OHV use over the past 30 years (See Sec. 
1.1).  See Table 3 (Sec. 2.4) of the EA for the designated open road system mileage 
for Alt. 1-4.  The economic importance of recreation and the effects of implementing 
each of the Action Alternatives are described in Sec 3.11 of the EA.  All roads and 
motorized trails designated on the MVUM will be open for public use. 

92-1 See FS response 80-2. 

92-2 

See FS Response 80-2.  Unauthorized smoking on the trails, improper spark arrestors, 
fueling spills and incidents, unattended campfires, fireworks, firearm discharge, and 
etc. are examples of possible starts of human caused fires. The KNF’s response to 
wildland fires is stated in the Fire Management Plan on file at the WRD and 
Supervisors Office.  The environmental consequences of implementing Alternates 1-4 
on Fire Suppression and Fuels Management is discussed in Section 3.8 of the EA.  

92-3 

See FS Response 8-2. An effects analysis of the proposed motorized trail system on 
adjacent private landowners have been added to Sec 3.1 of the EA. Placement of a 
motorized trail system adjacent to communities on private land creates new user 
conflicts. There are negative effects to landowners who are opposed to the north 
motorized trail system. Designation of the system would concentrate OHV users 
desiring a motorized trail riding experience in these two areas on Williams RD. Due to 
the close proximity of the north trail system to houses, use of the trail system would 
increase noise and dust at people’s homes, as well as potential fire risk and 
trespassing. 

92-4 See FS Response 92-2. 

92-5 
See FS Response 80-1.  Thank you for your offer to assist the district in locating areas 
for motorized trail development. 

93-1 

Current laws and regulations are enforced by FS Law Enforcement officers and Forest 
Protection Officers.  Additionally, the Kaibab National Forest has cooperative 
agreements with other agencies such as the Coconino County Sherriff’s Dept., 
Williams Police Department and AZ Game and Fish Department.  The Travel 
Management Rule (TMR) was developed in response to the substantial increase in 
use of OHV’s on National Forest System Lands and related damage to forest 
resources caused by unmanaged OHV use over the past 30 years (See Sec. 1.1). 

94-1 

See FS Response 71-1.  Alternative 1 would continue the current management of 
motor vehicle travel on the Williams Ranger District, but would not comply with the 
Travel Management Rule (36 CFR 212). All alternatives analyzed in detail (Section 
2.3) are evaluated on an equal basis.  The final decision will be based on the analysis 
contained in the EA, documentation provided in the project record, and the 
consideration of public input (see Section 1.7).   
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95-1 
Recreation activities and participation, trends and opportunities provided on Williams 
RD are discussed in Sec 3.1. 

95-2 

Key issues were identified in Sec 1.9 of the EA including “the proposed action would 
restrict motorized recreation opportunities because of the prohibition of motorized 
cross country travel, the extent of road closures and the restrictions placed on 
Motorized Big Game Retrieval.” The issue is analyzed using the indicator: Miles of 
road open to all vehicles. Motorized and non-motorized recreation opportunities 
relating to Williams RD are analyzed in Sec 3.1 of the EA. The local economic 
importance of recreation is found in Sec 3.11 of the EA. 

95-3 

The Travel Management Rule (TMR) was developed in response to the substantial 
increase in use of OHV’s on National Forest System Lands and related damage to 
forest resources caused by unmanaged OHV use over the past 30 years (See Sec. 
1.1). In accordance with the TMR and meet the Purpose and Need for Action (Section 
1.3), the district developed a range of alternatives that provide for motorized recreation 
opportunities (see Table 3 Section 2.4 for a summary of the differences of alternatives) 
and the environmental consequences of implementing each alternative are discussed 
in Chapter 3 of the EA.  
The effects of implementing each of the alternatives on recreational opportunities are 
discussed in Section 3.1 of the EA.  The Cumulative Effects analysis considered the 
closure of neighboring public lands to motorized vehicle access.  The conclusion was 
drawn that the “cumulative effects are anticipated to be minimal and are not likely to 
impede the attainment of the goals set forth in the Forest Plan.”  This includes the 
established goals for the Recreational Opportunity Spectrum. 
An alternative was considered but eliminated from detailed study that would not 
change the designated road system (i.e. numbered roads); see Section 2.7 of the EA. 

95-4 See FS Responses 95-18 to 95-88. 

95-5 

Sec 1.3 of the EA describes the purpose and need for this project. The TMR does not 
specify a ratio, percent or number of motorized opportunities that must be used in 
Travel Management planning. The KNF Forest Plan provides direction for desired 
conditions including: Provide and manage a serviceable road transportation system 
that meets needs for public access, land management, resource protection, and user 
safety (p.19); Identify and obliterate unneeded roads (p.51, 54); Maintain a variety of 
Forest Trails, considering people’s needs and desires for horseback and foot travel, 
winter sports, and motorized and challenge and adventure opportunities for the 
handicapped (p.17); Manage OHV use to provide OHV opportunities while protecting 
resources and minimizing conflicts with other users (p.18); and Manage a wide spectrum 
of desired settings that provide opportunities for the public to engage in a variety of developed 
and dispersed recreational activities, in concert with other resource management and 
protection needs (p.17). See Sections 1.6 and 1.7 of the EA.  Alternative development is 
described in Chapter 2 of the EA. 

95-6 

See FS Responses 95-3 and 95-5.  Recreation activities and participation, trends and 
opportunities provided on Williams RD are discussed in Sec 3.1. Direct, indirect and 
cumulative effects of Alt 1-4 are found in Chapter 3. This EA analyzes 4 alternatives in 
detail in Chapter 3 including Alt 1 the “No Action” alternative was developed as a 
benchmark from which the agency can evaluate the proposed action and alternatives.  
The “No Action” alternative would continue the current management of the District 
transportation system.  

95-7 

See Section 1.4 of the EA for a description of the existing road and trail systems. 
Section 3.1 of the EA presents additional information on Williams RD users, visitor 
activities and participation, and trends.  In accordance to the TMR, the district 
developed a range of alternatives (EA, Sections 2.3 & 2.7). In addition to the No Action 
Alternative (Alternative 1), three action alternatives were analyzed in detail that would 
meet the Purpose and Need for Action (Sec. 1.3) and address one or more issues 
(Sec. 1.9). The environmental consequences of implementing Alternatives 1-4 are 
discussed in Chapter 3 of the EA. The best information available was used to discuss 
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the affected environment and environmental consequences of the alternatives and the 
“best available science” was considered throughout the discussions. See FS 
Responses 95-8 through 95-14. 

95-8 

The term “unauthorized road or trail” is used and defined in the TMR 36 CFR 212, 
Section 212.1. Unauthorized road or trail: A road or trail that is not a forest road or trail 
or a temporary road or trail and that is not included in a forest transportation atlas.  For 
more information on the classification of unauthorized roads and trails refer to the 
Glossary. 

95-9 
See FS Response 1-1.  Tables have been added to Appendix 1 showing the proposed 
road closures associated with each alternative.  

95-10 

See FS Responses 8-2 and 42-1.  See Section 3.1 of the EA (Affected Environment) 
describing existing motorized dispersed camping.  On the District, most motorized 
dispersed camping sites are within 100 feet of an existing road.  In order to 
accommodate motorized dispersed camping on the District, the Proposed Action would 
allow the limited use of motor vehicles within 200 feet on either side of approximately 
220 miles of forest roads which are currently receiving this type of use. 

95-11 See FS Response 114-1. 

95-12 

See Section 1.3 of the EA (Purpose and Need for Action); “There is a need to reduce 
adverse resource impacts…”.  An alternative was considered but eliminated from 
detailed study that would not change the designated road system (i.e. numbered 
roads); see Section 2.7 of the EA.   

95-13 See FS Response 3-4. 

95-14 

All alternatives provide multiple loop riding opportunities for all motorized users on ML 
2 roads; see maps in Appendix 1 of the EA.  Thank you for the suggestions, many of 
these are outside the scope of this project but will be considered in future planning 
efforts as the need arises. 

95-15 

See FS Response 95-5.  None of the Alternatives would eliminate motorized trails 
(which are restricted to vehicles 50 inches or less in width), as there are currently no 
designated motorized trails on the District.  See FS Response 3-4.  The District did not 
consider the development of 160 miles of motorized trails (which would equal non-
motorized trail mileage on the District) because there are over 900 miles of 
Maintenance Level 2 roads that provide challenging motorized recreation opportunities 
for OHV users (see Section 1.4 of the EA).    

95-16 See FS Responses 95-1 through 95-88. 
95-17 See FS Response 95-7.  

95-18 
In the National Visitor Use Monitoring (NVUM) information you provided, Arizona and 
New Mexico have seen an increase in visitation from 2004 to 2007. Kaibab NF NVUM 
information is provided in Sec 3.1 of the EA. See FS Responses 95-2 and 95-3. 

95-19 
The Travel Manangement Rule addresses motorized use (see Sec 1.1 of the EA).  The 
management of existing and future non-motorized trails is outside the scope of this 
analysis (see Section 1.3 of the EA). 

95-20 

See FS Response 3-4. All ML-2 roads that are designated as part of the open road 
system (approximately 994 miles in Alts. 2 and 3 and 959 miles in Alt. 4) would be 
available for use by ATVs (see Section 2.3, Table 3).  These routes will offer a range of 
motorized recreational opportunities (Section 3.1).  There are currently approximately 
160 miles of established hiking trails on the District.  In making the decision, the 
Responsible Official will consider the information disclosed in the EA including how the 
alternatives meet the purpose and need and address the Key Issues. 

95-21 

The effects of the existing road system are discussed throughout Chapter 3 of the EA.  
There are currently no designated motorized trails on the District; the environmental 
effects specific to the motorized trail system proposed in Alternative 2 are also 
discussed throughout Chapter 3 of the EA. 

95-22 See FS Responses 95-3 and 137-12. 
95-23 Road closures are proposed to reduce adverse resource impacts in order to maintain 
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and restore the health of ecosystems and watersheds (see Section 1.3).  The 
cumulative effects from implementing alternatives 1-4 on recreation and scenic 
resources are discussed in Section 3.1 of the EA.  See FS Response 95-12. 

95-24 

The Forest Service did, where appropriate, analyze the cumulative effects of 
implementing alternatives 1-4 in light of other travel management of other travel 
management projects on adjacent lands (EA, Chapter 3).  See also, Appendix 4 for 
partial listing of actions considered in the Cumulative Effects analyses for this project.  

95-25 
The effects (direct, indirect and cumulative) on motorized recreational opportunities are 
described in Section 3.1.  See FS Response 95-24. 

95-26 

The Transportation Analysis Plan (TAP 2010) identified the minimum road system 
needed for safe and efficient travel and for the administration, utilization and protection 
of National Forest System lands (and resources) on the Williams Ranger District.  The 
road closures are proposed to reduce adverse resource impacts in order to maintain 
and restore the health of ecosystems and watersheds (see Purpose and Need for 
Action; Section 1.3 of the EA).  See FS Responses 95-12 and 137-6.  

95-27 
An alternative was considered but eliminated from detailed study that would convert 
the roads identified for closure under the Proposed Action to motorized trails (Section 
2.7 of the EA). 

95-28 

All Maintenance Level 2 roads that are included in the designated open road system 
would be available for use by OHV riders.  These roads offer a variety of terrain and 
can serve a variety of skill levels including beginner riders; See FS Response 95-20. 
Additionally, level 3 and 4 roads may be used by registered vehicles and licensed 
drivers (see Section 3.1). 

95-29 

The WRD does not currently have any motorized single-track trails.  Evaluation of the 
existing and desired conditions (Section 1.4 of the EA) does not warrant the need to 
create new motorized single track trails on the District.  See Purpose and Need for 
Action (Section 1.3 of the EA).  See FS Responses 3-4 and 95-19. 

95-30 See FS Response 95-26. 
95-31 See FS Response 95-29. 
95-32 See FS Response 95-29 

95-33 

Alternative 2 was developed to meet the Purpose and Need for Action (Section 1.3 of 
the EA).  Alternatives 3 and 4 were developed to respond to the Key Issues (Section 
1.9).  The effects to recreation and scenic resources are discussed in Section 3.1 of 
the EA. 

95-34 See FS Response 15-1. 
95-35 See FS Responses 20-3 and 137-5.   

95-36 
While it is unclear what the commenter is referring to by “the National OHV Rule,” 
monitoring measures have been included for the project (See Section 2.6 of the EA). 

95-37 See FS Responses 95-20 and 95-26. 

95-39 
The economic importance of recreation is found in Sec 3.11 of the EA. For information 
about Williams District recreation uses, trends, and preferences see Sec 3.1. 

95-40 
The TAP (2010) identified the minimum road system using a science based analysis 
while considering public input received during the planning process (See Sections 1.8 
and 2.3 of the EA).  See FS Response 120-4. 

95-41 

For local information about Williams District recreation uses, trends, and preferences 
see Sec 3.1 and see FS Response 95-7 regarding alternative development and 
analysis of motorized and non-motorized recreation opportunities.  See FS Response 
95-40. 

95-42 

For information about Williams District recreation uses, trends, and preferences see 
Sec 3.1.  The Kaibab National Forest Plan establishes the Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum classifications on the WRD (See Section 3.1 of the EA).  See FS Response 
95-23. 

95-43 
See FS Response 95-26 and 95-40.  The recommendations of the TAP (2010) are 
based on site specific information available for each road; this information was used to 
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inform the values and risks associated with each road (see Table B-1 of the TAP). 

95-44 

The various effects analyses contained in Chapter 3 of the EA appropriately consider 
the scale and magnitude of the impacts.  Indicators that were quantifiable (i.e. linked to 
cause-and-effect relationships) were used to compare effects among alternatives.  See 
FS Response 95-19. 

95-45 
Thank you for your recommendations; the Forest Service welcomes partnerships to 
achieve land management objectives.  See FS Response 95-43. 

95-46 
See FS Response 95-39.  The collection and distribution of OHV fuel taxes are beyond 
the scope of this project (they are collected and distributed by the state of Arizona). 

95-47 
Sec 3.1 of the EA analyzes effects of creation of motorized routes. FSH 2309 provides 
FS standards for trails including maintenance and construction. Funding and labor 
sources are beyond the scope of this analysis. 

95-48 
Thank you for your recommendation.  Road and trail maintenance standards are 
provided in Forest Service Handbooks 7709 and 2309.  The effects of alternatives 1-4, 
including sedimentation, are described in Section 3.2 of the EA. 

95-49 
See FS Response 95-20 regarding motorized recreation opportunities.  Additionally, 
Alternative 2 proposes to develop 25 miles of motorized trails on the District (see 
Section 2.3 of the EA). 

95-50 See FS Responses 95-5, 95-43, 95-49 and 137-39. 
95-51 See FS Responses 69-2 and 137-6. 

95-52 
Travel Management decisions are made at the project level and must be consistent 
with the applicable land management plan (FSM 7712.2), in this case the 1988 Kaibab 
National Forest Land Management Plan, as amended.   

95-53 
See FS Response 95-3 and 95-5 regarding public access to and provision of 
motorized recreation opportunities.   

95-54 

See FS Response 95-5. The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits 
discrimination in all its programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national 
origin, age, disability, and where applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental 
status, religion, sexual orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or 
because all or part of an individual's income is derived from any public assistance 
program. USDA is an equal opportunity provider and employer.   Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) analyses in Section 3.1 describe the changes in 
availability of motorized and non-motorized recreational opportunities resulting from 
the implementation of each alternative. 

95-55 
See FS Response 3-4 and 95-5. Management of non-motorized uses of the forest (e.g. 
hiking or horseback riding) is outside the scope of the current project, and will therefore 
follow current management direction. 

95-56 
Thank you for your recommendations.  See FS Response 95-52; See Chapter 1 of the 
EA. 

95-57 

While the footprint of the existing transportation system on the WRD may be relatively 
small, there is a need to reduce adverse resource impacts in order to maintain and 
restore the health of ecosystems and watersheds. Motor vehicles are “a legitimate and 
appropriate way for people to enjoy their National Forests – in the right place and with 
proper management” (Federal Register Vol. 70, No. 216, p. 68264).  The purpose of 
the current Travel Management Project is “to improve the management of motorized 
vehicle use on National Forest System lands on the Williams Ranger District...in 
accordance with the Travel Management Rule” (see Section 1.3).  See Section 1.4 of 
the EA for a description of the existing conditions on the Williams Ranger District.  
Additional descriptions of the Affected Environment can be found in Chapter 3.  The 
effects of motorized travel on the forest are described throughout Chapter 3.  See FS 
Response 95-3 and 95-5.     

95-58 Thank you for your comments.  See FS Response 95-57. 

95-59 
The commenter is incorrect; the Travel Management Rule and the criteria for 
designation of roads, trails and areas (36 CFR 212.55) are applicable to the Kaibab 
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National Forest and the WRD.  See FS Response 95-52. 
95-60 See FS Response 95-1 regarding the popularity of motorized recreation. 

95-61 

See Chapter 1 of the EA, particularly Sections 1.3 and 1.8.  The actions proposed in 
each of the alternatives were consistent with the policies and procedures outlined in 
the Travel Management Rule (See Section 1.1 of the EA).  See FS Response 95-55.  
Motorized and non-motorized recreation opportunities relating to WRD are analyzed in 
Sec 3.1 of the EA. 

95-62 
The Rule allows for revisions of the MVUM (36 CFR 212.54) and the District intends to 
make revisions to the transportation system as necessary to meet the objectives of the 
Forest Plan through future NEPA analyses 

95-63 

Per Arizona State Law beginning January 1, 2009 (Arizona SB 1167, 2008), forest 
roads managed at Maintenance Levels 3, 4, and 5 are subject to the Highway Safety 
Act and are considered maintained roads. These roads are open to travel by 
passenger cars. The State of Arizona requires that OHVs operating on such roads 
must be “highway-legal” (registered in the State of Arizona, drivers must be licensed 
and insured) 1.  Both unlicensed drivers on non-highway legal OHVs, as well as 
highway-legal vehicles can be operated on high clearance roads (ML 2).  This is 
referred to as Motorized Mixed Use (MMU).  See Section 3.1 of the EA regarding the 
effects to Recreation and Scenic resources.  See FS Response 3-4. 

95-64 
See FS Response 95-63 regarding motorized mixed use, and 95-3 regarding 
cumulative effects. 

95-65 See FS Responses 3-4 and 95-3. 

95-66 
See Section 1.3 Purpose and Need for Action and Section 1.9 Issues, specifically Key 
Issue #1 which deals with motorized recreation opportunities.  See FS Response 137-
6. 

95-67 
An alternative was considered but eliminated from detailed study that would not 
change the designated road system (i.e. numbered roads); see Section 2.7 of the EA. 

95-68 
See FS Response 95-7 regarding the purpose and need for this project and 
development of alternatives. 

95-69 

The commenter is incorrect in their assertions that the KNF is attempting to “squeeze 
motorized recreationists into the small possible numbers of areas and routes.”  None of 
the alternatives propose OHV areas and only 25% of the existing system roads are 
proposed for closure.  See Table 3 for a description of the road mileage retained under 
each alternative that would be open to OHV users.  Non-highway legal vehicles and 
unlicensed drivers are permitted on all Maintenance Level 2 roads.  Public Safety is 
discussed throughout Chapter 3 of the EA. 

95-70 See FS Response 95-26. 
95-71 See FS Responses 95-1 and 95-2. 

95-72 
See FS Response 95-1 regarding recreation activities and participation, trends and 
opportunities provided on Williams RD.  

95-73 
See FS Response 95-66. See Section 1.8 of the EA summarizing public involvement 
for the Williams TMR project.  

95-74 

The purpose of the project is to improve the management of motor vehicle use on the 
WRD in accordance with the Travel Management Rule (Section 1.3).  The Travel 
Management Project will not make any changes to existing areas that prohibit 
motorized vehicle use (e.g. wilderness and special areas). See FS Response 95-52. 

95-75 See FS Responses 95-52 and 137-6.  
95-76 See FS Responses 69-2 and 137-6. 

95-77 
Chapter 1 describes the existing condition of the transportation system on the WRD 
(see Table 1) and the management direction found in the Forest Plan.  The effects of 
each of the alternatives on motorized recreational opportunities are discussed in 

                                                            
1 For more information about the Arizona OHV program, contact local Arizona Game & Fish Dept. or go to  
http://www.pr.state.az.us/partnerships/ohv/OHVindex.html 
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Chapter 3 of the EA. 
95-78 See FS Response 95-77. 

95-79 
Kaibab NF NVUM information is provided in Sec 3.1 of the EA.  See FS Response 95-
6. 

95-80 

The designation and management of wilderness areas is outside the scope of this 
project (See Purpose and Need for Action Section 1.3).  The desired conditions for the 
Recreational Opportunity Spectrum on the WRD are outlined in the Forest Plan.  
Section 3.1 of the EA discloses the effects of each of the alternatives on the attainment 
of ROS objectives. 

95-81 
Recreation activities and participation, trends and opportunities provided on Williams 
RD are discussed in Sec 3.1. Direct, indirect and cumulative effects of Alt 1-4 are 
found in Chapter 3. 

95-82 See FS Response 95-26. 
95-83 See Section 3.1 of the EA for a discussion on user conflicts. 

95-84 
See FS Response 95-5.  The desired conditions for the Recreational Opportunity 
Spectrum on the WRD are outlined in the Forest Plan.  Section 3.1 of the EA discloses 
the effects of each of the alternatives on the attainment of ROS objectives. 

95-85 

See FS Response 95-26.  At this time no local partners have expressed the desire to 
work with the Forest to develop motorized recreation opportunities.  Volunteers and 
partners to help the WRD implement travel management policies would be welcomed, 
please contact the District office at 928-635-5600, thank you. 

95-86 See FS Response 137-4 and 95-7. 

95-87 
While suicide is a serious issue that requires special attention, it is outside the scope of 
this analysis. 

95-88 

Climate change is mentioned in the EA, but it is not mentioned more than any other 
issue or resource.  See Chapter 3 for descriptions of the affected environment and the 
environmental consequences of motorized travel on recreation, scenery, soils, 
watershed, air, rare plants, invasive exotic weeds, wildlife, cultural resources, range 
management, fire suppression and fuels management, vegetation management, lands 
and minerals, and economics.   
The Soils, Watershed, and Air Quality Specialist Report contains a detailed analysis of 
the climate in Williams and Bellemont since National Weather Service records began 
in 1897.  The environmental consequences discussions are based on this analysis.  
During the last 10 years (1999-2009) in Williams and Bellemont, winter/spring drought 
has been more common, while summer precipitation has been generally dependable.  
Winter/spring drought (November through April) has occurred in 7 years, 1999-2000, 
2000-2001, 2001-2002, 2003-2004, 2005-2006, 2006-2007, and 2008-2009.  Severe 
winter/spring drought has occurred in 3 years, 2001-2002, 2005-2006, and 2006-2007.  
(Note:  In 2009-2010, the pattern was reversed.  The 2009 summer monsoon season 
was one of the driest on record, while the 2009-2010 winter was wetter than average.)  
Average annual temperatures during the last 10 years have exceeded the 100-year 
average every year by 2 to 4 degrees F.  The average temperature during the last 20 
years is 3 degrees higher than the average temperature in Williams from 1912-1932 
(the earliest records available).  Shifting precipitation patterns in the Southwest can 
often be explained by the periodic cycles of El Nino and La Nina ocean conditions.  La 
Nina conditions generally lead to dry winters in the Southwest, while El Nino conditions 
generally lead to wet winters.  However, climate scientists have also theorized that 
global climate change may lead to lower precipitation and higher than average 
temperatures across the Southwest (IPCC 2007a and 2007b).  Scientists have 
predicted that the Southwest could have more erratic weather, including more frequent 
droughts and more frequent severe storms with high winds and flooding (IPCC 2007b). 
Thank you for providing the climate change references.  However, the references are 
not scientific studies.  Most of the references are letters, speeches, and opinion pieces, 
so they are not relevant to the analysis in the EA. 
While climate change is an important aspect of natural resource management, it is not 
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being used to justify the need to improve the management of motorized vehicles on the 
WRD (See Purpose and Need, Section 1.3). 

96-1 

For information about dispersed camping, see FS Response 8-2.  Additionally, the 
implementation of the Rule would only apply to motorized dispersed camping in that it 
would prohibit motorized travel off of the designated road system (except as shown on 
the MVUM).  The entire forest would continue to be available to those who wish to 
access dispersed campsites through non-motorized means (except certain areas 
where camping is currently restricted).  

96-2 

The TMR was developed in response to the substantial increase in use of OHVs on 
National Forest System lands and related damage to forest resources caused by 
unmanaged OHV use over the past 30 years. Effects to motorized and non-motorized 
recreation are discussed in Sec. 3.1. of the EA. Volunteers and partners to help the 
Williams RD implement the upcoming Travel Management decision and other 
recreation related projects are welcomed, please contact the District Office at 928-635-
5600, thank you. 

96-3 
Thank you, we would welcome volunteers and partners to help with implementation 
(see above). 

97-1 
Only Alternative 2 would propose to establish 25 miles of motorized trails, Alternatives 
3 and 4 would not establish these trails. 

97-2 

The environmental effects of the motorized trail system proposed in Alternative 2 are 
discussed throughout Chapter 3 of the EA.  Section 3.5 discusses the effects of this 
trail system on wildlife.  Section 3.1 discusses the effects of this trail system on 
recreational opportunities.  Travel off of designated road and trail system identified on 
the MVUM will be prohibited under each of the Action Alternatives (2-4); 

97-3 

Alternative 3 was developed to address the concerns raised with the timing and 
season restrictions applied to Motorized Retrieval of legally downed elk that were part 
of Alternative 2.  Alternative 3 would not establish a time or season restriction.  It would 
allow the retrieval of legally hunted elk during all elk hunting seasons. 

98-1 

Alt. 3 allows the limited use of motor vehicles within one mile of all designated system 
roads (except where prohibited) to retrieve a legally hunted and tagged elk during all 
elk hunting seasons.  See FS Response 23-1 for information regarding deer hunts.  
Alt. 2 includes approx. 220 miles of roads where motorized dispersed camping would 
be allowed within 200 feet of the road. Alternatives 2, 3, & 4 would add approx. 18 
miles of short spur roads to the designated system that have historically served as 
access to dispersed camping sites (and other activities) on the District (Alternatives 3 
and 4 do not include dispersed camping corridors). 

98-A 

The motorized travel exemptions allowed under the TMR are discussed in Section 1.4 
of the EA and include the use of vehicles for emergency response. The TMR allows 
that the Responsible Official may allow the limited use of motor vehicles within a 
specified distance of certain designated routes, and if appropriate, within specified time 
periods solely for the purposes of…“retrieval of a downed big game animal by an 
individual who has legally taken that animal” (36 CFR 212.51 (b)).  This allowance is 
optional and at the discretion of the Responsible Official. Alternatives 2 & 3 allow the 
limited use of motor vehicles to retrieve a legally hunted and tagged elk.  See FS 
Response 23-1 for a discussion on Motorized Big Game Retrieval considerations. 

99-1 

Alternative 1 was developed as a benchmark from which the agency can evaluate the 
proposed action and other action alternatives. Alternative 1 would not implement the 
TMR and would not meet the purpose and need for action (see Section 2.3 of the EA).  
Alternatives 2 and 3 include allowances for the motorized retrieval of elk (see Section 
2.3 and Table 3 in Section 2.4 of the EA).  See FS Response 23-1 for a discussion on 
Motorized Big Game Retrieval. 

100-1 

Section  3.9 of the EA explains the effects of the travel management rule on the 
current fuelwood program.  This section describes how public demand for fuelwood will 
be met.  Some areas of concentrated fuelwood will be available that have had proper 
environmental analysis and decisions allowing cross-country travel within these limited 

43



Comment 
Number  Forest Service Response 

areas.  Allowances for Motorized Big Game Retrieval are included in Alternatives 2 
and 3 (see Section 2.3 and Table 3 in Section 2.4 of the EA).  See FS Response 23-1 
for a discussion on Motorized Big Game Retrieval. 

100-2 
Wood gathering from roadsides is only one source of wood that will be available to 
meet public demand for firewood. See response to comment 47-2.  

100-3 
Alternatives 2 & 3 would close approx. 380 miles of road, while Alt. 4 would close 
approx. 415 miles of road. Alternatives 2-4 would add approx. 34 miles to the system. 

100-4 See FS Response 85-1.   

100-5 

The use of motor vehicles off system roads to access campsites is a popular activity 
on the District and most motorized dispersed campsites are within 100 feet of existing 
roads.  Alternative 2 includes the designation of dispersed camping corridors along 
220 miles of National Forest System roads (200 feet either side).  Alternatives 2, 3, & 4 
would add approx. 18 miles of short spur roads to the designated system that have 
historically served as access to dispersed camping sites (and other activities) on the 
District (Alternatives 3 and 4 do not include dispersed camping corridors). 

100-6 
The FS agrees that compliance requires a partnership with the public, provision of 
information and distribution of the MVUM, as well as law enforcement. See Sec. 3.1 of 
the EA. 

101-1 See FS Response 98-A. 

102-1 

The Travel Management Project is aimed at improving motorized vehicle use on the 
WRD.  Under Alternatives 2 and 3, a total of 1,114 miles of roads would be open to 
public use; under Alternative 4, 1,079 miles of roads would be open.  See Section 2.3 
and Table 3 in Section 2.4 for details on each of the alternatives.  The effects of each 
of these alternatives on recreational opportunities is described in Section 3.1 of the EA.

103-1 
Concern over potential disturbance to wildlife was one of the reasons the northern and 
southern motorized trail systems proposed under Alt 2 were not included in Alts 3 or 4.  
Each Alternative’s effects on wildlife are discussed in Section 3.5 of the EA. 

103-2 
Of the Alternatives analyzed in detail (Sec. 2.3), only Alt. 2 would develop a motorized 
trail system; Alt. 1, 3 & 4 would not include a designated motorized trail system.  The 
effects of the proposed system on wildlife are described in section 3.5 of the EA.  

103-3 

Alternative 3 was developed to address the concerns raised with the timing and 
season restrictions applied to Motorized Retrieval of legally downed elk that were part 
of Alternative 2.  Alternative 3 would not establish a time or season restriction.  It would 
allow the retrieval of legally hunted elk during all elk hunting seasons.  Alternative 3 
was developed to responds to Key Issue #1 (Section 1.9 of the EA).  The 
environmental consequences of implementing the Alternatives analyzed in detail 
(Section 2.3) are discussed in Chapter 3 of the EA. 

104-1 Thank you for your comment. 

105-1 

An alternative was considered but eliminated from detailed study that would allow 
MBGR for all big game animals, including deer. See Section 2.7 for the rationale as to 
why this alternative was not considered in detail. See FS Response 23-1 for a 
discussion on MBGR. Alternative 3 was developed to address the concerns raised with 
the timing and season restrictions applied to Motorized Retrieval of legally downed elk 
that were part of Alternative 2.  Alternative 3 would not establish a time or season 
restriction.  It would allow the retrieval of legally hunted elk during all elk hunting 
seasons. 

105-2 
See FS Response 100-5.  The 220 miles of roads designated with camping corridors 
are currently receiving this type of use and have been surveyed for resource concerns. 

106-1 See FS Response 105-1. 
106-2 See FS Response 105-2. 

107-1 

As described in Section 2.3 of the EA fuelwood collection on the Williams Ranger 
District is a popular and necessary activity for many local users of the National Forest.  
Each of the three action alternatives includes the prohibition of motorized cross country 
travel off of the designated road system.   Public demand for fuelwood is expected to 
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be met through an active vegetation management program on the District (Section 
3.9).  See response to comment 47-2 for additional information on expected fuelwood 
availability.   In short, fuelwood  demand will be met by a combination of roadside 
wood gathering of dead wood, areas of concentrated fuelwood resulting from 
vegetation management activities where the site-specific effects of cross country travel 
have been analyzed, and areas where cross-country travel has been analyzed and 
approved where green or dead trees will be available for cutting.  The intent is to take 
advantage of all opportunities within law and regulation to meet the demand of local 
fuelwood gatherers. 

107-2 
Within the limits of the Travel Management Rule areas will be available that will 
provide reasonable access to suitable fuelwood (See response to comment 107-1). 

107-3 
Ponderosa pine is suitable firewood that is used by many people.  Multiple species of 
wood will be available under the strategy described in response to comment 107-1. 

107-4 See FS Responses 75-1 and 107-1. 

107-5 
Refer to response to comment 107-1 that gives a summary of our strategy and 
different options for providing fuelwood under the Travel Management Rule. 

108-1 

See response to comments 107-1, 107-4, and 107-5.  The suggestion to delineate 
areas for motor vehicle access to fuelwood is similar to the fuelwood strategy outlined 
in Section 2.3 of the EA.  These areas will be analyzed and approved for motorized 
access to various fuelwood products (green, dead, thinning slash, etc.) to meet local 
demands.  

108-2 

Alternative 2 is identified as the “Proposed Action” because it was the initial proposal 
that went out for public review in 2008.  This name was kept through subsequent 
planning so that the initial proposal could be easily identified.  However, each of the 
alternatives analyzed in detail are considered on an equal basis and could be selected 
by the Responsible Official.  As a result of public comments on this initial proposal 
(notably motorized trail areas) the planning team developed Alternatives 3 and 4 which 
do not include designated motorized trail areas. For information about the range of 
alternatives considered for a motorized trail system, see FS Response 3-4.  The 
effects of the proposed motorized trail areas are discussed throughout Chapter 3 of the 
EA (Section 3.1 discusses the effects of each alternative on recreational opportunities).

108-3 

Concern over potential disturbance to wildlife was one of the reasons the northern and 
southern motorized trail systems proposed under Alt 2 were not included in Alts 3 or 4.  
The effects of the proposed motorized trail system on wildlife and wildlife habitat are 
disclosed in Section 3.5 of the EA. 

108-4 
Effects of implementing each of the alternatives on these watersheds are disclosed in 
Section 3.2 of the EA.  See FS Response 3-4. 

108-5 See FS Responses 80-1 and 80-2 regarding recreation effects to private landowners. 

108-6 

Alternatives 1-4 provide a range of alternatives that address OHV uses on National 
Forest System Land. Cinder pits and rock quarries on the Kaibab National Forest are 
either being utilized (i.e. a contracts or rights exists to remove material) or are being 
restored and re-vegetated. Many of these areas are not suitable for OHV use because 
of safety concerns, and none of these areas are identified in the Forest Plan as 
suitable OHV areas. The Forest Service does not have the authority to set aside areas 
for OHV use on private, county or state land. 

108-7 

Alternative 2 is the only alternative analyzed in detail that would add motorized trails to 
the designated system (Section 2.3).  The EA was updated to include effects analyses 
of the proposed motorized trail system on adjacent lands (see FS Responses 80-1 and 
80-2). 

109-1 

Thank you for your comments. Many of the recommendations are already incorporated 
into the MBGR restrictions for Alternatives 2 and 3. Some of the other 
recommendations have been incorporated into the restrictions for Alternative 3 (See 
Section 2.3). The Travel Management Project will not make any changes to existing 
areas that prohibit motorized vehicle use (e.g. wilderness and special areas).  
Mitigation measures included in Sec 2.5 provide for implementation of the wet weather 
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roads policy to protect forest lands when there is potential for road and resource 
damage.  An alternative was considered but eliminated from detailed study that would 
allow MBGR for deer (Section 2.7).  See FS Responses 14-3 and 23-1. CHAMP 
hunters would be subject to the same motor vehicle allowances and restrictions 
applied to the alternatives considered; see the “Accessibility” discussion in Sec. 3.1 
of the EA. 

109-2 

The Kaibab National Forest has coordinated travel management efforts with the 
Coconino National Forest and Prescott National Forest. Travel management decisions 
must be consistent with the applicable land management plan and in compliance with 
the TMR.   

109-3 

One of the reasons MBGR for legally harvested elk was included under Alt 2 (restricted 
to early season hunts) and Alt 3 (for all elk hunts) was concern over the effects that 
eliminating MBGR for all elk hunts may have on AGFD’s ability to meet harvest 
objectives and control elk populations. See FS Response 23-1. Deer are smaller and 
easier to retrieve from the field than are elk. Deer also do not have as much of an 
impact on vegetation and other natural resources on the Williams District as do elk.  
See Section 3.1 regarding the effects of each alternative on hunters.   

109-4 
See FS Response 109-3.  An alternative was considered but eliminated from detailed 
study that included allowing MBGR for deer (see Section 2.7 of the EA). 

109-5 

See FS Responses 103-3 and 110-12.  The intent of proposing the 1 mile restriction to 
MBGR (which we are required to specify) is to reduce the potential for spoilage and 
waste by providing reasonable access to downed animals that are difficult to move 
long distances. 

109-6 

Mitigation measures included in Sec 2.5 provide for implementation of the wet weather 
roads policy to protect forest lands when there is potential for road and resource 
damage.  This policy will continue to be implemented and will apply to all motorized 
users.  See FS Response 114-1.  The Forest Service appreciates the AZGF 
Department’s assistance in enforcing travel management policies.  

109-7 
We appreciate AGFD’s past coordination and assistance with law enforcement issues 
on Forest lands and look forward to continued assistance.  

109-8 
CHAMP hunters would be subject to the same motor vehicle allowances and 
restrictions applied to the alternatives considered; see the “Accessibility” discussion 
in Sec. 3.1 of the EA. 

109-9 

Motor vehicle use that is specifically authorized under a written authorization issued 
under federal law and/or regulations is exempted from the motor vehicle designations 
shown on the MVUM (see 36 CFR 212.51(a)(8)).  This includes permitted activities 
such as grazing and fuelwood gathering; these actions are analyzed under separate 
NEPA documents.  There is no requirement in the Rule to allow for MBGR, it is at the 
discretion of the Responsible Official.  However, because the purpose of this project is 
to improve the management of motorized vehicle use on the District in accordance with 
the Rule and because the District recognizes the need to provide opportunities for the 
motorized retrieval of legally taken big game animals, the District has considered 
allowing limited MBGR opportunities in the Travel Management Project.   

109-10 

Thank you for your recommendations. Route markers are used to identify system 
roads or trails. They provide information for the safety, enjoyment, and convenience of 
Nat. Forest visitors, users, cooperators, and employees (FSM 7160.2). Forest users 
will be able to use route markers and information provided on the MVUM to determine 
whether the road is open for public use. Public use of roads not shown on Motor 
Vehicle Use Maps is prohibited (36 CFR 261.13); closed roads and unauthorized roads 
will not be shown on the MVUM. 

109-11 

See FS Response 3-4 about the motorized trail system alternatives in this EA, and FS 
Response 69-2 providing background about the TMR. Thank you for your offer to help 
with the trails program, we would welcome volunteers and partners in future planning 
efforts. Development of trails is guided by FSH 2309 direction regarding standards for 
trails including planning, construction and maintenance. 
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109-12 

During the scoping of the Proposed Action (Alternative 2), there was little support and 
specific concerns with the motorized trail systems proposed.  Thus, the motorized trail 
areas were dropped from consideration in Alternatives 3 and 4.  The motorized trail 
areas proposed in the comment letter could be considered in future analyses. 

109-13 

See FS Responses 8-2 and 42-1.  See Section 3.1 of the EA (Affected Environment) 
describing existing motorized dispersed camping.  Thank you for your suggestions of 
additional camping corridors, however, there are heritage and soils/watershed 
concerns with the roads listed (see TAP Table B-5).  Establishing a camping corridor 
on the 144 road would present safety concerns as this road is a frequently traveled 
county road. The FS will monitor areas authorized for dispersed camping per Sec 2.6 
of the EA. 

110-1 

In the last ten years, there have been 43 quarries that have been reclaimed from 
mineral extraction, and the number of mining/quarry operations have decreased.  
There are regulations, boundaries, and oversight to the Williams RD sandstone quarry 
contract operations and claims.  The quarries that are not listed with the BLM as 
mining claims are operated under contracts for mineral materials extraction.  These 
contracts are authorized by the Materials Act of July 31, 1947, Surface Resources Act 
of 1955, the Weeks Act of 1911 and Act of 1917, and the Bankhead-Jones Farm 
Tenant Act. Regulations at 36 CFR 228, subpart C establish the policy and standards 
for the extraction of mineral materials and set forth standards for the protection of 
National Forest lands affected by mineral material activities. The Forest Service 
Manual (2800) also provides direction for mineral materials extraction. 

110-2 

The purpose of the Travel Management Project is to improve the management of 
motorized vehicle use on the WRD and bring the District into compliance with the new 
travel management regulations (see Section 1.3 of the EA).  Monitoring measures are 
included in the EA (Section 2.6) to ensure that the objectives of this project (including 
vehicle use and natural resource protection) are being met after the decision is 
implemented.  The Rule allows for revisions of the MVUM (36 CFR 212.54) and the 
District intends to make revisions to the transportation system as necessary to meet 
the objectives of the Forest Plan through future NEPA analyses. 

110-3 

The planning team recognizes that the WRD roads database (INFRA) is not 100% 
accurate or complete at the time of the analysis.  Efforts were made to clean the data 
using the best information available at the time of the analysis.  Data maintenance and 
management is an ongoing and iterative process and the ID Team made every effort to 
use the most current data available (see “Data Gaps” discussion in the TAP 2010).  As 
new and more accurate information becomes available, revisions to the road 
designations and the MVUM can be made (see discussion in FS Response 110-2). 

110-4 
Many of the existing roads were established many years ago to support logging and 
ranching operations.  Each of the Action Alternatives (2-4) proposes road closures 
around Pocket Lake and Tule (see Maps 3 and 7). 

110-5 See Sections 1.8 and 2.7 of the EA.   

110-6 

The designated road system (and associated road closures) identified in each of the 
Action Alternatives were consistent with the recommendations of the TAP, considered 
additional resource surveys and analysis, and included input received from the public.  
All unauthorized roads, extensions and spurs that are not specifically identified for 
inclusion in the open road system would be closed under each of the Action 
Alternatives. 

110-7 

All roads identified for closure (380 miles in Alts 2 and 3; 415 miles in Alt. 4) will be 
moved to Maintenance Level 1 (see Section 2.3) and will not appear on the MVUM as 
part of the designated road system.  See the Glossary for a description of Maintenance 
Level 1.  See FS Response 3-6 for a discussion on physical closure (obliteration) of 
roads.  Following the publication of the MVUM, motorized travel on roads or trails not 
identified on the MVUM will be prohibited and violators will be subject to penalties. 

110-8 
Of the Alternatives analyzed in detail (Sec. 2.3), only Alt. 2 would develop a motorized 
trail system; Alt. 1, 3 & 4 would not include a designated motorized trail system. See 

47



Comment 
Number  Forest Service Response 

Table 3 (Sec. 2.4) of the EA for the designated open road system mileage for Alt. 1-4, 
including the mileage of high clearance roads (i.e. maintenance level 2 roads).  

110-9 See FS Response 47-2. 

110-10 

The Cumulative effects discussion in Section 3.9 (Vegetation Management) describes 
the areas where the use of off road travel for fuelwood collection is already analyzed 
and authorized.  In many cases, fuelwood collection is a helpful tool for meeting 
resource management objectives while providing forest products that are important to 
the community.  Fuelwood collection will continue to be considered both as part of 
larger management activities and stand-alone projects.  The intent is to take 
advantage of all opportunities within law and regulation to meet the demand of local 
fuelwood gatherers (including species availability). See FS Response 107-1. 

110-11 

Part of the purpose and need for the project is to provide opportunities for motorized 
dispersed camping (see Section 1.3)  which is consistent with the Rule (36 CFR 
212.51 (b)).  Alternative 2 allows the limited use of motor vehicles for the purposes of 
dispersed camping within 200 feet along 220 miles of open road (See Section 2.3); the 
environmental consequences are described in Chapter 3 of the EA.  Alternatives 2, 3, 
and 4 would designate 18 miles of short spur roads as open for motorized travel; these 
roads have historically served as access to dispersed camping sites (and other 
activities) on the District (See Section 2.3).  The environmental consequences of these 
spur roads is described in Chapter 3 of the EA.  Alternatives 3 and 4 do not include the 
designation of camping corridors.  None of the Alternatives propose developing 
infrastructure such as toilets, water sources, fire rings, etc. 

110-12 

The language in the Rule requires a distance be specified when allowing MBGR (36 
CFR 212.51(b)).  See FS Response 23-1 for further discussion on MBGR in 
Alternatives 2 and 3.  Alternative 1 would continue current management of game 
retrieval.  Alternative 4 was developed in response to concerns raised over MBGR 
during the scoping of the Proposed Action (see Section 2.3) and does not propose any 
MBGR allowances.  

110-13 
The specific management of the Stone Dam area is outside the scope of the current 
proposals and analysis.  However, your comments will be considered in future 
planning activities for that area.  

110-14 

See FS Responses 110-3 regarding data accuracy.  An alternative was considered but 
eliminated from detailed study that would not change the designated road system (i.e. 
numbered roads); see Section 2.7 of the EA.  Except for the unauthorized routes 
proposed to be added under Alternatives 2-4, all remaining unauthorized roads will be 
closed to motor vehicle use following the publication of the MVUM.  Fire control lines 
are analyzed and addressed on a project by project basis; rehabilitation of these lines 
occurs following the completion of prescribed burning activities. Closed roads are 
retained and reopened as needed on a project specific basis.  See FS Response 110-
11 regarding motorized dispersed camping.  See FS Responses 8-2 and 14-3 and 
110-10.   

110-15 

See Section 3.1 of the EA for a discussion on enforcement of the new travel 
management policies.  Your suggestions for a hotline and/or making contact 
information readily available are appreciated and will be considered as the project 
moves forward. 

111-1 

The purpose and need is “to improve the management of motorized vehicle use” in 
accordance with the Rule (see Section 1.3 of the EA).  Key Issue #3 was developed 
over concerns regarding the protection of archaeological resources; Alternative 4 was 
developed to respond to this Key Issue (see Section 1.9 of the EA).  Action Alt. 2 - 4 
will substantially reduce the amount of off road motorized travel which should also 
reduce effects to heritage sites from motorized vehicles.  Alternatives 2 and 3 reduce 
the open road system by 380 miles (or approx. 25%) while Alternative 4 reduces the 
open road system by 415 miles (or approx. 29%).  Additionally, Alternatives 2-4 would 
add 8 miles of unauthorized (user-created) routes to the open road system; all 
remaining unauthorized routes (known and unknown) would be closed to motorized 
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use.  Thus, each of the Action Alternatives will be a considerable reduction in the 
number of roads that provide access to, or near, heritage resources.    

111-2 

The purpose of the Travel Management Protocol is to address the Section 106 process 
for meeting the Travel Management Rule. The Rule does not address the existing 
system, therefore neither does the protocol.  Section 3.6 of the EA discloses the 
effects of each of the alternatives on cultural resources; because roadside parking 
already occurs in close proximity to roads and areas adjacent to roads are readily 
accessible, there are few new threats to cultural resources. 

111-3 

The purpose of the Travel Management Project is to improve the management of 
motor vehicle use on the WRD (see Section 1.3 of the EA).  Following the publication 
of the MVUM, travel off of the designated road system will be prohibited (except for 
allowance for game retrieval and dispersed camping corridors, if authorized).  The 
recommendations you present with reference to Spangler et al. 2006 were considered 
in the district’s approach to Travel Management.   Alternatives 3 and 4 provide spur 
roads that may serve as access points for forest visitors, while Alternative 2 provides 
spur roads and designates 220 miles of motorized dispersed camping corridors.  
Alternatives 2 and 3 reduce the open road system by 380 miles (or approx. 25%) while 
Alternative 4 reduces the open road system by 415 miles (or approx. 29%).  See 
Section 3.6 of the EA. 

111-4 

With regard to the existing system of roads, and depending on the Alt. that is selected, 
there will either be no change or there will be a substantial reduction in the amount of 
roads that are currently part of the designated road system.  The Travel Management 
Protocol does not require the KNF to evaluate the effects from the existing system (see 
R3 Amended Programmatic Agreement, Appendix I [Travel Management Protocol], 
Section II Exemptions, Pgs 69-70.)  

111-5 

In an effort to protect the location information of heritage resources, when heritage 
resources were the only concern for recommending that a road not be designated, 
heritage resources were noted.  However, where other resources (e.g. wildlife or soils) 
were the primary concern for not designating a road, the heritage resource concerns 
were not mentioned.  See FS Response 111-6. 

111-6 

All unevaluated sites are treated as though they are eligible, in accordance to Section 
V.D.3 of the R3 Amended Programmatic Agreement. When applying a one mile buffer 
around all identified Cohonina habitation sites, for example, it severely restricts public 
access and does not meet the intent of the Rule.  (See attached Map 8 in Appendix 1). 

111-7 

During the development of the EA alternatives, we considered and eliminated several 
potential locations for dispersed camping corridors because of potential effects to 
cultural resources. However, we did ultimately agree on those corridors listed in the 
alternatives because they were in locations where there is a significant amount of 
existing survey data and a very low occurrence of cultural resources. The site 
monitoring recommendation was made to ensure that a method was in place to watch 
for any unexpected effects to cultural resources. If monitoring identifies impacts to 
cultural resources because of the proposed dispersed camping corridors listed in one 
of the alternatives, for example, then mitigation measures will be developed in 
consultation with the SHPO and tribes. This will reduce the effects of motorized 
dispersed camping compared to the existing condition. See FS Response 8-2. 

111-8 

Per Section II of the Travel Management Protocol (Appendix I), evaluating closures is 
a separate issue and will be handled by the Section 106 process outlined in the R3 
Amended Programmatic Agreement. With regards to evaluating designated user 
created/unauthorized routes, we are following the methodology developed in the 
Travel Management Protocol.  

111-9 
See FS Response 111-1. Action Alt. 2 -4 will substantially reduce the amount of off 
road motorized travel which should also reduce effects to heritage sites from motorized 
vehicles.   

111-10 
The table provided sufficient information for the analysis of alternatives. The specific 
recommendations are discussed in the text for each alternative (see Section 3.6 of the 
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EA).  

111-11 

Action Alt. 2 -4 will substantially reduce the amount of off road motorized travel which 
should also reduce effects to heritage sites from motorized vehicles.  Because 
roadside parking already occurs in close proximity to roads and areas adjacent to 
roads are readily accessible, there are few new threats to cultural resources. 

111-12 See Forest Service Responses 111-6 and 111-7. 
111-13 See Forest Service Responses 111-7 and 137-5. 

112-1 

It is correct to interpret that the roads listed in the comment are part of the motorized 
trail system proposed under Alternative 2.  Please note that only Alternative 2 
proposes this system.  In response to concerns raised with this proposal during 
scoping, Alternatives 3 and 4 do not include the motorized trail systems. 

112-2 Chapter 3 of the EA analyzes the environmental effects of the motorized trail system. 
112-3 See FS Response 80-1 regarding effects to adjacent private landowners. 

112-4 
See FS Responses 80-1.  The environmental effects of the two miles of new trail 
construction are described throughout Chapter 3 of the EA, notably Sections 3.2 (soils 
and watershed) and 3.5 (wildlife). 

112-5 See FS Response 80-2. 
112-6 See FS Response 109-10. See FS Response 108-7. 

113-1 

Thank you for your comments. National Forests belong to all Americans, but 
Americans do not have the right to unrestricted use of the National Forest (Federal 
Register Vol. 70, No. 216, p. 68266).  Congress established the Forest Service to 
provide reasonable regulation of the National Forests.  

114-1 

The District will continue to implement the Wet Weather Roads Policy (see glossary in 
the EA) when soil moisture conditions and the potential for road and resource damage 
exist.  Implementation of the policy is at the discretion of the Forest Supervisor or 
District Ranger and is based on the current condition. 

114-2 

Sec 3.1 of the EA clarifies provision of the travel management program as it relates to 
hunters with disabilities. Sec 1.4 discusses the TMR provision for limited use of motor 
vehicles within a certain distance of certain designated routes for motorized big game 
retrieval.  FS Response 23-1 provides further detail on MBGR strategies. 

114-3 

The EA has included a range of alternatives to provide motorized dispersed camping 
opportunities.  All action alternatives designate approximately 18 miles of short spur 
roads that have historically been used to access popular dispersed campsites to the 
open road system.  Alternative 2 is the only Alternative that proposes the 200’ corridor 
on 220 miles of open roads.  Roadside parking is an option along all open system 
roads; additionally, the entire forest would continue to be available to those who wish 
to access dispersed campsites through a non-motorized means (except certain areas 
where camping is currently restricted). 

114-4 

None of the Alternatives in the EA propose limitations to woodcutting. Use of a 
wheelbarrow was an example of how forest users could haul firewood to a vehicle 
parked along a road. It is not the only method individuals with a personal firewood 
permit can use to get their firewood, but it is a viable option as compared to driving a 
short distance cross country. The Forest Service does not have a policy on how 
individuals with a personal firewood permit must gather their firewood as long whatever 
method used is consistent with existing laws and regulations for that area. Section 2.3 
of the EA describes the strategies for continuing to provide fuelwood to meet local 
demands; part of this strategy includes the designation of areas where travel off of the 
designated road system to gather fuelwood is authorized (See FS response 47-2 and 
107-1). 
The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs 
and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, and where 
applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion, sexual 
orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or part of an 
individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. USDA is an equal 
opportunity provider and employer. 
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114-5 

The Purpose and Need for Action is addressed in Section 1.3 of the EA.  Fuelwood 
and Special Forest Products management strategy are addressed in Section 2.3 and 
Section 3.9 of the EA shows there is no restriction of cutting dead and down wood.  
The Rule specifically addresses the use of motorized vehicles off of the designated 
road system.  Section 3.8 of the EA discusses the effects of each alternative on Fire 
Suppression and Fuels Management.  Fire danger is also addressed in the KNF Fire 
Management Plan on file at the WRD and Supervisor’s Office. 

115-1 
Alternative 1 was developed as a benchmark from which the agency can evaluate the 
proposed action and alternatives.  See FS Response 16-1. 

115-2 See FS Response 114-1.  

115-3 

Sec 3.1 of the EA clarifies provision of the travel management program as it relates to 
hunters with disabilities. Sec 1.4 discusses the TMR provision for limited use of motor 
vehicles within a certain distance of certain designated routes for motorized big game 
retrieval (MGBR). See FS Response 23-1 for further discussion of MBGR. 

116-1 

See FS Response 80-1 about effects of the motorized trail system to private 
landowners.  Chapter 3 of the EA discusses the environmental effects of the motorized 
trail areas proposed in Alternative 2.  Alternatives 3 and 4 do include the establishment 
of these areas. 

116-2 
See FS Response 80-1 about effects of the motorized trail system to private 
landowners. 

116-3 
See FS Response 80-1 about effects of the motorized trail system to private 
landowners. 

116-4 

See FS Response 3-4 for information about the motorized trail system. Mitigation 
measures are found in Sec 2.5, and monitoring entails the gathering of information and 
observation of management activities to ensure that Forest Plan Standards and 
Guidelines as well as the objectives of the project are being met.  Forest Plan 
monitoring and evaluation items will be implemented where appropriate.  Additional 
monitoring needs were also compiled for this project to validate assumptions used in 
this planning process, and to verify that the project is being implemented as intended 
(see Section 2.6 of the EA). 

117-1 

See FS Response 100-4 no special provision is made for hunting outfitter-guides; they 
must follow the Travel Management Rule (TMR) and decision made for Williams RD. 
The positive effect for outfitter-guides mentioned in Sec 3.1 of the EA could result from 
public demand for non-motorized game retrieval assistance if people choose to hire an 
outfitter-guide to retrieve their elk. Each hunter determines what non-motorized means 
they will use to retrieve their legally hunted big game animal. Table 3 compares the 
provisions for motorized big game retrieval alternatives for this project. 

117-2 

Hunting outfitter-guides must follow the TMR and decision made for Williams RD.  The 
fees collected for outfitter guide special use permits include an initial “estimated use” 
fee and a final “actual use” fee which is based on the revenue the guide generated 
during the season (number of clients and days).  The outfitter guides are not exempt 
from existing FS regulations including the 14-day stay limit for campers and the special 
use permit does not grant them exclusive use of National Forest System lands.  

117-3 
See FS Response 23-1 for a discussion of MBGR in the EA.  Non-motorized means of 
game retrieval are not prohibited by the Rule and include variety of options (packing, 
outfitters/packers, game carts/sleds, etc.) 

118-1 

The Travel Management Rule (TMR) was developed in response to the substantial 
increase in use of OHVs on National Forest System Lands and related damage to 
forest resources caused by unmanaged OHV use over the past 30 years. The purpose 
of this project is to improve the management of motor vehicle use on the Williams 
Ranger District in accordance with the TMR. The environmental consequences of 
implementing the proposed action and alternatives designed to meet the purpose and 
need for action is discussed in Chapter 3 of the EA.  Forest managers continually 
assess forest conditions and develop projects to protect a variety of forest resources. 

119-1 Alternative 3 was developed in response to concerns with the time and seasonal 
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restrictions to MBGR that are part of Alternative 2 (Proposed Action).  Alternative 3 
does not include these restrictions. See FS Response 23-1. 

119-2 See FS Responses 23-1 and 107-1. 

119-3 

The EA has included a range of alternatives to provide motorized dispersed camping 
opportunities.  All action alternatives designate approximately 18 miles of short spur 
roads that have historically been used to access popular dispersed campsites to the 
open road system.  Alternative 2 is the only Alternative that proposes the 200’ corridor 
on 220 miles of open roads.  Roadside parking (a safe distance, ~30’) is an option 
along all open system roads; additionally, the entire forest would continue to be 
available to those who wish to access a dispersed campsites through non-motorized 
means (except certain areas where camping is currently restricted). 

119-4 

The Williams RD will publish an MVUM that will show the designated system of roads, 
it would also contain information about dispersed camping and motorized big game 
retrieval if these are included in the decision.  Additionally, providing adequate public 
information will be an important part of implementing the travel management 
regulations (See Section 3.1 of the EA). 

120-1 See FS Responses 23-1, 107-1 and 119-2. 

120-2 
Alternative 3 was developed in response to concerns with the time and seasonal 
restrictions to MBGR that are part of Alternative 2 (Proposed Action).  Alternative 3 
does not include these restrictions. See FS Response 23-1.   

120-3 
See FS Response 114-3.  The effects of implementing each of the alternatives on 
scenic quality is discussed in Section 3.1 of the EA. 

120-4 

The analysis of Alternative 1 (No Action) describes the effects of maintaining the 
current management direction in regards to motorized vehicle use on the WRD (see 
Section 2.3 and Chapter 3).  All alternatives analyzed in detail (Section 2.3) are 
evaluated on an equal basis.  The final decision will be based on the analysis 
contained in the EA, documentation provided in the project record, and the 
consideration of public input (see Section 1.7). 

121-1 

Alternative 2 is the only alternative analyzed in detail that would add motorized trails to 
the designated system (Section 2.3).  Alternatives 3 and 4 were developed to address 
the issues raised during the initial scoping period.  The environmental consequences 
of implementing the alternatives, including the effects to wildlife, are discussed in Ch. 3 
of the EA. 

121-2 See FS Response 121-1. 
121-3 See FS Response 121-1. 

122-1 

Larger and more detailed maps were available for review at the district office and at 
the public meetings, and could be requested at any time. Larger and more detailed 
maps were also made available on the project website as requested during public 
meetings.  The maps were based on the most current roads data available at the time 
of the analysis (see FS Response 110-3). 

122-2 

The information the commenter is referring to can be found in Appendix 3. Unresolved 
concerns were developed into the Key Issues for the Williams Ranger District Travel 
Management Environmental Assessment (Section 1.9). Key Issues (i.e. unresolved 
concerns) were used to develop alternatives to the proposed action. See FS Response 
122-3. 

122-3 

Four alternatives were developed in detail. Each “action alternative” (i.e. 2-4) was 
designed to be a viable alternative.  Additional alternatives were considered but 
dropped from detailed study. They are presented in Section 2.7 with the reasons for 
not developing them in detail. The alternatives presented in Section 2.3 (Alternatives 
Analyzed in Detail) and in Section 2.7 (Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from 
Detail Study) represent a range of reasonable alternatives, given the purpose and 
need and Key Issues for the proposed action. 

122-4 
Time and season restrictions on MBGR for legally harvested elk are not included in Alt 
3. See FS Response 23-1. 

122-5 As noted in Sec 3.1 of the EA, the Kaibab NF already partners with Arizona Game and 
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Fish Department for law enforcement and hunting patrols. Once the project is 
implemented, the District will make every effort to provide information and make public 
field contacts to help visitors understand and comply with the rule. Thank you for the 
suggestion to expand these efforts to help forest users better comply with the TMR. 

122-6 
Animal trappers and hunting outfitter guides both must comply with the TMR and 
decision made for this project. See FS Response 117-2 for more details. 

122-7 See Forest Service response 83-1. 
122-8 See FS Responses 122-2 and 137-6. 

122-9 

Designated Wilderness areas do not permit motorized vehicle use. In addition, there 
are other areas on the Kaibab NF that have been closed to motorized traffic because 
of resource concerns or to provide different recreation opportunities. See Sec 1.4 of 
the EA for more information about motorized closures.  Section 3.1 of the EA describes 
the effects each alternative would have on motorized and non-motorized recreational 
experiences. 

122-10 See FS Response 117-2 and 122-6. 
122-11 See FS Responses 122-2 and 122-3. 
122-12 See FS Responses 1-1, 65-10 and 122-1. 

122-13 
Thank you for your comments. See FS Responses 65-10, 94-1, 122-1, 122-2 and 122-
3. 

123-1 See FS Responses 2-1 and 47-2. 

123-2 

Hunters are required to and should retrieve any animal that they have taken. It is 
unlawful in the state of Arizona to knowingly waste game meat (A.R.S. 17-309(7)); 
however, the method of game retrieval must be consistent with the land management 
agencies regulations. See FS Responses 23-1. 

124-1 

See Section 2.3 of the EA and FS Response 47-2 for a description of the 
fuelwood/special forest products management strategy.  The environmental 
consequences of implementing the alternatives analyzed in detail (Section 2.3) are 
described in Chapter 3 of the EA.  See FS Response 65-7. 

124-2 
See FS Response 80-1 about effect of the motorized trail system on private 
landowners. 

124-3 See FS Response 122-3. 

124-4 
See FS Response 80-1 about effect of the motorized trail system on private 
landowners. 

124-5 

The EA analyzes several opportunities for dispersed camping as discussed in FS 
Response 3-4. Additional planning would be required if a trailhead and parking area 
would be needed to accommodate and manage use of the motorized trail systems 
proposed in Alternative 2; this would be outside of the scope of the Williams RD Travel 
Management project. 

124-6 See FS Response 80-2. 
124-7 See FS Response 3-4. 

124-8 

Thank you for this suggestion. As mentioned in FS Response 124-5, the TMR does 
provide for designation of areas for motorized use. This EA did not consider areas, 
instead OHV use would be accommodated on the designated system of roads and 
trails. The EA also considers different alternatives for motorized dispersed camping. 
Table 3 compares the alternatives considered in detail. 

124-9 See FS Response 108-6. 

125-1 

See FS Responses 47-2 and 107-1 for a description of the effects of implementing the 
TMR on the fuelwood management program. While the Rule does not specifically 
address the fuelwood program, the prohibition of motorized travel off of the designated 
road system will require a change in fuelwood program management.  

125-2 
See FS Responses 23-1, 117-3 and Section 2.3 for a description of the Motorized Big 
Game Retrieval strategies included in each of the alternatives.  

125-3 
See response to comments 125-1 and 125-2.  Both of these forest uses (firewood 
gathering and game retrieval) are recognized as important uses on the Williams 
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District and are addressed in the EA as referenced in those responses. 

126-1 

The road closures proposed under each of the Action Alternatives (2-4) were 
consistent with the TAP (2010) and additional public and specialist input.  Additionally, 
an alternative was considered that would not change the designated road system (i.e. 
numbered roads), but it was eliminated from detailed study because it did not meet the 
Purpose and Need for the project (Section 1.3 of the EA); see Section 2.7 of the EA for 
further discussion on this alternative. 

126-2 See FS Responses 47-2 and 107-1.  

126-3 
See FS Response 8-2, 96-1 and 100-5.  The economic impacts of implementing the 
TMR are discussed in Section 3.11 of the EA. 

126-4 
See FS Responses 23-1, 117-3 and Section 2.3 of the EA for a description of the 
Motorized Big Game Retrieval strategies included in each of the alternatives. 

127-1 

The Travel Management Rule (TMR) was developed in response to the substantial 
increase in use of OHV’s on National Forest System Lands and related damage to 
forest resources caused by unmanaged OHV use over the past 30 years (See Sec. 
1.1). The TMR allows for the limited use of motor vehicles for the purposes of 
dispersed camping and big game retrieval (36 CFR 212.51(b)). In accordance to the 
TMR, the district developed a range of alternatives that provide for a variety of 
motorized dispersed camping opportunities and motorized big game retrieval 
opportunities (see Table 3 Section 2.4 for a summary of the differences of 
alternatives). The environmental consequences of implementing each alternative is 
discussed in Chapter 3 of the EA.  

128-1 

The Travel Management Rule allows for the limited use of motorized vehicles off of the 
designated road system (36 CFR 212.51(b)) and district has analyzed a range of 
alternatives to address the need to use motorized vehicles to retrieve game.  See FS 
Responses 23-1, 117-3 and Section 2.3 of the EA. 

128-2 

See FS Responses 47-2 and 107-1 for a description of the effects of implementing the 
TMR on the fuelwood management program. While the Rule does not specifically 
address the fuelwood program, the prohibition of motorized travel off of the designated 
road system will require a change in fuelwood program management. 

129-1 See FS Response 128-2 above. 

129-2 
An alternative was considered but eliminated from detailed study that would allow 
MBGR for deer (Section 2.7). See FS Response 23-1 for further discussion on the 
MBGR considerations. 

130-1 
See Alternative 1 – No Action in Section 2.3 of the EA. See FS Responses 47-2 and 
107-1 for discussion on fuelwood management and availability. 

131-1 See Sections 1.1, 1.3 & 1.4 of the EA. 

131-2 

As described in Section 2.3 of the EA fuelwood collection on the Williams Ranger 
District is a popular and necessary activity for many local users of the national forest. 
See responses to comment 47-2 and 107-1 for a description of the overall strategy to 
make firewood available under the restrictions required in the Travel Management 
Rule.   All possible opportunities to provide wood under the TMR will be utilized to 
meet local demands. 

131-3 
See response to comments 118-1 and 79-4.  Substantial damage has been done in 
some areas from created roads and off road vehicle use. 

131-4 

Part of the firewood strategy under TMR will be to direct people to areas of 
concentrated pinyon, juniper and ponderosa pine slash from thinning and other 
vegetation treatments where environmental analysis has been done to allow for limited 
cross-country travel to clean up downed wood.  Other areas will utilize firewood cutting 
to thin pinyon and juniper trees to provide for forest health.  Although some people 
would prefer to cut only dry wood, this approach to providing firewood has been 
successful in the past and provides an area with known quantities of wood, eliminating 
the need to search the forest to find scattered dead material. 

131-5 
FS Responses 23-1 and 91-1 for the provision of motorized big game retrieval (MBGR) 
and considerations for hunters with disabilities. Table 3 compares the different 
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alternatives for MBGR. Other than alternatives for MBGR for elk, hunters will need to 
choose how to retrieve their downed game using non-motorized means (see FS 
Response 117-3). 

132-1 See FS Responses 47-2, 107-1 and 131-4. 
133-1 See FS Response 23-1. 
133-2 See FS Responses 47-2, 107-1 and 131-4. 
134-1 See FS Response 23-1. 
134-2 See FS Responses 47-2, 107-1 and 131-4. 

135-1 
See FS Response 23-1 regarding alternatives analyzed for motorized big game 
retrieval (MBGR). 

135-2 
For information about fuelwood/special forest products gathering see FS Response 47-
2 and 107-1. 

135-3 
Traffic on roads is subject to State traffic laws, licensing and registration regulations. 
Unlicensed operators are restricted to ML 2 (high clearance) NFS roads and 
designated motorized trails (if developed). 

135-4 
Alternative 2 proposes to designate a total of 25 miles of motorized trails that would 
limit use to vehicles 50 inches or less in width (see Section 2.3 of the EA). 

136-1 See FS Responses 47-2 and 107-1. 
137-1 Thank you for your scoping comments. They have been considered even though they 

were received during the formal 30-day comment period which is a functionally 
different process (see FSH 1509.12 Ch. 10) than scoping (see FSH 1909.15 Ch. 10). 

137-2 Thank you for your support with the proposed action which was analyzed in detail in 
the EA as Alternative 2. We must clarify though that Alternative 4 is not a part of the 
proposed action. It was generated in response to two of the Key Issues presented 
during scoping (Section 1.9) and is a separate Alternative Analyzed in Detail (Section 
2.3). 

137-3 The Proposed Action is not deficient. It was developed to meet the Purpose and Need 
for Action described in Section 1.3 of the EA. See FS Responses 137-4 – 137-77. 

137-4 We believe the EA is not deficient because it complies CEQ Regulations (40 CFR 
1500-1508), USDA NEPA Regulations (7 CFR 1b), Forest Service NEPA Regulations 
(36 CFR 220) and follows Forest Service Manual (FSM 1950) and Handbook (FSH 
1909.15) direction. The CEQ regulations provide that an EA shall be prepared for 
proposals that are not categorically excluded from documentation and for which the 
need of an EIS has not been determined (36 CFR 220.7(a)). No significant negative 
effects are anticipated in regards to the implementation of this project and anticipated 
adverse effects are expected to be minor (see Chapter 3 of the EA). A significance 
finding will be made as part of the Decision. See FS Responses 137-5 – 137-11. 

137-5 Both beneficial and adverse effects were considered in the EA (EA, Chapter 3). 
Eliminating cross-country travel for the vast majority of forest visitors will likely have a 
significantly positive effect on forest resources and forest visitors. No significant 
negative effects are anticipated in regards to the implementation of this project and 
anticipated adverse effects are expected to be minor (see Ch. 3 of the EA). A 
significance finding will be made as part of the Decision.  

137-6 In accordance with law, regulation and policy, the district developed a range of 
alternatives (EA, Sections 2.3 & 2.7). In addition to the No Action Alternative 
(Alternative 1), three action alternatives were analyzed in detail (Sec. 2.3) that would 
meet the Purpose and Need for Action (Sec. 1.3) and address one or more issues 
(Sec. 1.9). The environmental consequences of implementing Alternatives 1-4 are 
discussed in Chapter 3 of the EA. The best information available was used to discuss 
the affected environment and environmental consequences of the alternatives and the 
“best available science” was considered throughout the discussions. 

137-7 No significant negative effects are anticipated in regards to the implementation of this 
project and anticipated adverse effects are expected to be minor (see Ch. 3 of the EA). 
Alternative 1 – the No Action Alternative serves as a baseline for comparison of the 
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other alternatives.  
The effects analysis in Section 3.7 has been rewritten to clarify the effects to rangeland 
management from the proposed activities. Discussions about the loss of forage 
production have been removed from the EA because the effects on forage production 
as described in the EA for Comment were describing the existing condition. For 
example, the approx. 1,890 miles of roads associated with Alt. 1 already exist therefore 
the areas disturbed by the roads cannot be further removed from forage production. 
The discussion on the acreage indirectly affected by soil erosion was also removed 
from the EA because the methods used to calculate the acreage affected was not 
supported by the best available science. Section 3.2 of the EA discusses the effects 
from implementing the alternatives on soil resources.  
The cumulative effects analysis in Section 3.8 – Fire Suppression and Fuels 
Management was clarified to reflect the reasonable anticipation for user-created routes 
and closed roads to re-vegetate over time. A road does not have to be 
decommissioned in order to re-vegetate. A system road maintained as Maintenance 
level 1 would reasonably be expected to re-vegetate over time as motorized use is 
prohibited and/or eliminated. 

137-8 The environmental consequences of implementing Alternatives 1-4 on unique 
characteristics of the Williams Ranger District such as historic or cultural resources, 
parklands, prime farmlands, wetlands, floodplains, wild and scenic rivers, Wilderness 
areas or ecologically critical areas are described in Chapter 3 of the EA. No significant 
negative effects are anticipated in regards to the implementation of this project and 
anticipated adverse effects are expected to be minor (see Ch.3 of the EA). A 
significance finding will be made as part of the Decision. 

137-9 The commenter is correct in that elements of the proposed action have generated 
controversy. However, the commenter misinterprets 36 CFR 1508.27(b)(4) which 
states “The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are 
likely to be highly controversial” (emphasis added). There is no substantial scientific 
controversy over the effects as described in Chapter 3 of the EA. 

137-10 Except for the amendment to prohibit cross-country travel, the Forest Service does not 
agree that implementing this project would create a precedent that could affect future 
planning. Travel management decisions are made at the project level and must be 
consistent with the applicable land management plan (FSM 7712.2), in this case the 
1988 Kaibab National Forest Land Management Plan, as amended.  
Making changes to the designated system of roads based on the need to reduce 
adverse resource impacts does not establish a precedent for future actions or 
represent a decision in principle about a future consideration. For instance, the Forest 
Plan does not currently establish road-density standards and any discussion of road 
density in the EA was used to discuss/describe anticipated effects and was used to 
compare alternatives. In no way does the use of road density as an indicator or 
measure of effect in this EA establish that measure as a standard to be met in future 
management projects. Additionally, site-specific travel management decisions will be 
made with future planning efforts to achieve the desired conditions prescribed in the 
Plan. 
Procedures are in place to periodically revise the MVUM to accommodate changes to 
the designated system as a result of future management decisions and/or changing 
conditions. Any future actions that alter the designated road system, alter motorized 
big game retrieval restrictions or affect motorized dispersed camping opportunities will 
have to be evaluated under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

137-11 The Forest Service took into consideration the June 2008 scoping comments. The 
cumulative effects of implementing Alternatives 1-4 are discussed in Chapter 3 of the 
EA. The cumulative effects analyses of the EA were temporally and spatially bounded, 
and as appropriate, considered the effects from actions on adjacent lands. See FS 
Response 137-5.  
Appendix 4 provides a partial listing of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
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actions considered in the cumulative effects analysis. Alternative 1 – the No Action 
Alternative serves as a baseline for comparison of the other alternatives; analysis of it 
took into consideration the existing system, the continued allowance of cross-country 
travel and the continued use/existence of unauthorized routes.  

137-12 The analysis of cumulative effects begins with consideration of the direct and indirect 
effects on the environment that are expected or likely to result from the alternative. The 
Forest Service did, where appropriate, analyze the cumulative effects in light of other 
travel management projects on adjacent lands (EA, Chapter 3).  

137-13 The best information available was used to discuss the affected environment and 
environmental consequences of the alternatives and the “best available science” was 
considered throughout the discussions (EA, Chapter 3). See FS Response 137-4, 137-
14, 137-37. 

137-14 

The sentence the commenter refers to has been changed to say that unauthorized 
routes “have not been designed or constructed by the Forest Service and have not 
gone through the National Environmental Policy Act process” (Section 3.1 of the EA). 
This was changed because the input provided by our Forest engineer concludes that 
the unauthorized roads proposed to be added to the system likely meet Forest Service 
standards for ML 2 roads. The analysis added to the EA as Section 3.12 
Transportation concludes that the unauthorized roads to be added to the system would 
be constructed and maintained as ML 2 roads to provide the intended visitor 
experience and reduce resource impacts.   
Alternatives were considered but eliminated from detailed study that would not have 
added these roads to the designated system (see Section 2.7 of the EA). Site specific 
analysis of the impacts of adding the unauthorized and formerly closed roads have 
been provided in Chapter 3 of the EA.  No significant negative effects are anticipated in 
regards to the implementation of this project and anticipated adverse effects are 
expected to be minor (see Ch.3 of the EA). A significance finding will be made as part 
of the Decision. 

137-15 

The FS believes the EA is not deficient.  The direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of 
continuing the current management of the District’s transportation system and existing 
motorized use are analyzed under the “No Action” alternative (throughout Chapter 3 of 
the EA).  See FS Response 137-11. 

137-16 

Sec 3.1 of the EA delineates the total acres and general setting characteristics for 
semi-primitive non-motorized areas (SPNM) on the Williams RD. If the action 
alternatives designate fewer roads for motorized travel in SPNM areas, this represents 
progress toward the desired conditions for these ROS classes. Roads not part of the 
designated road system would receive no or limited use per the exceptions in the 
TMR. SPNM Wilderness and Primitive areas (used only for Designated Wilderness) 
are not directly affected by this project as these areas already have motor vehicle 
restrictions. Indirect effects in these areas would result from fewer roads open to 
motorized travel adjacent to Designated Wilderness.  The most positive effect of 
implementation of the TMR in Alt 2-4 for road natural and semi-primitive motorized 
ROS classes is the prohibition of motorized cross country travel in these areas; the 
general setting characteristics would remain the same (undisturbed) or are improved 
over time if previously disturbed. These make progress toward the desired conditions 
and would help the District achieve Forest Plan direction “ROS classes are to be 
considered in the design of project activities and ROS classes maintained or 
enhanced”. No new or temporary road construction is proposed with this project.  

137-17 

The commenter misinterpreted the EA.  The use of motor vehicles within camping 
corridors is restricted to using a direct route off of the road to access a camping site; 
unrestricted use of motorized vehicles is not allowed within camping corridors.  Of all 
Action Alternatives (2-4) only Alternative 2 proposes to designate camping corridors 
along 220 miles of open roads.  Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 would add approximately 18 
miles of spur routes to the open road system to access historically popular dispersed 
camping sites.  See FS Response 8-2. The desired condition for motorized dispersed 
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camping is found in Sec 1.4. Sec 2.5 includes the mitigation measure: Prohibit the use 
of motor vehicles for dispersed camping or for the purpose of retrieving a legally taken 
elk when it results in damage to natural and cultural resources and/or compromises the 
ability of the Forest Service to meet management objectives. Sec 2.6 describes 
monitoring of dispersed camping activities, rare plant populations and heritage 
resources to ensure Forest Plan standards and guidelines and project implementation 
are adhered to.  

137-18 
 

The information the commenter presents is described in Section 3.2 of the EA.  
Monitoring measures are included in the EA (Section 2.6) to ensure that the objectives 
of this project (including vehicle use and natural resource protection) are being met 
after the decision is implemented.   
Biological soil crusts (crypotgamic, cryptobiotic, microphytic, and microbiotic) 
consisting of cyanobacteria, green algae, lichens, and mosses may occur on any soil 
type found in the WRD. However, they are most common and susceptible to damage 
on soils that have high sand content in the surface horizon (layer). Biological soil crusts 
are also known to occur on rock outcrops, but these biological soil crusts are less 
susceptible to damage than those found on soils with sandy surfaces due to infrequent 
traffic on rock outcrops.  Soils with sandy surface horizons commonly found in the 
WRD occur in approximately 30 TES units comprising approximately 135,447 acres, or 
approximately 24 percent of the WRD. While the Forest Plan does not direct us to 
provide management of soil crusts we do monitor resource impacts on soil conditions 
and will mitigate those impacts when necessary.  Implementation of any of the action 
alternatives will eliminate cross country travel and virtually eliminate effects to soil 
crusts by motor vehicles. 

137-19 While it may be true that turbidity, siltation, and sedimentation are potential risks to 
water quality, the WRD currently is within acceptable limits/State standards for 
biological, chemical, and physical integrity of waterways on the District.  The Arizona 
Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ), Surface Water Section (SWS) is 
responsible for implementing surface water quality monitoring programs throughout 
Arizona.  Implementation of any of the action alternatives will eliminate cross country 
travel and therefore decrease potential adverse impacts to water quality (See Section 
3.2 of the EA).   

137-20 Implementation of Alternative 1 would not meet the Kaibab Forest Plan goals of 
maintaining soil productivity and watershed condition and of protecting wetlands and 
floodplains.  By implementing Alternatives 2-4, the Williams District would make 
progress towards the goals of the Forest Plan (Section 3.2).  The effects of continuing 
current management (Alternative 1) as well as implementing each of the Action 
Alternatives are described in Chapter 3 of the EA.  See FS Response 137-42.   

137-21 The WRD is not located within any air quality nonattainment Areas designated by EPA 
or ADEQ and complies with the Regional Haze Rule for the Class I Area for Sycamore 
Canyon Wilderness (See Section 3.2 of the EA).  The State of Arizona is responsible 
for assessing impacts of road dust and providing road dust control strategies.  If WRD 
is found to be out of compliance we will implement whatever strategies the State 
directs us to. 
All areas within the WRD are currently in full compliance (i.e., attainment status) with 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for pollutants considered harmful to 
public health and the environment (i.e., criteria pollutants), including particulate matter 
(PM10 and PM2.5).  For each of these pollutants, EPA tracks two kinds of air pollution 
trends: air concentrations based on actual measurements of pollutant concentrations in 
the ambient (outside) air at selected monitoring sites throughout the country, and 
emissions based on engineering estimates of the total tons of pollutants released into 
the air each year. This information provides a determination and accurate description 
of baseline air quality conditions as required by NEPA.  Since all areas within and 
immediately surrounding the WRD are currently in full compliance with PM10 and PM2.5 

requirements there are no applicable regulations concerning fugitive dust.  Proposed 
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Action Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would be expected to reduce fugitive dust to a greater 
extent than the No Action alternative due to decreased acreage open to cross-country 
travel and reduced roadway mileage.  Therefore, no additional analyses are required. 

137-22 We appreciate the information the commenter has provided regarding climate change 
and believe that analyses provided in Chapter 3 of the EA are adequate in light of 
information available on climate change.  The state of knowledge needed to address 
climate change at the forest scale is still evolving and most climate change models are 
not yet suitable to apply to land management at the forest scale (Periman 2008; 
http://fsweb.r3.fs.fed.us/eap/climate/index.shtml).  The overall objectives of the WRD 
travel management project are consistent with the strategies and best management 
practices identified in EPA’s 2008 final report SAP 4.4 (e.g. protecting key ecosystem 
features, reducing anthropogenic stressors, etc.).  This is proven by the comparison 
that can be made between the motorized activities permitted under the no action 
alternative and the action alternatives. Comparatively, the action alternatives with 
limitations on motorized use would have fewer potential effects than the no action 
alternative. See FS Responses 137-23 through 137-27.

137-23 The effects to soil, water quality and watershed health are discussed in Section 3.2 of 
the EA including the effects of soil loss and watershed degradation.  Noxious and 
invasive exotic weeds are discussed in section 3.4 of the EA.  See FS Response 67-6.  

137-24 The effects of each alternative on soil resources are discussed in Section 3.2 of the 
EA.  Implementation of Alternatives 1-4 would be in compliance with the Forest Plan 
and FSH 2509.18.  See FS Response 3-6. 

137-25 See FS Response 137-21. 
137-26 Thank you for the information regarding invasive plants.  Noxious and invasive exotic 

weeds are discussed in section 3.4 of the EA.  Mitigation and monitoring measures 
have been incorporated for noxious or invasive weeds (See Sections 2.6 and 2.7).  We 
acknowledge that roads are vectors for invasive species.  The WRD has been actively 
surveying for and treating weed infestations.  We currently use an integrated pest 
management approach to noxious weeds which includes early detection and rapid 
response.  Treatments include manual or mechanical, biological, or chemical.  Follow-
up monitoring is done after treatments to assess their effectiveness, and new surveys 
are on-going.   

137-27 
The effects of roads and motorized travel on wildlife are acknowledged and discussed 
in the Wildlife Report (project record) and Section 3.5 of the EA.  

137-28 Alternatives 2 and 3 proposed 380 miles of road for closure, while Alternative 4 
proposes to close 415 miles of roads.  The environmental consequences of 
implementing Alternatives 1-4 are discussed in Chapter 3 of the EA.  There are no 
inventoried roadless areas on the District and no road construction is proposed in 
Wilderness or Primitive areas.  See FS Responses 3-6 and 137-22. 

137-29 
Current and ongoing impacts of motorized travel on wildlife were analyzed under 
Effects of Alternative 1 sections in the Wildlife Report (project record) and Section 3.5 
of the EA.  See FS Responses 137-30 through 137-33. 

137-30 

Open road densities can be calculated from information provided in Table 14 in 
Section 3.5 of the EA. For example, GA 1 has an area of 177,896 acres or 278.0 
square miles. Currently (Alt 1), there are 372 miles of open roads (FS jurisdiction 
roads), so the FS open road density in GA 1 is 1.3 miles/square mile. Under Alts 2 and 
3, there would be a net decrease of 130 miles of open roads (135 miles would be 
closed and 5 miles of existing but unauthorized roads would be added), resulting in a 
FS open road density of 0.9 miles/square mile. To evaluate the effects of the action 
alternatives on wildlife and other resources, there must be an environmental baseline 
to which effects of the action alternatives can be compared.  We used current 
management, Alt 1, for that environmental baseline.  The effects of closing roads and 
thus reducing open road densities as well as restricting motorized cross-country travel 
are primarily beneficial (e.g., result in increased habitat quality, reduced potential 
disturbance, reduced risk of injury or mortality due to vehicle collisions) for the wide 
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variety of wildlife species analyzed. The negative disturbance effects of the motorized 
trail systems are disclosed in Section 3.5 of the EA and in the Wildlife Report (project 
record). See FS Response 137-11. 

137-31 
See FS Response 137-11.  A timeframe of approximately 20 years was used for most 
cumulative effects analyses. 

137-32 

See FS Response 137-5.  Alternative 1 – the No Action Alternative serves as a 
baseline for comparison of the other alternatives; analysis of it took into consideration 
the existing system, the continued allowance of cross-country travel and the continued 
use/existence of unauthorized routes. The best information available was used to 
discuss the affected environment and environmental consequences of the alternatives 
and the “best available science” was considered throughout the discussions. 

137-33 

The analyses provided in Section 3.5 of the EA and in the Wildlife Report (project 
record) discuss the environmental consequences of closing roads and allowing MBGR 
on wildlife and wildlife habitat.  The impacts from unauthorized and illegal uses are 
impossible to account for and are therefore outside the scope of this analysis. 
Mitigation and monitoring measures have been incorporated to ensure environmental 
consequences are within acceptable levels (See Sections 2.6 and 2.7).  Compliance 
with the travel management decision and resource damage will be monitored, and the 
decision on this travel management proposal will not preclude additional measures 
being taken in the future.  

137-34 See FS Responses 137-26 and 137-4.  

137-35 

The restrictions on MBGR for Alternatives 2 and 3 are described in Section 2.3 of the 
EA; these restrictions do not allow hunters to travel anywhere on the district and are 
intended to reduce resource impacts.  MBGR would not be allowed within existing 
motorized travel restricted areas (See Map 2). 
Appendix A, Section II of the Region 3 Amended Programmatic Agreement, states that 
“undertakings that have predictable effects and a very low likelihood of affecting 
historic properties can be exempted from further review” and the appendix includes a 
list of undertaking that the FS, Arizona, Texas, Oklahoma and New Mexico SHPOs 
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation agree can be exempted from 
additional Section 106 review.  We believe that, if Alternatives 2 or 3 are selected, 
because our analysis shows that the potential affects to cultural resources from big 
game retrieval will actually be very low and are predictable, it is an activity that meets 
the criteria listed in exemption Q  “Activities not involving ground or surface 
disturbance (e.g., timber stand improvement and pre-commercial thinning by hand).”  
Motorized big game retrieval will be monitored and if site damage is identified, 
appropriate measures will be taken (See Sections 2.6 and 2.7). As a result, 
archaeologists expect no adverse effects to cultural resources from any decisions 
which include limited motorized big game retrieval. 

137-36 

The FS took into consideration your June 2008 scoping comments and the KNF is 
following regional guidance by considering allowing MBGR for elk because it would 
play an important role in meeting AZGF big game harvest objectives and KNF veg. 
management objectives.  Alternatives 2 and 3 would allow the limited use of motor 
vehicles within one mile of all designated system roads (except where prohibited) to 
retrieve a legally hunted and tagged elk consistent with 36 CFR 212.51(b). Alternative 
4 does not allow MBGR.  The environmental consequences of implementing 
alternatives 1-4 are discussed in Chapter 3 of the EA.  The documentation provided by 
AZGF is in the project record and is available upon request. 

137-37 

The purpose of this project is to improve management of motor vehicle use on NFS 
lands on the Williams RD in accordance with the TMR (see Section 1.3). Both 
motorized and non-motorized recreation provides economic benefits to local 
communities. Per Section 3.11, review of the economic data does not reveal direct or 
indirect effects on improving management of the motor vehicle use on NFS lands on 
the Williams RD per the TMR. The FS agrees with the AZ SCORP. There is no change 
in the presence of NFS lands in Coconino County with this EA. 
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137-38 

The Forest Service disagrees with the commenter. The Purpose and Need for Action 
(Section 1.3) is sufficient; it briefly describes the need for the project and meets the 
requirements of 36 CFR 220.7(b)(1)). We considered your recommendations to adjust 
the purpose and need statement, but: 

 Travel Analysis did not identify any roads that need to be decommissioned 
(TAP, 2010). 

 The TAP (2010) identified the minimum road system by way of a science-
based analysis that incorporated public input. 

 A review of the existing and desired conditions of the Forest Plan shows that 
the Kaibab National Forest provides opportunities for motorized and non-
motorized recreation consistent with Plan direction. 

 The statement about “the need to adjust both the core transportation system 
and recreation travel network in light of …” is not supported by a review of the 
existing and desired conditions (see Section 1.4 of the EA).  

 
See FS Responses 3-2, 3-7 and 137-77.  

137-39 

See FS Response 3-4, only Alternative 2 would provide a motorized trail system. For a 
description of the existing condition of recreation use and trends on the Williams 
Ranger District see the Affected Environment discussion in Section 3.1 of the EA.  
See FS Response 137-65.  The development of private lands for OHV use is outside 
the jurisdiction of the Agency; further, there has been no indication that such 
development is planned in the foreseeable future.  The cumulative effects analyses 
presented in Ch. 3 of the EA considered past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
actions on private land.   
The District is not designating more than 1,000 miles of ML-2 roads; the roads already 
exist as part of the District’s transportation system.  Consistent with the Purpose and 
Need for Action (Section 1.3 of the EA), the District is proposing to improve travel 
management on the district by making changes to the designated system and reducing 
the miles of roads open to the public.

137-40 
Development of trails is guided by FSH 2309 direction regarding standards for trails 
including planning, construction and maintenance. See FS Responses 3-4, 3-6 and 
137-6.   

137-41 

See FS Response 3-2. Section 3.8 of the EA discusses the effects of implementing 
Alternatives 1-4 on the ability to respond to emergency situations.  A transportation 
section has been added to the EA to discuss road maintenance, funding, and access 
on the WRD (see Section 3.12). 
The effects of implementing Alt. 1-4 on recreation and scenic resources are discussed 
in Section 3.1 of the EA. See FS Response 137-6.  

137-42 

The Transportation Analysis Plan (TAP 2010) describes the process used to analyze 
the existing road system and recommend changes to that system to be carried forward 
into the current project planning process (per FSM 7710).  The TAP identified the 
minimum road system needed for safe and efficient travel for the administration, 
utilization and protection of National Forest System lands (and resources) on the WRD 
(see TAP Table B-5) while considering maintenance budgets and other requirements, 
including public input. The commenter is incorrect ML 1 roads are included in the 
minimum road system identified in the TAP (see Key Findings, p. 27-28) and have 
been analyzed in the EA (Chapter 3). 
“While important, the scarcity or abundance of resources to maintain and administer 
designated roads, trails, and areas should not be the only consideration in developing 
travel management proposals” FSM 7715.5(1)(c). A transportation section has been 
added to the EA to clarify the discussions on road maintenance, funding, and access 
on the WRD (see Section 3.12); a discussion on road maintenance funding was 
previously incorporated into Sec. 3.11.  An alternative was considered but eliminated 
from detailed study that would substantially reduce road maintenance costs and 
contributions to the deferred maintenance backlog (see Section 2.7). See FS 
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Response 137-6. Implementation of Alternatives 2-4 would reduce the road 
maintenance costs on the District while providing adequate access for resource 
management and recreation activities (Sec. 3.12). Forest Service appropriations are 
authorized by Congress and are outside the scope of this analysis.  

137-43 

Thank you for your additional concerns regarding the TAP.  We did not summarize the 
value and risk ratings found in Appendix B Table B1 of the TAP. The value/risk ratings 
assigned to each road were based on a GIS exercise (roads were assigned a high or 
low value/risk rating based on proximity to each resource) and this information was a 
starting point to begin to identify the minimum road system. We reviewed each road 
individually with all resource specialists, and then based on internal knowledge and 
public input we identified the minimum road system (see Table B5). Table B5 does not 
include Maintenance Level 1 roads because these roads are not open for public use. 
ML 1 roads are included in the minimum road system identified in the TAP (see Key 
Findings, p. 27-28) and have been analyzed in the EA (Chapter 3).   
The Forest Service does not agree that the EA and proposal needs to be withdrawn 
because of concerns over the TAP. Travel analysis is a process the Forest Service 
uses to inform decisions related to the administration of the forest transportation 
system and helps identify proposals for changes in travel management direction (FSM 
7712).  Travel analysis is not a decision-making process, and the TAP (2010) is simply 
the resulting report of that process for the Williams Ranger District per FSH 7709. The 
District used the recommended changes to the existing road system identified in the 
TAP (2010) to develop the proposed action, which was then scoped to the public (see 
Sec. 1.8 of the EA). Public comments on the proposed action have been considered in 
the EA and will be considered in making the decision.  See FS Response 137-6.  

137-44 

Per FSH 1909.15 (Ch. 10 sec. 14.2): “There is no requirement to include a no action 
alternative in an EA.  In an EA, the effects of a no-action alternative may be 
documented as follows:  The EA may document consideration of a no-action 
alternative through the effects analysis by contrasting the impacts of the proposed 
action and any alternatives(s) with the current condition and expected future condition 
if the proposed action were not implemented.  (36 CFR 220.7(b)(2)(ii)).” The Forest 
Service took into consideration your June 2008 scoping comments and believes the no 
action alternative, as described in Section 2.3 of the EA, adequately serves a baseline 
for estimating the effects of other alternatives. The Williams Ranger District already 
has a designated road system; therefore, per the Motor Vehicle Route and Area 
Designation Guide (http://fsweb.wo.fs.fed.us/rhwr/ohv/index.shtml), “There is no need 
to initiate a NEPA process to designate those NFS roads, NFS trails, and areas on 
NFS lands that are already managed for motor vehicle use where that use will continue 
unchanged, or to retain existing restrictions on motor vehicle use” (p. 26). An 
alternative was considered but eliminated from detailed study that would not change 
the designated road system because it would not meet the purpose and need for 
action; see Section 2.7 of the EA.  See FS Response 137-4. 

137-45 

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would add approximately 18 miles of short spur roads to the 
designated system (Section 2.3). These routes have historically served as access to 
dispersed camping sites (and other activities) on the District. The mitigation and 
monitoring measures described in Sections 2.5 and 2.6 of the EA have been included 
to ensure that effects to natural and cultural resources remain at acceptable levels 
during implementation of the travel management policies.  The environmental 
consequences of implementing Alt. 1-4 are disclosed in Chapter 3 of the EA. See 
Section 3.2 regarding soil resources. Section 3.5 discusses impacts to MSO and 
goshawk habitats. See FS Response 137-5. 

137-46 

Road density was discussed in the EA as appropriate. Neither the KNF Forest Plan nor 
Travel Management Rule specifies a road density for the Kaibab NF. The indicator 
average forest-wide open road density was used to analyze Key Issue 3 and compare 
effects of alternatives. The District felt that open road density was a better measure of 
effect than total road density because the greatest impacts from roads, as shown in the 
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EA, come from associated vehicle traffic.  Once the MVUM is published motor vehicle 
use off of the designated system will be prohibited. See Section 2.7 of the EA for a 
description of the alternatives that would have substantially reduced the open road 
mileage and why these alternatives were not analyzed in detail.  See FS Response 
137-30. The forest-wide open road density calculation for Alternative 1 was corrected 
to include unauthorized routes as these roads are open for vehicular traffic. The 
numbers the commenter uses comes from the Draft TAP; those numbers have been 
updated and the best information available is represented in the EA. 

137-47 

See FS Response 137-6. While the commenter is correct that there is little difference 
in the miles of roads between Alternatives (see FS Response 1-3), the additional road 
closure recommendations included in Alternative 4 come from the commenter’s June 
2008 scoping letter (documentation that further explains how the FS incorporated the 
commenter’s recommendations is available in the project record). Additional 
alternatives were considered but eliminated from detailed study that would close and 
provide a substantially reduced road system (Section 2.7). 

137-48 See FS Response 137-47 

137-49 

The Forest Service disagrees because by completing the EA and reviewing the project 
record the responsible official has complied with all of 36 CFR part 212.55 and 
Executive Order 11664. The minimum road system for the WRD was identified in the 
TAP (2010), and the recommendations were incorporated and analyzed in the EA 
under Alternatives 2 & 3. Additional alternatives were considered but eliminated from 
detailed study that would close and provide a substantially reduced road system 
(Section 2.7). The environmental consequences of implementing Alt. 1-4 are disclosed 
in Chapter 3 of the EA. 

137-50 

An alternative was considered but eliminated from detailed study that would implement 
the wet weather roads system (see Section 2.7). This alternative was not considered in 
detail because the Wet Weather Roads Policy, which enacts emergency travel 
restrictions, is incorporated as a mitigation measure to the Alternatives Analyzed in 
Detail (Section 2.5).  See FS Response 137-56. 

137-51 

The commenter is incorrect. In accordance with law, regulation and policy, the district 
developed a range of alternatives (EA, Sections 2.3 & 2.7). In addition to the No Action 
Alternative (Alternative 1), three action alternatives were analyzed in detail (Sec. 2.3) 
that would meet the Purpose and Need for Action (Sec. 1.3) and address one or more 
issues (Sec. 1.9). See FS Responses 3-6 and 137-46.  

137-52 See FS Responses 3-6. 
137-53 See FS Responses 137-46 & 137-47. 

137-54 

The Proposed Action information sent out for scoping did contain eleven bullets listed 
under the desired conditions for the Road System. This information was reorganized in 
the EA. Three of the bullets are still listed under the Road System desired conditions 
(Section 1.4). The remaining 8 bullets can be found in Section 1.6 regarding Forest 
Plan Direction. 
The footnote was added to the bullet “Identify and obliterate unneeded roads” (Section 
1.4) because, following the District’s scoping efforts, the District wanted to clarify that 
road obliteration projects are not proposed as part of this analysis but will be 
considered in future planning efforts. Scoping efforts helped refine the Purpose and 
Need for Action (Section 1.3) and narrow the scope of analysis.  An alternative was 
considered but eliminated from detailed study that would decommission and obliterate 
unnecessary roads (Section 2.7). 

137-55 
The FS took into consideration your June 2008 scoping comments. An alternative was 
considered but eliminated from detailed study that would decommission and obliterate 
unnecessary roads (Section 2.7). See FS Response 137-47. 

137-56 

The Forest Service has clarified the information and rationale presented in Section 2.7 
of the EA regarding how the wet weather roads analysis was considered and why it 
was eliminated from detailed study. This was done to help eliminate some of the 
confusion about how to implement the wet weather roads policy as an alternative. See 
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also FS Response 137-44. 

137-57 
The FS disagrees with the commenter because information regarding the development 
of alternatives is presented in the EA. See Sections 1.8 and 1.9 as well as Sections 
2.1, 2.2, 2.3 and 2.7 of the EA. See also FS Response 137-43. 

137-58 

See FS Responses 137-42 and 137-49.  The assertion that “all action alternatives 
feature a total reduction of only 224 miles of road from the system” is incorrect.  
Alternatives 2 and 3 propose a net reduction in system roads of 346 miles of road from 
the system while Alternative 4 proposes a net reduction in system roads of 381 miles 
(net = proposed closures + 34 miles of spurs and roads added back to the system).  In 
Table 4 of the EA for Comment, Alternative 1, the “No Action” alternative, showed only 
the total of ML-2 roads as open for motorized use; Table 4 has been corrected to show 
the total miles of road, including unauthorized roads, open to motorized use for Alt. 1 is 
approx. 1,680.  

137-59 

See FS Response 137-43.  The environmental effects of changes to the existing road 
system (including closing roads by moving them to ML 1) are discussed throughout 
Chapter 3 of the EA. A discussion of deferred maintenance and how each of the 
alternatives would contribute to this was added to the EA (Section 3.12).  An 
alternative was considered that would include the decommissioning or obliteration of 
unneeded roads; however it was dropped from detailed study (see Section 2.7). See 
FS Response 137-77. 

137-60 
Section 3.2 of the EA discloses the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of 
implementing Alternatives 1-4 on soil and watershed resources. See FS Responses 
137-49 and 137-61.   

137-61 

The Transportation Analysis Plan (TAP 2010) describes the process used to analyze 
the existing road system and recommend changes to that system to be carried forward 
into the current project planning process (per FSM 7710).  The TAP identified the 
minimum road system needed for safe and efficient travel for the administration, 
utilization and protection of National Forest System lands (and resources) on the WRD 
(see TAP Table B-5) while considering maintenance budgets and other requirements, 
including public input. This recommendation was carried forward into the current travel 
management planning project.  This system, along with additional input of from the 
public and resource specialists, formed the road system proposed for in Alternatives 2 
and 3 while Alternative 4 further reduced the proposed road system based on input 
received during the scoping period (See Sections 1.9 and 2.3 in the EA). See also FS 
Response 137-43. 

137-62 See FS Responses 137-6 and 137-49. 
137-63 See FS Responses 3-2, 3-4 and 137-42. 
137-64 See FS Responses 137-43 and 137-77. 

137-65 

The TAP identified the minimum road system needed for safe and efficient travel for 
the administration, utilization and protection of National Forest System lands (and 
resources) on the WRD (see TAP Table B-5). Input received during Travel Analysis 
identified 8 miles of unauthorized user-created routes that should be added to the 
system. Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 would add approximately 8 miles of user created routes 
to the open road system; all other user created routes (known and unknown) would be 
closed to motorized use once the MVUM is published.  The “problems” the commenter 
cites are from the existing conditions/affected environment discussions in Sections 3.2 
and 3.1. The environmental consequences of implementing Alternatives 1-4 are 
discussed in Chapter 3 of the EA.   

137-66 

Road density was discussed in the EA as appropriate. Neither the KNF Forest Plan nor 
Travel Management Rule specifies a road density for the Kaibab NF. The indicator 
average forest-wide open road density was used to analyze Key Issue 3 and compare 
effects of alternatives. The District felt that open road density was a better measure of 
effect than total road density because the greatest impacts from roads, as shown in the 
EA, come from associated vehicle traffic. 

137-67 No roads or motorized trails would be constructed in Mexican spotted owl Protected 
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Activity Centers (PACs) under any of the alternatives. The 5 miles of existing but 
unauthorized routes that would be added to the road system under Alts 2, 3, and 4 
overlap pine-oak restricted forest that is also classified as designated critical habitat. 
Each of the six spotted owl PACs located within the boundaries of the Williams Ranger 
District is located in mixed conifer forest. None of the PACs are located in pine-oak 
forest because the FS has not found evidence that spotted owls are nesting in pine-
oak forests on the WRD. Road densities within spotted owl PACs and designated 
critical habitat can be determined from data provided in Table 14 of the EA (see FS 
Response 137-30). For PACs, the existing FS open road density is 1.8 miles divided 
by 4,485 acres or 0.3 miles/square mile. The density would be 0.1 miles/square under 
Alts 2, 3, and 4. For spotted owl designated critical habitat outside of PACs, the 
existing FS open road density would be 188 miles divided by 50,075 acres, or 2.4 
miles/square mile. The density would be 1.9 miles/square mile under Alts 2, 3, and 4. 
The FS is conducting Endangered Species Act (ESA) Section 7 consultation on the 
effects of the Williams Ranger District Travel Management Project on Mexican spotted 
owl and spotted owl critical habitat in addition to the effects of the project on other 
species listed under ESA.  

137-68 

The commenter is incorrect; the District is proposing road closures. Alternatives 2 and 
3 propose to close 380 miles of road from while Alternative 4 proposes to close 415 
miles of road.   
The commenter is incorrect; the purpose and need for action (Section 1.3) specifies 
that road designations and the accommodation of recreation opportunities must meet 
the social, environmental, and safety criteria outlined in the Rule. The TAP identified 
the minimum road system needed for safe and efficient travel for the administration, 
utilization and protection of National Forest System lands (and resources) on the WRD 
(see TAP Table B-5).  Input received during Travel Analysis identified 8 miles of 
formerly closed roads that should be added to the system.  Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 
would add approximately 8 miles of formerly closed roads to the open road system.  
The environmental consequences of implementing Alternatives 1-4 are discussed in 
Chapter 3 of the EA.  See also Section 1.9 of the EA that describes the public 
involvement and scoping efforts for this project.  

137-69 

FS trail standards for construction and maintenance are found in FSH 2309. The 
environmental effects of the motorized trails systems proposed in Alt 2 for soils and 
watershed are found in Section 3.2 and wildlife are in Section 3.5. The conversion of 
23 miles of NFS roads to motorized trails does not present significant changes in 
resource impacts, as the trails must still meet FS trail standards. The costs for 
maintenance are moved from roads to trails. If a trail system is developed, the FS 
would also seek partnerships with motorized users for trail maintenance and visitor 
contacts, and may also consider different operating strategies including fees.  See FS 
Response 3-4. 

137-70 See FS Responses 8-2 and 137-17. 

137-71 

The TMR allows for the limited use of motor vehicles for the purposes of dispersed 
camping and motorized big game retrieval (36 CFR part 212.51(b)). In accordance with 
the TMR, the district developed a range of alternatives that provide for a variety of 
motorized dispersed camping and big game retrieval opportunities (see Table 3 
Section 2.4 for a summary of the differences of Alt 2, 3 and 4). The environmental 
consequences of implementing each of these alternatives are discussed in Chapter 3 
of the EA.  Additionally, the mitigation and monitoring measures described in Sections 
2.5 and 2.6 of the EA have been included to ensure that effects to natural and cultural 
resources remain at acceptable levels during implementation of the travel 
management policies.  

137-72 
See FS Response 137-71 above.  Of the alternatives analyzed in detail, only 
Alternative 2 proposes to establish camping corridors.  The environmental effects of 
dispersed camping corridors are discussed throughout Chapter 3 of the EA. 

137-73 See FS Responses 137-71 and 137-72.  See FS Response 137-45. See also FS 
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Response 137-4. 

137-74 

The TMR allows for the limited use of motor vehicles for the purposes of motorized big 
game retrieval (36 CFR part 212.51(b)). In accordance with the TMR, the district 
developed a range of alternatives that provide for a variety of motorized big game 
retrieval opportunities (see Table 3 Section 2.4 for a summary of the differences of Alt 
1, 2 and 3). See FS Response 23-1.  The environmental consequences of 
implementing each alternative is discussed in Chapter 3 of the EA. Additionally, the 
mitigation and monitoring measures described in Sections 2.5 and 2.6 of the EA have 
been included to ensure that effects to natural and cultural resources remain at 
acceptable levels during implementation of the travel management policies. 
The commenter’s request about information pertaining to mean daily temperatures and 
meat spoilage is outside the scope of this analysis because organisms spoiling meat 
can be present in an animal while it is alive.  The most common and effective way to 
reduce the chances of meat spoilage or reduce the growth and spread of meat spoiling 
organisms is to keep the slaughtered animal clean, cool and dry before processing.  

137-75 

The FS took into consideration your June 2008 scoping comments.  Monitoring and 
mitigation measures can be found in Sections 2.6 and 2.7 of the EA.   
The FS appreciates your recommendations for a “route restoration strategy,” however 
the suggestion is outside the scope of this analysis.  Until the Kaibab National Forest 
has prohibited off-road travel and has the tools in place (e.g. the MVUM) to effectively 
enforce the prohibition, plans to implement restoration of unauthorized routes would be 
ineffective.  Past efforts on the District have not been effective in obliterating unneeded 
roads as users were allowed to travel cross-country (e.g. adjacent to closed roads) and 
thus created additional unwanted impacts.  Once the District has the ability to enforce 
off-road closures, we plan to evaluate and consider obliteration of unneeded roads. 
The FS has already begun to discuss and implement strategies to inform the public on 
the upcoming changes to transportation management on the Williams Ranger District 
however the commenter’s request is outside the scope of this analysis (see Section 
1.3 – Purpose and Need for Action).   
The impacts from unauthorized and illegal uses are impossible to account for and are 
therefore outside the scope of this analysis. Mitigation and monitoring measures have 
been incorporated to ensure environmental consequences are within acceptable levels 
(See Sections 2.6 and 2.7).  Compliance with the travel management decision and 
resource damage will be monitored, and the decision on this travel management 
proposal will not preclude additional measures being taken in the future. 

137-76 See FS Responses 137-4, 137-6, and 137-10. 

137-77 

See FS Responses 137-42, 137-43 and 137-61.  We have reviewed the road 
information the commenter presents regarding High Risk/Low Value roads. Many of 
these roads will be closed or obliterated with vegetation management projects that are 
still being implemented; they will be shown as a part of the open road system until the 
implementation of these projects is complete.  See FS Response 137-6. 
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From: Bill G
Reply To: oldcarnut@commspeed.net
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: (no subject)
Date: 02/09/2010 07:17 PM

The maps are unreadable.  I have no idea where the closures are 
proposed.  Also, please also condense the tons of legal BS down to a few 
pages.
The statement that there are 244 miles of unauthorized roads that causes 
major damage is bunk!  (244 miles X 8' ( the 2 4' wide tracks) 5280 X 8  
=  42240, just under 1 acre, An /acre/ is exactly 43560 /square feet/. 
*...    *This equates to 237 acres of unauthorized roads, a very small 
percentage of the forest area.  One heavy rain or very dry season causes 
a lot more damage to the forest.
Most of the pictures shown of ATV damage are of the "sport (young) 
riders", not the senior adult riders.   I have multiple sclerosis and my 
wife and I are well into our 60's.  Closing more forest roads keeps us 
form accessing the forest.  
There are many hiking only areas for the purists to enjoy.

Bill Gildersleeve
7268 Knighthood Ln
Williams, AZ
928-635-2650
(summers)

20605 Buckboard Ln
Paulden, AZ
928-636-6196
(winters)

1-1

1-2

1-3

1-4

2-1
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From: Abigail Limmer
Reply To: alimmer@email.arizona.edu
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/19/2010 02:46 PM

Off-road vehicles and unnecessary forest roads are damaging the national forest in the Williams 
Ranger District. As the Forest Service knows, it is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils
when driving cross-country. Therefore, it is critical that off-road travel be prohibited and that 
no exceptions are made for motorized dispersed camping or motorized retrieval of elk or any other 
game.

The Williams Ranger District should develop a fiscally responsible, environmentally manageable road
system. I am very disappointed that the Forest Service has failed to identify a single mile of 
road for permanent closure. The plan to convert 380 miles of currently open system roads to 
Maintenance Level 1 roads is irresponsible and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these 
roads. Keeping unnecessary roads will result in continued environmental harm and an increase in 
maintenance backlogs, which already exceed $43.5 million forest-wide.

I appreciate the Williams Ranger District staff working diligently on travel management and 
planning to close approximately 20 miles of road that affect northern goshawk. No motorized trail 
system should be allowed that would overlap goshawk nest areas or post-fledging family areas. 

The plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is unnecessary. In 
all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 miles of Maintenance Level 2 roads to facilitate
a rugged, motorized experience.

All "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis should be permanently closed. 

All identified user-created routes should be obliterated as quickly as funding and staffing allow.

Please accept this letter with my own recommendations and in support the specific recommendations 
submitted by the Center for Biological Diversity. I urge you to release a decision that 
incorporates these recommendations into Alternative 4. Please prioritize the protection of 
conservation values and quiet recreation needs. Thank you.

Abigail Limmer
2012 E. Second St.
Tucson, AZ 85719
US

3-1

3-2

3-3

3-4

3-5
3-6

3-7

Example Form Letter
Received via E-mail

From: Bonnie T. Poulos
Reply To: btpoulos@hotmail.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/19/2010 02:54 PM

Public lands were set aside for many reasons, but there are limits to what the lands can sustain 
and still remain healthy.  That is true whether it be off-road vehicles, cattle, tree-cutting, or 
intrusion by hikers.  We must be sensible if these lands are to be protected for our future 
generations to enjoy and derive benefits.  There are some uses however that truly run counter to 
what most citizens want from our public lands.  One of these is vehicular use and the accompanying
noise, habitat destruction and disruption of normal life cycles of the fauna that live on these 
lands.  Frankly, we have too many roads in this country and that means there are plenty of miles 
of established roads for people to take their vehicles on.  Enough is enough.

As a long-time resident of Arizona, as a tax-payer and as an avid hiker who seeks solitude and 
rest in our incredible public lands, I support the position of the Center for Biological Diversity
when it comes to the very sensible recommendations they submitted to the Forest Service with 
regard to the Williams Ranger District in the Kaibab National Forest.  I support their letter 
below to you and urge you to reconsider your thoughtless plan and re-examine how best to manage 
this area so that we have a healthy forest for all to enjoy without the devastation that 
accompanies what you are proposing which is essentially being able to drive anywhere, anytime, 
without regard for others who need and use the forest.

Off-road vehicles and unnecessary forest roads are damaging the national forest in the Williams 
Ranger District. As the Forest Service knows, it is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils
when driving cross-country. Therefore, it is critical that off-road travel be prohibited and that 
no exceptions are made for motorized dispersed camping or motorized retrieval of elk or any other 
game.

The Williams Ranger District should develop a fiscally responsible, environmentally manageable road
system. I am very disappointed that the Forest Service has failed to identify a single mile of 
road for permanent closure. The plan to convert 380 miles of currently open system roads to 
Maintenance Level 1 roads is irresponsible and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these 
roads. Keeping unnecessary roads will result in continued environmental harm and an increase in 
maintenance backlogs, which already exceed $43.5 million forest-wide.

I appreciate the Williams Ranger District staff working diligently on travel management and 
planning to close approximately 20 miles of road that affect northern goshawk. No motorized trail 
system should be allowed that would overlap goshawk nest areas or post-fledging family areas. 

The plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is unnecessary. In 
all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 miles of Maintenance Level 2 roads to facilitate
a rugged, motorized experience.

All "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis should be permanently closed. 

All identified user-created routes should be obliterated as quickly as funding and staffing allow.

Please accept this letter with my own recommendations and in support the specific recommendations 
submitted by the Center for Biological Diversity. I urge you to release a decision that 
incorporates these recommendations into Alternative 4. Please prioritize the protection of 
conservation values and quiet recreation needs. Thank you.

Bonnie T. Poulos
1208 E. Smoot Dr.
Tucson, AZ 85719
US

4-1
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From: Andrew Marble
Reply To: andrewrmarble@gmail.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/19/2010 02:57 PM

I feel strongly about our responsibility to protect and preserve our public lands, and as an 
Arizona resident I am particularly worried about the future of our forests in Northern Arizona.  
Having reviewed the travel management plans under consideration, I urge you to adopt the 
Alternative 4 option and to further strengthen it with the recommendations made by the Center for 
Biological Diversity that follow:

Off-road vehicles and unnecessary forest roads are damaging the national forest in the Williams 
Ranger District. As the Forest Service knows, it is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils
when driving cross-country. Therefore, it is critical that off-road travel be prohibited and that 
no exceptions are made for motorized dispersed camping or motorized retrieval of elk or any other 
game.

The Williams Ranger District should develop a fiscally responsible, environmentally manageable road
system. I am very disappointed that the Forest Service has failed to identify a single mile of 
road for permanent closure. The plan to convert 380 miles of currently open system roads to 
Maintenance Level 1 roads is irresponsible and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these 
roads. Keeping unnecessary roads will result in continued environmental harm and an increase in 
maintenance backlogs, which already exceed $43.5 million forest-wide.

I appreciate the Williams Ranger District staff working diligently on travel management and 
planning to close approximately 20 miles of road that affect northern goshawk. No motorized trail 
system should be allowed that would overlap goshawk nest areas or post-fledging family areas. 

The plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is unnecessary. In 
all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 miles of Maintenance Level 2 roads to facilitate
a rugged, motorized experience.

All "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis should be permanently closed. 

All identified user-created routes should be obliterated as quickly as funding and staffing allow.

Please accept this letter with my own recommendations and in support the specific recommendations 
submitted by the Center for Biological Diversity. I urge you to release a decision that 
incorporates these recommendations into Alternative 4. Please prioritize the protection of 
conservation values and quiet recreation needs. Thank you.

Andrew Marble
4138 E 1st St
Tucson, AZ 85711
US

5-1

From: Jade Hawks
Reply To: jhd622@care2.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/19/2010 03:07 PM

As a native of Arizona I am concerned about the off-road vehicles and unnecessary forest roads 
that are damaging the national forest in the Williams Ranger District. As the Forest Service 
knows, it is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils when driving cross-country. Therefore,
it is critical that off-road travel be prohibited and that no exceptions are made for motorized 
dispersed camping or motorized retrieval of elk or any other game.  It is my opinion that a major 
factor to the problems on the planet overall have to do with the removal and destruction of many 
forested areas - bottomline is the trees supply us with oxygen!

The Williams Ranger District should develop a fiscally responsible, environmentally manageable road
system. I am very disappointed that the Forest Service has failed to identify a single mile of 
road for permanent closure. The plan to convert 380 miles of currently open system roads to 
Maintenance Level 1 roads is irresponsible and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these 
roads. Keeping unnecessary roads will result in continued environmental harm and an increase in 
maintenance backlogs, which already exceed $43.5 million forest-wide.  And being in a recessionary
period right now means this sort of unnecessary expense is ridiculous!

I appreciate, and send my sincere thanks to the Williams Ranger District staff who are  working 
diligently on travel management and planning to close approximately 20 miles of road that affect 
northern goshawk. No motorized trail system should be allowed that would overlap goshawk nest 
areas or post-fledging family areas. 

The plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is also 
unnecessary. In all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 miles of Maintenance Level 2 
roads to facilitate a rugged, motorized experience.  In addition,  all "high risk/low value" roads 
identified through travel analysis should be permanently closed.  All identified user-created 
routes should be obliterated as quickly as funding and staffing allow.  

Please accept this letter with my own recommendations and in support the specific recommendations 
submitted by the Center for Biological Diversity. I urge you to release a decision that 
incorporates these recommendations into Alternative 4. Please place the protection of conservation 
values and quiet recreation needs a bit higher on your list of 101 things to do. :-)  Thank you 
in advance for your attention to this.  

Jade Hawks
P O Box 213
Congress, AZ 85332
US

3-3

3-4
3-5
3-6

3-7

3-2

6-1
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From: Dmspre@cs.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Motorized Vehicles In Kaibab National Forest
Date: 02/19/2010 08:28 PM

Please ban all motorized vehicles from the National Forests, especially 
those used for hunting (killing, murdering) purposes by giving the human 
"hunter" an unfair advantage.  Bicycles (Mountain Biking) is OK -- most mountain 
bike riders are extremely careful not to harm trains, fire roads, or the 
forests in general.  Actually, from my observations horses do far more damage to 
the trails than mountain bikes, but less damage than the "gas-powered 
chairs with wheels" they call "Off-Road Vehicles."  Thank you.

Dean & Janet Schlarbaum               E-Mail     dmspre@cs.com
5201 W. Iron Springs Rd.                Phone     928-771-9043
Prescott, AZ  86305-7034</HTML>

7-1

From: Bill Halterman
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Travel Management EA
Date: 02/19/2010 08:31 PM

Comments regarding Williams Ranger District Travel Management Project

We live in Prescott, and we visit KNF 4-5 times yearly, usually staying 3 days at a time.  As we have
more time (retirement is near) we anticipate spending more time in the KNF.  Our priorities are
dispersed camping and ATV access.  We are not hunters, and we endeavor to always stay on
numbered roads/trails.  (There was this one marked road that just sort of ended in the forest about 200
yards away from a major road, and we did ride cross-country once.)

ATV riding, although we are about 60 years old, is partly for access to features (lake, hilltop, specific
areas), partly for viewing the forest, but especially for a challenging ride.  We are not looking for more
major roads, and I am not sure you need any specific motorized trails, as long as you leave some of
the very primitive roads open for ATV's.  If you close many of the more challenging, currently marked
roads/trails to ATV use, the experience for many of us will be lessened.  In short, keep the marked
roads/trails open.  If you can add some trails that would be OK.  We have never found it necessary to
drive cross-country to find challenging rides.

Dispersed camping is paramount to the forest experience for us.  We understand the possibility of
degredation of forest resources, and I must admit I did not read all of the many pages of your two long
documents, but any option that preserves dispersed camping gets our vote.  Even though we are ATV-
minded, we enjoy the solitude and the privacy of a remote camping spot.  If we wanted a traditional
campground, we could find one locally.  I think we can camp with a pretty minimal impace, especially if
we stay in palces that are already obvious camp sites.

Perhaps it is our age, perhaps it is our background, but I think one can be motorized and stll respect
the forest.

In summary, if we have to list our major priorities they would be access to dispersed camping and ATV
access to challenging trails/roads.  From what I see, if I have to choose one of your 3 options it would
be #2, though some of our favorite camping spots are more than 200 feet from major roads. Perhaps
they would be near the spurs you are talking about.

Thank you for your consideration.

R William Halterman
919 12th Place #7
Prescott, AZ 86305

rwhalterman@cableone.net
982 778-5600

8-1

8-2

8-3
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From: g. scott clemson
Reply To: sclemson@adsrm.org
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/19/2010 08:31 PM

As an on-foot hiker, backpacker, or birder I can travel through National Forests with tracks only 
discernible for a short period of time to a trained tracker. I avoid stepping on delicate plants. 
I create almost no erosion. The amount of noise I emit travels mere yards. Off-road vehicles 
infringe upon the quiet for potentially miles by their poorly muffled exhaust systems. The erosion
and plant destruction they create is almost inevitable. They disrupt dispersion and feeding 
patterns of wildlife. They do have a place, but it should be restricted to a few roads in a 
contained area instead of allowing their access to disrupting the many many  miles they can cover 
in a short time period. Their usage for all intents and purposes eliminates the possibility of 
remote and undisturbed areas.

Off-road vehicles and unnecessary forest roads are damaging the national forest in the Williams 
Ranger District. As the Forest Service knows, it is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils
when driving cross-country. Therefore, it is critical that off-road travel be prohibited and that 
no exceptions are made for motorized dispersed camping or motorized retrieval of elk or any other 
game.

The Williams Ranger District should develop a fiscally responsible, environmentally manageable road
system. I am very disappointed that the Forest Service has failed to identify a single mile of 
road for permanent closure. The plan to convert 380 miles of currently open system roads to 
Maintenance Level 1 roads is irresponsible and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these 
roads. Keeping unnecessary roads will result in continued environmental harm and an increase in 
maintenance backlogs, which already exceed $43.5 million forest-wide.

I appreciate the Williams Ranger District staff working diligently on travel management and 
planning to close approximately 20 miles of road that affect northern goshawk. No motorized trail 
system should be allowed that would overlap goshawk nest areas or post-fledging family areas. 

The plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is unnecessary. In 
all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 miles of Maintenance Level 2 roads to facilitate
a rugged, motorized experience.

All "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis should be permanently closed. 

All identified user-created routes should be obliterated as quickly as funding and staffing allow.

Please accept this letter with my own recommendations and in support of the specific 
recommendations submitted by the Center for Biological Diversity. I urge you to release a decision
that incorporates these recommendations into Alternative 4. Please prioritize the protection of 
conservation values and quiet recreation needs. Thank you.

g. scott clemson
10151 dorrell lane ##)74
las vegas, NV 89166
US
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From: dukesbonner@aol.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: VEHICLE IN WILLIAMS
Date: 02/20/2010 08:34 AM

SIR:
MY POINT IS SIMPLE NO CLOSING TO VEHICLE FOR ANY REASON AS LIMITED WILL SOME
LEAD TO "NO" AS YOU COME UP WITH ANOTHER REASON TO LIMIT.

LOUIS T DUKE MESA AZ
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From: Robert Witzeman
Reply To: witzeman@cox.net
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/20/2010 01:52 PM

On behalf of the 2800 members of the Maricopa Audubon Society here in central Arizona, and as 
conservation chairperson of that organization, I would state to you that Off-road vehicles and 
unnecessary forest roads are damaging the national forest in the Williams Ranger District. 

One of the most unpleasant and stressful situations is trying to birdwatch and hear the sounds of 
birds and other wildlife while the roar of an ORV is nearby.  

As the Forest Service knows, it is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils when driving 
cross-country. Therefore, it is critical that off-road travel be prohibited and that no exceptions
are made for motorized dispersed camping or motorized retrieval of elk or any other game.

The Williams Ranger District should develop a fiscally responsible, environmentally manageable road
system. I am very disappointed that the Forest Service has failed to identify a single mile of 
road for permanent closure. The plan to convert 380 miles of currently open system roads to 
Maintenance Level 1 roads is irresponsible and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these 
roads. Keeping unnecessary roads will result in continued environmental harm and an increase in 
maintenance backlogs, which already exceed $43.5 million forest-wide.

I appreciate the Williams Ranger District staff working diligently on travel management and 
planning to close approximately 20 miles of road that affect northern goshawk. No motorized trail 
system should be allowed that would overlap goshawk nest areas or post-fledging family areas. 

The plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is unnecessary. In 
all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 miles of Maintenance Level 2 roads to facilitate
a rugged, motorized experience.

All "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis should be permanently closed. 

All identified user-created routes should be obliterated as quickly as funding and staffing allow.

Please accept this letter with our recommendations and in support of the specific recommendations 
submitted by the Center for Biological Diversity. I urge you to release a decision that 
incorporates these recommendations into Alternative 4. Please prioritize the protection of 
conservation values and quiet recreation needs. Thank you.

Most sincerely, Bob Witzeman,
Conservation Chairperson
Maricopa Audubon Society
witzeman@cox.net
602 840 0052

Robert Witzeman
4619 E. Arcadia Lane
Phoenix, AZ 85018
US

3-1
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From: Dean Morrison
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Public Comment Regarding Travel Management Project (TMP) for the Williams Ranger District within the Kaibab

National Forest
Date: 02/20/2010 02:04 PM

A review of this project fails to find objective evidence of damage to the public interest that merits
the solution proposed by the Forest Service. I oppose the service’s recommendation of Alternative
2 and request that Alternative 1 be selected.
 
Sincerely,
R.D. Morrison
7214 FM 730 South
Azle, TX  76020
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From: Gerry
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject:
Date: 02/20/2010 05:57 PM

My name is Gerry Sharpe I live in Chino Valley I and my wife are concerned 
that the forest service might limit our access to various roads because we 
can't hike like younger people do and have found that the atv allows us to 
get out more and enjoy the forest like other people do. One of our favorite 
places to go is up on Bill Williams mountain with a small lunch and enjoy 
the views. We have recently bought a side by side so we could travel 
together and not have to carry two atv's. We also have friends in their mid 
80's who also like to travel with us in the Williams area. We were one of 
the first people to sign up for the OHV tags and try to leave every area 
better than we found it. Please keep in mind that older people enjoy the 
forest as much as everyone else but have limited abilities.

Thanks

Gerry & Della Sharpe 
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From: STEVEN B HALLOCK
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject:
Date: 02/21/2010 09:09 AM

In regards to the U.S. Forest Service releasing a Travel Management Project (TMP) for
the Williams Ranger District within the Kaibab National Forest and the TMP determining
the future use of roads and trails for motorized access into the forest.  I understand the
issue and the potential damage that may be caused by motorized vehicles to the forest
and on occasion some roads.  I have already been required to purchase an off road
permit for my ATV and UTV.  I don't especially agree with this discriminatory
requirement but have accepted it.  I have a Polaris Ranger that is required to have the
permit and it is totally registered and legally licensed for the street/highway just like my
pickup, which does not require the permit.  We have existing laws that currently need to
be enforced and, which by doing so, would eliminate the need for any TMP.  Part of the
permit fee for my UTV is supposedly to go for additional law enforcement and that is
why I have accepted the permit as potentially helpful.  If you include and implement a
Motorized Big Game Retrieval (MBGR) you are restricting, or I should say,
stopping myself, 60 years old, and more importantly, my father, 82 years old, and
others like us that are no longer capable of packing an elk out on our backs from even
thinking about another elk hunt in Arizona in our remaining lifetime.  We are both
natives of Arizona.  I hope you really consider the consequences you create by
implementing additional restrictions to MBGR to others. Please enforce the laws we
already have.  New laws are not necessary!  Please do not discriminate against us. 
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From: Barry Krayer
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Travel plan
Date: 02/21/2010 02:07 PM

I believe that Alt 2 is the best way to manage travel on the Forest,  
I am generally opposed to any plan that closes even one mile of road  
to the American people as it denies us access to our National Forest  
Lands. The plan for an additional 25 miles of 50 inch trail is a  
start but falls woefully short of demand which is more likely several  
hundred miles, I hope you plan to keep horses off these trails  
because if you don't they will complain that some OHV rider bothered  
their horse. The plan to close any roads near Wilderness makes no  
sense, what you are doing is illegally expanding the Wilderness  
boundary by closing a near by road, how am I supposed to get there?  
by the time I walk down a closed road I will be worn out and can't  
access the Wilderness. There have been court cases about road  
closures near Wilderness and the courts have ruled the Wilderness  
boundary can't be used to justify road closures or impacts to other  
uses just because of Wilderness.  One problem I see is game  
retrieval, if you shoot something that far from a road it should be  
your problem to go get it, the next thing another Quad hunter goes  
down those tracks and another and before you know it a road appears  
then come the claims that OHV recreation is destroying the Forest  
when it is really a hunting problem. One way to better manage travel  
would be classify motorized users, are you a OHV rider or a hunter  
using a quad, if hunters are not following the rules then cut down on  
hunting permits to solve the problem. Thank you for reading my  
comments and I appreciate the job the Forest is trying to do, I  
really enjoy camping and riding my motorcycle every Summer up by  
Williams. Barry Krayer Phoenix Az

15-1

Environmental Assessment for Comment
Williams Ranger District Travel Management 
Project
I wish to add comments to the afore mentioned Project.

I fully support professional management of our National Forests lest greed take hold and 
deplete them.  As a recreational user of the Williams Ranger District of Kiabab for the 
last 40 years, I can fully support Alternative #2.  I believe it to be the best compromise of 
the 4 Alternatives.

Alternative 1:  I cannot support because of no Off-Road Restrictions.
Alternative 2:  I fully support.
Alternative 3:  I do not support because of No Motorized Trails Designated.
Alternative 4:  I cannot support this due primarly because "Does not allow for MBGR".

My recreational forest usage consists of:
Hunting, fishing, hiking, shooting, dispersed camping, wood gathering, and ATV riding.
And yes, I "Pack it in, and Pack it out".

Regards,
Russ Bell  2/22/2010
4831 E Winchcomb Dr
Scottsdale, AZ  85254
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From: Natalie Tedford
Reply To: sushifreak@cox.net
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/22/2010 09:17 AM

February 22nd, 2010

Natalie and Tom Tedford
Glendale, AZ  85310

To Whom it May Concern,

We are avid campers and OHV users.  I will be unable to attend the meeting in Williams but I do 
have some comments.  We have a Yamaha Rhino and a 35' Fifth Wheel Trailer.  We also have three 
dogs.  When we have the opportunity to go camping, we have so many areas from which to chose.  
When we do chose a spot to "drop-camp", there are unlimited EXISTING roads and trails on which we 
can drive.  NEVER have we felt like there were not enough camping spots or roads to ride on.  Just
the opposite.  We feel there are ample roads and camping places.  We are very responsible riders 
and campers but seriously, we are the exception to the rule.  The destruction that we see due to 
irresponsible OHV use is deplorable and makes us very sad.  The devestation to vegetation and 
wildlife caused by too many roads and irresponsible riders is everywhere.  Irresponsible riders 
have already layed ruin so much forest and wildlife habitat.  It is forever lost.  We do not need 
more roads and trails and open areas.  If you give it to us, we will take it- and eventually ruin
it.   

Off-road vehicles and unnecessary forest roads are damaging the national forest in the Williams 
Ranger District. As the Forest Service knows, it is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils
when driving cross-country. Therefore, it is critical that off-road travel be prohibited and that 
no exceptions are made for motorized dispersed camping or motorized retrieval of elk or any other 
game.

The Williams Ranger District should develop a fiscally responsible, environmentally manageable road
system. I am very disappointed that the Forest Service has failed to identify a single mile of 
road for permanent closure. The plan to convert 380 miles of currently open system roads to 
Maintenance Level 1 roads is irresponsible and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these 
roads. Keeping unnecessary roads will result in continued environmental harm and an increase in 
maintenance backlogs, which already exceed $43.5 million forest-wide.

I appreciate the Williams Ranger District staff working diligently on travel management and 
planning to close approximately 20 miles of road that affect northern goshawk. No motorized trail 
system should be allowed that would overlap goshawk nest areas or post-fledging family areas. 

The plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is unnecessary. In 
all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 miles of Maintenance Level 2 roads to facilitate
a rugged, motorized experience.

All "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis should be permanently closed. 

All identified user-created routes should be obliterated as quickly as funding and staffing allow.

Please accept this letter with my own recommendations and in support the specific recommendations 
submitted by the Center for Biological Diversity. I urge you to release a decision that 
incorporates these recommendations into Alternative 4. Please prioritize the protection of 
conservation values and quiet recreation needs. Thank you.

Natalie Tedford
Glendale, AZ

Natalie Tedford
4618 W. Misty Willow Ln.
Glendale, AZ 85310
US
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From: Scott McBain
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Public Comment Regarding Travel Management Project (TMP) for the Williams Ranger District within the Kaibab

National Forest
Date: 02/22/2010 02:17 PM

A review of this project fails to find objective evidence of damage to the public interest that merits the
solution proposed by the Forest Service. I oppose the service’s recommendation of Alternative 2 and
request that Alternative 1 be selected.

Sincerely,
Scott McBain
7321 Comer Lane
Weatherford, TX 76085

Hotmail: Trusted email with powerful SPAM protection. Sign up now.
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From: William R Ferrell
Reply To: wferrell@dakotacom.net
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/22/2010 03:30 PM

Dear District Ranger Schramm,

As one who is deeply concerned with the health of the Williams Ranger District and with preserving
it for future generations to enjoy, I urge you to follow, insofar as is possible, the well 
researched and reasonable recommendations of the Center for Biological Diversity. In particular:

It is critical that off-road travel be prohibited and that no exceptions are made for motorized 
dispersed camping or motorized retrieval of elk or any other game.

Moreover, ll identified user-created routes should be obliterated as quickly as funding and 
staffing allow. 

All "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis should be permanently closed. 

The upgrading of forest roads that must remain open should be done sparingly so that there will be
resources for returning closed roads to a more natural state to prevent erosion and further 
degradation of the forest.

The future is in your hands!

Thank you.

William R Ferrell
4091 E Third St
Tucson, AZ 85711-1901
US
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From: jjcarter
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject:
Date: 02/22/2010 05:54 PM

I'VE BEEN USING THE NATIONAL FOREST OF ARIZONA FOR 50 YEARS, AND ONE OF THE
THINGS I'VE ENJOYED THE MOST WAS THE  FREEDOM TO CAMP WHERE I WANTED. WHO
EVER THESE IDIOTS ARE THAT ARE PROPOSING THAT YOU HAVE TO CAR CAMP BY THE
SIDE OF A ROAD ARE NUTS. AS MENTIONED IN YOUR WAY TOO LONG AND COMPLICATED
PROPOSALS, THERE ARE OFF ROAD CAMP SITES THAT HAVE BEEN IN USE FOR YEARS, AND
TO ALLOW PEOPLE TO CONTINUE USING THESE WILL NOT HURT A THING.

ONE OF YOUR PROPOSALS IS TO ALLOW THE OFF ROAD RETRIVEAL OF BIG GAME
BETWEEN 10 AM AND MIDNIGHT. WHATS THIS ALL ABOUT. IF I SHOOT A ELK  AT SUNUP I
HAVE TO WAIT TILL 10 AM TO RETRIEVE IT. WHY THE TIME RESTRICATIONS. DURING
HUNTING SEASON MOST OF THE PEOPLE IN THE FORESTS WILL BE HUNTERS AND IT'S NOT
GOING TO BOTHER THEM IF SOMEONE IS GOING IN TO PICK UP AN ANIMAL AT ANY HOUR.

ANOTHER THING I DON'T UNDERSTAND IS WHY CLOSE ROADS IN GOSHAWK NESTING
AREAS. THEY MOST LIKELY WILL NOT BE NESTING RIGHT BY A ROAD ANYWAY, AND EVEN IF
THEY ARE I DOUBT VERY SERIOUSLY IF A FEW VECHILES ARE GOING TO BOTHER THEM.

IN MY OPINION YOU SHOULD LEAVE THINGS THE WAY THEY ARE. LEAVE THE ROADS THAT
ARE OPEN NOW OPEN, JUST DON'T BUILD ANY NEW ONES. YOU START CLOSING ROADS
AND YOU JUST INCREASE THE DENSITY OF USERS IN A SMALLER AREA.

THERES BEEN MORE DAMAGE DONE TO THE FOREST BY THE FOREST SERVICE THAN ALL
THE PRIVATE USERS PUT TOGETHER. YOU RESTRICT PEOPLE FROM USING A CERTAIN
AREA, THEN HAVE A CONTROLLED FIRE AND BURN HALF THE FOREST DOWN. I'VE SEEN THE
DAMAGE DONE ON THE NORTH KAIBAB'S EAST SIDE, 10'S OF THOUSANDS OF ACRES
DESTROYED. I REALIZE THAT FIRE IS AN IMPORTANT FOREST MANAGMENT TOOL, BUT WITH
TODAYS TECNOLOGY FOR PREDICTING WEATHER I SOMETIMES QUESTION YOUR
JUDGEMENT.

IT SEEMS LIKE THERE ARE A FEW GROUPS OF PEOPLE WHO THINK THAT EVERYBODY
SHOULD BE KEPT OUT OF THE FOREST, NO-ONE SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO HUNT. I WAS
ALWAYS TAUGHT THAT CONSERVATION WAS THE WISE USE NOT THE NON USE OF
RESOUSCES. IT SEEMS LIKE THESE GROUPS WHO ARE WANTING TO KEEP EVERYBODY OUT
HAVEN'T BEEN TAUGHT THAT.

THANKS FOR LETTING ME RANT-----JAMES CARTER----PAGE, ARIZONA
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Enjoy the woods.  Hate to see the roads closed, “need every road that is out there”.  
Have enjoyed camping and hunting and family gatherings on the district; feel that they 
are responsible users of the forest.  The forest belongs to the people and closing roads 
would restrict access.  

She said that she and her family would be at the March 6 meeting, I told her that we 
would have large maps available for review in detail and if she had any questions or 
comments, it would be a great time to talk.  I told her that if she cannot make the 
meeting  
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From: roger vonnahme
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: existing trails and roads
Date: 02/23/2010 05:30 PM

My suggestion and wish is to keep all vehicles on existing trails and roads only except for game
retieval. which should be the shortest off and back on to existing road or trail.Camping should be as it
presently is , I believe it to be a camp should be no more than 30 feet off existing road or trail Thank
you Roger Vonnahme 2037 Motor Ave. Kingman, Az. 86401
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From: peaksforest@aol.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Travel Mgt Plan
Date: 02/24/2010 10:43 AM

I basically agree with your pick of Alternative #2.  The 200' dispersed camping limit is a good
compromise.
The closing of certain roads is ok also.  However, with Big game retrieval, i would like to see it allowed
for all elk hunts, not just the early ones & also for all deer hunts.  Some big mule deer bucks can
weigh 200 lbs, as much as a yearling elk.  And for us older hunters - we can definitely use the help to
retrieve our deer or elk on any hunt.  Allowing this would not impact the forest,  it is repeated use over
the same tracks time & time again that causes the problem, not just going out one time to retrieve an
animal.
Us older hunters need to be able to do this.

 Thank you,  Randy Schaal
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From: Dewey J. Levie
Reply To: DJL@Leviehomes.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: I support full motorized access to all National Forests!
Date: 02/24/2010 01:29 PM

The National Forests are for the benefit of the Citizens of the United
States.  We want to utilize our land!  Stop shutting out the people who
own the Forests!

Dewey J. Levie

DJL@Leviehomes.com

928 636-0420
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From: Dale Enlow
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Travel Management proposals
Date: 02/24/2010 10:08 PM

I am concerned that the preferred proposal (Alternative 2) would only allow retrieval of lawfully taken
big game during the September-October hunts. This would negatively impact hunters in the later
season hunts and could potentially cause late season hunters to opt for other hunt units. The
regulations still prohibit MBGR when conditions would cause damage therefore MBGR should be
permitted during all hunts when conditions allow. Of the alternatives listed, I would prefer Alternative 3.

Question: Would the “one vehicle per legally harvested big game “ prohibit the use of a motorized
vehicle pulling a small trailer for retrieval? This is often the only option available for some hunters.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the management of our natural resources.

Dale Enlow
Lake Havasu City, AZ

25-1
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From: Sarah Brandt
Reply To: wolfir@hotmail.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/25/2010 10:06 AM

Off-road vehicles and unnecessary forest roads are damaging the national forest in the Williams 
Ranger District. Off-road vehicles damage the terrain which they cover. As the Forest Service 
knows, it is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils when driving cross-country. Therefore,
it is critical that off-road travel be prohibited and that no exceptions are made for motorized 
dispersed camping or motorized retrieval of elk or any other game.  National forests are 
maintained by the tax payers of this country not just for present users, but also for future 
generations.  Therefore, off-road vehicles should not be allowed in national forests. Period.  

The Williams Ranger District should develop a fiscally responsible, environmentally manageable road
system. I am very disappointed that the Forest Service has failed to identify a single mile of 
road for permanent closure. The plan to convert 380 miles of currently open system roads to 
Maintenance Level 1 roads is irresponsible and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these 
roads. Keeping unnecessary roads will result in continued environmental harm and an increase in 
maintenance backlogs, which already exceed $43.5 million forest-wide.

I appreciate the Williams Ranger District staff working diligently on travel management and 
planning to close approximately 20 miles of road that affect northern goshawk. No motorized trail 
system should be allowed that would overlap goshawk nest areas or post-fledging family areas. 

The plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is unnecessary. In 
all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 miles of Maintenance Level 2 roads to facilitate
a rugged, motorized experience.

All "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis should be permanently closed. 

All identified user-created routes should be obliterated as quickly as funding and staffing allow.

Please accept this letter with my own recommendations and in support the specific recommendations 
submitted by the Center for Biological Diversity. I urge you to release a decision that 
incorporates these recommendations into Alternative 4. Please prioritize the protection of 
conservation values and quiet recreation needs. Thank you.

Sarah Brandt
4232 E. Pima St. # A
Tucson, AZ 85712
US
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From: Britt
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Proposed Action Williams R.D, TMR EA
Date: 02/25/2010 11:10 AM

Dear Sir/Madame:

Please consider the following comments to the EA prepared for the implementation of the Williams RD
TMR.

I support the Proposed Action (Alternative 2) with the following exceptions:
1. I do not support the section related to big game (elk) carcass recovery. I do support the section
provided in Alternative 3 and ask it replace that section of Alternative 2.
I have a great deal of personal experience (25 years) relative to monitoring (patrol) big game hunts on
the Williams RD. as an employee of Arizona Game and Fish Dept. During my career I never witnessed
any long term negative impacts resulting from cross country travel to recover a big game animal (deer,
elk or antelope) carcass. For this reason, drawn from my personal experience, I do not feel restricting
elk recovery to a time specific period is needed or would add any level of additional protection for lands
in the Williams RD. Furthermore I do not believe prohibiting deer and antelope hunters from cross
country travel to retrieve carcasses is going to provide any additional protection to District lands.
However recognizing that perceptions of uncontrolled cross country travel by hunters and the resulting
watershed degradation are an issue to some, I can support this restriction but feel motorized recovery
of elk even in the potentially wetter periods should be allowed.
I ask you to reconsider allowing elk carcass recovery, without time restrictions, in the Proposed
Alternative (Alt.2).

2. I strongly support the section of the Proposed Alternative (Alt. 2) that addresses dispersed camping.
I feel the 200' limit is liberal, but I do ask it become a standard for all of the KNF to reduce forest
user confusion. In addition I ask it be considered as a R-3 standard. I am a strong supporter of
individual forest autonomy but realize the importance of uniformity of certain basic user rules.

3. I ask additional miles of ATV trails be added to the Proposed Alternative. Within your forest user
groups are many ATV users and as such they should be provided some opportunities for their selected
form of recreation. Considering the fact nearly 25% of the roads on the district are going to be
closed to public use, I do not think it would be an excessive request to consider converting some to
ATV trails.

In closing I want to commend the USFS for prohibiting cross country travel. I worked for such a closure
on the Kaibab and Coconino NFs for my entire career. I feel this restriction, the better management of
future timber sales (attendant roads/skid trails), coupled with an in time better informed user group will
result in a healthier forest.

Sincerely,

Tom Britt

2126 N. Talkington Dr.
Flagstaff, AZ 86001
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From: cindy LLIAON
Reply To: harveycindy@gmail.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/25/2010 12:09 PM

Off-road vehicles and unnecessary forest roads are damaging the national forest in the Williams 
Ranger District. As the Forest Service knows, it is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils
when driving cross-country. Therefore, it is critical that off-road travel be prohibited and that 
no exceptions are made for motorized dispersed camping or motorized retrieval of elk or any other 
game.

cindy LLIAON
914 lipan trail
austin, TX 78733
US

28-1

81



From: Saran Kirschbaum
Reply To: sarank@mac.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/25/2010 12:23 PM

This is the 21st century. We know what ORVs will do to an ecosystem and that the damage will take 
years to repair if at all. There is no time any more, any more than there is any more west to go 
to when things get bad.

Off-road vehicles and unnecessary forest roads are damaging the national forest in the Williams 
Ranger District. As the Forest Service knows, it is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils
when driving cross-country. Therefore, it is critical that off-road travel be prohibited and that 
no exceptions are made for motorized dispersed camping or motorized retrieval of elk or any other 
game.

The Williams Ranger District should develop a fiscally responsible, environmentally manageable road
system. I am very disappointed that the Forest Service has failed to identify a single mile of 
road for permanent closure. The plan to convert 380 miles of currently open system roads to 
Maintenance Level 1 roads is irresponsible and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these 
roads. Keeping unnecessary roads will result in continued environmental harm and an increase in 
maintenance backlogs, which already exceed $43.5 million forest-wide.

I appreciate the Williams Ranger District staff working diligently on travel management and 
planning to close approximately 20 miles of road that affect northern goshawk. No motorized trail 
system should be allowed that would overlap goshawk nest areas or post-fledging family areas. 

The plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is unnecessary. In 
all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 miles of Maintenance Level 2 roads to facilitate
a rugged, motorized experience.

All "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis should be permanently closed. 

All identified user-created routes should be obliterated as quickly as funding and staffing allow.

Please accept this letter with my own recommendations and in support the specific recommendations 
submitted by the Center for Biological Diversity. I urge you to release a decision that 
incorporates these recommendations into Alternative 4. Please prioritize the protection of 
conservation values and quiet recreation needs. Thank you.

Saran Kirschbaum
1710 Bagley Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90035-4110
US
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From: Toni Siegrist
Reply To: antoinette_siegrist@harvard.edu
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/25/2010 12:30 PM

I care very deeply about Northern Arizona's forests.  I think and feel that only Alternative 4 
protects the species I care so much about.  Much more needs to be done to protect this national 
treasure.

We also need quiet recreation in our national forests and not all this pollution, commercialism 
and noise.

Off-road vehicles and unnecessary forest roads are damaging the national forest in the Williams 
Ranger District. As the Forest Service knows, it is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils
when driving cross-country. Therefore, it is critical that off-road travel be prohibited and that 
no exceptions are made for motorized dispersed camping or motorized retrieval of elk or any other 
game.

The Williams Ranger District should develop a fiscally responsible, environmentally manageable road
system. I am very disappointed that the Forest Service has failed to identify a single mile of 
road for permanent closure. The plan to convert 380 miles of currently open system roads to 
Maintenance Level 1 roads is irresponsible and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these 
roads. Keeping unnecessary roads will result in continued environmental harm and an increase in 
maintenance backlogs, which already exceed $43.5 million forest-wide.

I appreciate the Williams Ranger District staff working diligently on travel management and 
planning to close approximately 20 miles of road that affect northern goshawk. No motorized trail 
system should be allowed that would overlap goshawk nest areas or post-fledging family areas. 

The plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is unnecessary. In 
all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 miles of Maintenance Level 2 roads to facilitate
a rugged, motorized experience.

All "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis should be permanently closed. 

All identified user-created routes should be obliterated as quickly as funding and staffing allow.

Please accept this letter with my own recommendations and in support the specific recommendations 
submitted by the Center for Biological Diversity. I urge you to release a decision that 
incorporates these recommendations into Alternative 4. Please prioritize the protection of 
conservation values and quiet recreation needs. Thank you.

Toni Siegrist
17 Quincy Street
Cambridge, MA 02138
US
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From: Michael Terry
Reply To: michaelgterry@hotmail.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/25/2010 12:37 PM

Off-road vehicles and unnecessary forest roads are damaging the national forest in the Williams 
Ranger District. As the Forest Service knows, it is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils
when driving cross-country -- it is simply vandalism. Therefore, it is critical that off-road 
travel be prohibited and that no exceptions are made for motorized dispersed camping or motorized 
retrieval of elk or any other game.

The Williams Ranger District should develop a fiscally responsible, environmentally manageable road
system. I am very disappointed that the Forest Service has failed to identify a single mile of 
excess road for permanent closure. The plan to convert 380 miles of currently-open system roads to
Maintenance Level 1 roads is irresponsible and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these 
roads. Keeping unnecessary roads will result in continued environmental harm and an increase in 
maintenance backlogs, which already exceed $43.5 million forest-wide.

I appreciate the Williams Ranger District staff working diligently on travel management and 
planning to close approximately 20 miles of road that affect northern goshawk. No motorized trail 
system should be allowed that would overlap goshawk nest areas or post-fledging family areas. 

The plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is unnecessary. In 
all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 miles of Maintenance Level 2 roads to facilitate
a rugged, motorized experience.

Obviously, all "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis should be permanently
closed. 

All identified user-created routes, which are acts of vandalism, should be obliterated as quickly 
as funding and staffing allow.  

Please accept this letter with my own recommendations and in support the specific recommendations 
submitted by the Center for Biological Diversity. I urge you to release a decision that 
incorporates these recommendations into Alternative 4. Please prioritize the protection of 
conservation values and quiet recreation needs so that I can once again walk through the forests 
of northern Arizona in peace and serenity. Thank you.

Michael Terry
503 West Rustic Road
Santa Monica, CA 90402
US
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From: Henry Lowry
Reply To: HankEPanky1@AOL.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/25/2010 12:52 PM

Off-road criminals and unnecessary forest roads are damaging OUR national forest in the Williams 
Ranger District. As the Forest Service knows, it is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils
when driving cross-country. Therefore, it is critical that off-road travel be prohibited and NO 
exceptions  made for motorized dispersed camping or motorized retrieval of elk or any other game. 
There are so many unnecessary roads that no hunter could even get more than a half mile of a road.
If they are too fat and drunk to take their amusement kills up to half a mile, they should not be
killing on OUR lands.

The Williams Ranger District should develop a fiscally responsible, environmentally manageable road
system. I am very disappointed that the Forest Service has failed to identify a single mile of 
road for permanent closure. The plan to convert 380 miles of currently open system roads to 
Maintenance Level 1 roads is irresponsible and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these 
roads. Keeping unnecessary roads results in continued massive ecological harm and an increase in 
your maintenance backlogs which already exceed $43.5 million forest-wide.

I appreciate the Williams Ranger District staff working diligently on travel management and 
planning to close approximately 20 miles of road that affect northern goshawk. No motorized trail 
system should be allowed that would overlap goshawk nest areas or post-fledging family areas. 

The plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is unnecessary and 
just panders to out-of-shape, obese people. In all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 
miles of Maintenance Level 2 roads to facilitate these usually drunken, out-of-shape, and ignorant
rednecks (and, yes, I can say this as I'm from a farm with a "hillbilly" background).  

All "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis should be permanently closed. 

All identified user-created routes should be obliterated immediately.    

This letter is in support of the specific recommendations submitted by the Center for Biological 
Diversity. I urge you to release a decision that incorporates these recommendations into 
Alternative 4. Please prioritize the protection of conservation values and quiet recreation needs. 
Thank you.

Henry Lowry
5929 Muriel Lane
St. Anne, IL 60964-4440
US
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From: Robert Mark
Reply To: rmark@infomagic.net
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/25/2010 12:53 PM

Off-road vehicles and unnecessary forest roads are damaging the national forest in the Williams 
Ranger District. As the Forest Service knows, it is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils
when driving cross-country. Therefore, it is critical that off-road travel be prohibited and that 
no exceptions are made for motorized dispersed camping or motorized retrieval of elk or any other 
game.

ORV use facilitated the looting and destruction of archaeological sites.

The plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is unnecessary. In 
all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 miles of Maintenance Level 2 roads to facilitate
a rugged, motorized experience.

All "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis should be permanently closed. 

All identified user-created routes should be obliterated as quickly as funding and staffing allow.

Please accept this letter with my own recommendations and in support the specific recommendations 
submitted by the Center for Biological Diversity. I urge you to release a decision that 
incorporates these recommendations into Alternative 4. Please prioritize the protection of 
conservation values and quiet recreation needs. Thank you.

Robert Mark
3644 Stone Crest St.
Flagstaff, AZ 86004
US
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From: Dean Cobb
Reply To: dgermanking@aol.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/25/2010 01:37 PM

Off-road vehicles and unnecessary forest roads are damaging the national forest in the Williams 
Ranger District. As the Forest Service knows, it is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils
when driving cross-country. Therefore, it is critical that off-road travel be prohibited and that 
no exceptions are made for motorized dispersed camping or motorized retrieval of elk or any other 
game.

The Williams Ranger District should develop a fiscally responsible, environmentally manageable road
system. I am very disappointed that the Forest Service has failed to identify a single mile of 
road for permanent closure. The plan to convert 380 miles of currently open system roads to 
Maintenance Level 1 roads is irresponsible and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these 
roads. Keeping unnecessary roads will result in continued environmental harm and an increase in 
maintenance backlogs, which already exceed $43.5 million forest-wide.

I appreciate the Williams Ranger District staff working diligently on travel management and 
planning to close approximately 20 miles of road that affect northern goshawk. No motorized trail 
system should be allowed that would overlap goshawk nest areas or post-fledging family areas. 

The plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is unnecessary. In 
all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 miles of Maintenance Level 2 roads to facilitate
a rugged, motorized experience.

My aunt and uncle owned and operated operated Kaibab Lodge, 18 miles from the North Rim, in the 
Kaibab Forest for 60 years. This is my most beloved place on earth. Motorized vehicle DO NOT 
belong there. The pristine beauty and serenity found there can only be spoiled with the 
introduction of motorized vehicles. I have been going there since I was 10 years old in 1952 and 
have taken my children and grandchildren there twice in the last 5 years. They now know why I love
it there so much, and are planning many trips there over the years. DO NOT spoil it for them!!!

All "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis should be permanently closed. 

All identified user-created routes should be obliterated as quickly as funding and staffing allow.

Please accept this letter with my own recommendations and in support the specific recommendations 
submitted by the Center for Biological Diversity. I urge you to release a decision that 
incorporates these recommendations into Alternative 4. Please prioritize the protection of 
conservation values and quiet recreation needs. Thank you.

Dean Cobb
5837 Morgan Place #99
Stockton, CA 95219-4620
US
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From: Susan Ebershoff-Coles
Reply To: suzieec@indy.net
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/25/2010 01:59 PM

Off-road vehicles and unnecessary forest roads are damaging the national forest in the Williams 
Ranger District. As the Forest Service knows, it is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils
when driving cross-country. Therefore, it is critical that off-road travel be prohibited and that 
no exceptions are made for motorized dispersed camping or motorized retrieval of elk or any other 
game.

Permittimg such damage makes a mockery of  protecting the forest.  If people want to move around 
the forest, THEY NEED TO WALK.  I could not walk far in forest terrain but I do not want roads to
move around.  A pristine forest is more important than people who want to roar around making noise
and feel macho.  Quiet is essential to a forest for the animals and the people who truly love it.

The Williams Ranger District should develop a fiscally responsible, environmentally manageable road
system. I am very disappointed that the Forest Service has failed to identify a single mile of 
road for permanent closure. The plan to convert 380 miles of currently open system roads to 
Maintenance Level 1 roads is irresponsible and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these 
roads. Keeping unnecessary roads will result in continued environmental harm and an increase in 
maintenance backlogs, which already exceed $43.5 million forest-wide.  So save some money you 
don't have and get rid of most of these roads.  380 miles of road are unneeded and most shoulb be 
closed.

I appreciate the Williams Ranger District staff working diligently on travel management and 
planning to close approximately 20 miles of road that affect northern goshawk. No motorized trail 
system should be allowed that would overlap goshawk nest areas or post-fledging family areas. 

The plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is unnecessary. In 
all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 miles of Maintenance Level 2 roads to facilitate
a rugged, motorized experience.

All "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis should be permanently closed. 

All identified user-created routes should be obliterated as quickly as funding and staffing allow.

Please accept this letter with my own recommendations and in support the specific recommendations 
submitted by the Center for Biological Diversity. I urge you to release a decision that 
incorporates these recommendations into Alternative 4. Please prioritize the protection of 
conservation values and quiet recreation needs. Thank you.   Please protect the forest.  It needs 
you.

Susan Ebershoff-Coles
PO BOX 725
Danville, IN 46122
US
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From: Mercedes Lackey
Reply To: helloelsie@gmail.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/25/2010 02:19 PM

Off-road vehicles and unnecessary forest roads are damaging the national forest in the Williams 
Ranger District. As the Forest Service knows, it is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils
when driving cross-country. Therefore, it is critical that off-road travel be prohibited and that 
no exceptions are made for motorized dispersed camping or motorized retrieval of elk or any other 
game.

The Williams Ranger District should develop a fiscally responsible, environmentally manageable road
system. I am very disappointed that the Forest Service has failed to identify a single mile of 
road for permanent closure. The plan to convert 380 miles of currently open system roads to 
Maintenance Level 1 roads is irresponsible and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these 
roads. Keeping unnecessary roads will result in continued environmental harm and an increase in 
maintenance backlogs, which already exceed $43.5 million forest-wide.

I appreciate the Williams Ranger District staff working diligently on travel management and 
planning to close approximately 20 miles of road that affect northern goshawk. No motorized trail 
system should be allowed that would overlap goshawk nest areas or post-fledging family areas. 

I really need to poing something out here, that seems to have utterly escaped you people.  As both
a falconer and a wild raptor rehabber I know all about goshawk behavior.  Goshawks in nesting 
season are unbelievably aggressive.  Or as one raptor expert has said "A goshawk in nesting season
will not hesitate to attack an elephant."  

Allowing ANYONE or ANYTHING on these trails during nesting season will put them at risk for severe
injury and disfigurement.  Perhaps even death.  I have certainly heard of reliable accounts of 
goshawks plowing furrows in the scalps of hikers.  If a goshawk dove at an ATV driver, he could 
have an accident that would kill him.  Allowing anything on these trails is not just opening the 
door to incidents like that, it is inviting disaster in and making it at home,

The plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is unnecessary. In 
all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 miles of Maintenance Level 2 roads to facilitate
a rugged, motorized experience.

All "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis should be permanently closed. 

All identified user-created routes should be obliterated as quickly as funding and staffing allow.

Please accept this letter with my own recommendations and in support the specific recommendations 
submitted by the Center for Biological Diversity. I urge you to release a decision that 
incorporates these recommendations into Alternative 4. Please prioritize the protection of 
conservation values and quiet recreation needs. Thank you.

Mercedes Lackey
16525 E 470 Rd
CLAREMORE, OK 74017
US

3-1

3-2

3-3

36-1

36-2

3-4

3-5
3-6

3-7

85



From: Marie Wheatley
Reply To: rivermaria2004@yahoo.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/25/2010 02:40 PM

The Off- the road vehicles and unnecessary forest roads are damaging the national forest in the 
Williams Ranger District. Please prohibit off-road travel.

The plan in the forest district to convert 380 miles of currently open system roads to Maintenance
Level 1 roads is irresponsible and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these roads. 
Keeping unnecessary roads will result in continued environmental harm and an increase in 
maintenance backlogs, which already exceed $43.5 million.

Please accept this letter and use the Alternative 4 recommendations. 

Marie Wheatley
5835A Goener
St. Louis, MO 63116
US
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From: Cindy Shafer
Reply To: west1180@yahoo.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/25/2010 02:52 PM

Off-road vehicles and unnecessary forest roads are damaging the national forest in the Williams 
Ranger District. As the Forest Service knows, it is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils
when driving cross-country. Therefore, it is critical that off-road travel be prohibited and that 
no exceptions are made for motorized dispersed camping or motorized retrieval of elk or any other 
game.

The Williams Ranger District should develop a fiscally responsible, environmentally manageable road
system. I am very disappointed that the Forest Service has failed to identify a single mile of 
road for permanent closure. The plan to convert 380 miles of currently open system roads to 
Maintenance Level 1 roads is irresponsible and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these 
roads. Keeping unnecessary roads will result in continued environmental harm and an increase in 
maintenance backlogs, which already exceed $43.5 million forest-wide.

I appreciate the Williams Ranger District staff working diligently on travel management and 
planning to close approximately 20 miles of road that affect northern goshawk. No motorized trail 
system should be allowed that would overlap goshawk nest areas or post-fledging family areas. 

The plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is unnecessary. In 
all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 miles of Maintenance Level 2 roads to facilitate
a rugged, motorized experience.

All "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis should be permanently closed. 

All identified user-created routes should be obliterated as quickly as funding and staffing allow.
It is disheartening to see how little regard ORV users have to creating a new route. I have heard 
ORV people say if they see a route that appears not to be widely used they ride on it so it will 
become a "regular" route. I wish I had a way to fight this mentality but closing these routes 
seems to be the only solution. It is almost impossible to go hiking and not stumble upon an ORV 
trail. This lessens the sense of being in the wilderness and spoils the area in a way the ORV 
people are oblivious to. Why do they think they have a right to be there without hiking on their 
own two feet?

Please accept this letter with my own recommendations and in support the specific recommendations 
submitted by the Center for Biological Diversity. I urge you to release a decision that 
incorporates these recommendations into Alternative 4. Please prioritize the protection of 
conservation values and quiet recreation needs. Thank you.

Cindy Shafer
2402 E 2070 S
St. George, UT 84790
US
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From: John Andes
Reply To: firegrunt@tds.net
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/25/2010 03:34 PM

Off-road vehicles and unnecessary forest roads are damaging the national forest in the Williams 
Ranger District. As the Forest Service knows, it is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils
when driving cross-country. Therefore, it is critical that off-road travel be prohibited and that 
no exceptions are made for motorized dispersed camping or motorized retrieval of elk or any other 
game.

The Williams Ranger District should develop a fiscally responsible, environmentally manageable road
system. I am very disappointed that the Forest Service has failed to identify a single mile of 
road for permanent closure. This is intolerable and unacceptable. The plan to convert 380 miles of
currently open system roads to Maintenance Level 1 roads is irresponsible and will not reduce the 
environmental impacts of these roads. Keeping unnecessary roads open will result in continued 
environmental harm and an increase in maintenance backlogs, which already exceed $43.5 million 
forest-wide. 

I appreciate the Williams Ranger District staff working diligently on travel management and 
planning to close approximately 20 miles of road that affect northern goshawk. No motorized trail 
system should be allowed that would overlap goshawk nest areas or post-fledging family areas. 

However, the plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is 
unnecessary. In all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 miles of Maintenance Level 2 
roads to facilitate a rugged, motorized experience.

All "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis should be permanently closed. 

All identified user-created routes should be obliterated as quickly as funding and staffing allow.

Forest Servive lands are public lands and should be intended as such. To continue to allow these 
lands to be used and destroyed by a small but vociferous group of irresponsible users - the ATV 
operators - is to deny the remainder of the user public the opportunity to enjoy those lands free 
of the noise and other disruption caused by that group, not to mention the outright destruction of
the other natural resource values which those lands provide  including wildlife habitat, air and 
visual qualities, and soil and water conservation and protection. These values should be respected 
and incorporated into Alternative 4.    

Please accept this letter with my own recommendations and in support the specific recommendations 
submitted by the Center for Biological Diversity. I urge you to release a decision that 
incorporates these recommendations into Alternative 4. Please prioritize the protection of 
conservation values and quiet recreation needs. 

Thank you.

John Andes
300 Estate Drive
Mount Juliet, TN 37122
US
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From: Lee winslow
Reply To: ldurango@msn.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/25/2010 04:23 PM

Off-road vehicles and unnecessary forest roads are damaging the national forest in the Williams 
Ranger District. As the Forest Service knows, it is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils
when driving cross-country. Therefore, it is critical that off-road travel be prohibited and that 
no exceptions are made for motorized dispersed camping or motorized retrieval of elk or any other 
game.

The Williams Ranger District should develop a fiscally responsible, environmentally manageable road
system. I am very disappointed that the Forest Service has failed to identify a single mile of 
road for permanent closure. The plan to convert 380 miles of currently open system roads to 
Maintenance Level 1 roads is irresponsible and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these 
roads. Keeping unnecessary roads will result in continued environmental harm and an increase in 
maintenance backlogs, which already exceed $43.5 million forest-wide.

I appreciate the Williams Ranger District staff working diligently on travel management and 
planning to close approximately 20 miles of road that affect northern goshawk. No motorized trail 
system should be allowed that would overlap goshawk nest areas or post-fledging family areas. 

The plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is unnecessary. In 
all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 miles of Maintenance Level 2 roads to facilitate
a rugged, motorized experience.

All "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis should be permanently closed. 

All identified user-created routes should be obliterated as quickly as funding and staffing allow.

It is way past time to get ORV's under control in our national forests.  Too many riders of these 
things seem to think they can do what ever they want because no one is watching at that moment.  
That should result in loss of privleges, perhaps even confiscating of vehicles.

Please accept this letter with my own recommendations and in support the specific recommendations 
submitted by the Center for Biological Diversity. I urge you to release a decision that 
incorporates these recommendations into Alternative 4. Please prioritize the protection of 
conservation values and quiet recreation needs. Thank you.

Lee winslow
1080 W. Kaibab Ln., Apt 64B
FLAGSTAFF, AZ 86001
US
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From: Lowell Smith
Reply To: lowsmith@mail2scientist.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/25/2010 05:37 PM

As a scientist who has collaborated on population and ecosystem research studies in the Kaibab, I 
wish to comment on the draft EIS covering the Willams District Travel Management Plan.  The Kaibab
NF management and staff deserve plaudits for initiating this process in view of the controversial 
nature of this action among some of the entrenched local ORV enthusiasts.  Yet, it is important to
address the problems that too many roads in the Kaibab, and off-road vehicle travel in general, 
have created for water and air pollution, silting of streams, and unsustainable stress on 
wildlife.  

The preferred option outlined in this EIS is inadequate to resolve these fundamental issues.  As 
such, this  preferred option sacrifices the sustained long term value of the resource base for the
short term exploitation and convenience of motorized users today.  It fails to use valid science 
based principles in managing this resource.

Off-road vehicles and unnecessary forest roads are damaging the national forest in the Williams 
Ranger District. As the Forest Service knows, it is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils
when driving cross-country. Therefore, it is critical that off-road travel be prohibited and that 
no exceptions are made for motorized dispersed camping or motorized retrieval of elk or any other 
game.

The Williams Ranger District should develop a fiscally responsible, environmentally manageable road
system. I am very disappointed that the Forest Service has failed to identify a single mile of 
road for permanent closure. The plan to convert 380 miles of currently open system roads to 
Maintenance Level 1 roads is irresponsible and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these 
roads. Keeping unnecessary roads will result in continued environmental harm and an increase in 
maintenance backlogs, which already exceed $43.5 million forest-wide.

I appreciate the Williams Ranger District staff working diligently on travel management and 
planning to close approximately 20 miles of road that affect northern goshawk. No motorized trail 
system should be allowed that would overlap goshawk nest areas or post-fledging family areas. 

The plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is unnecessary. In 
all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 miles of Maintenance Level 2 roads to facilitate
a rugged, motorized experience.

All "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis should be permanently closed. 

All identified user-created routes should be obliterated as quickly as funding and staffing allow,
or can be accomplished by the use of volunteer labor.  

Please accept this letter with my own recommendations and in support the specific recommendations 
submitted by the Center for Biological Diversity. I urge you to release a decision that 
incorporates these recommendations into Alternative 4. Please prioritize the protection of 
conservation values and quiet recreation needs. Thank you.

Lowell Smith
2548 Crums Church Rd.
Berryville, VA 22611
US
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From: Siddharth Mehrotra
Reply To: siddharthmehrotra@verizon.net
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/25/2010 07:18 PM

Off-road vehicles and unnecessary forest roads are damaging the national forest in the Williams 
Ranger District. It is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils when driving cross-country; 
therefore, off-road travel must be prohibited and no exceptions made for motorized dispersed 
camping or motorized retrieval of hunted animals.

The Williams Ranger District should develop a fiscally responsible, environmentally manageable road
system. The Forest Service has failed to identify a single mile of road for permanent closure. The
plan to convert 380 miles of currently open system roads to Maintenance Level 1 roads is 
irresponsible and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these roads. Keeping unnecessary 
roads will result in continued environmental harm and an increase in maintenance backlogs, which 
already exceed $43.5 million forest-wide.

I appreciate the Williams Ranger District staff working diligently on travel management and 
planning to close approximately 20 miles of road that affect northern goshawk. No motorized trail 
system should be allowed that would overlap goshawk nest areas or post-fledging family areas. 

The plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is unnecessary. In 
all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 miles of Maintenance Level 2 roads to facilitate
a rugged, motorized experience.

All "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis should be permanently closed. 

All user-created routes should be obliterated as quickly as they are discovered.  

The Forest Service's plan would allow forest visitors to drive nearly the length of a football 
field off many miles of road to find a place to camp. We have asked the Service to designate 
camping sites and short routes to these sites to allow the continued use of these popular areas in
a way that would protect fragile soils and vegetation. Although most camp sites are within 100 
feet of a road, the Service plans to allow off-road driving for 200 feet. This does not make 
sense.

Under Alternatives 2 and 3, hunters would have exclusive access to the entire forest to pick up a 
downed elk. This allows destruction of public lands for the benefit of a select group. Only 
Alternative 4 would prevent the continued spread of invasive species and protect plants and 
animals from being crushed under the tires of an off-road vehicle carrying an elk.

Responsible travel-management plans should include a list of unnecessary roads to close and 
restore to a natural state. The Williams Ranger District has no plans to remove a single mile of 
road and instead will place 380 miles of road off-limits to public use and outside the maintenance
schedule, but part of the official road system. These roads will quickly erode, attracting 
irresponsible off-road drivers with deep ruts, steep slopes, and remote access. Illegal use of 
these roads will continue unless the Forest Service physically closes these roads, which should be
permanently removed from the official road system through travel planning. I urge you to release a
decision that incorporates these recommendations into Alternative 4. We have accused you of 
irresponsibility and callousness toward the things you are ordered to guard (and therefore of 
neglect); please prove us wrong, and make this proof last forever.

Siddharth Mehrotra
3230 Orange Drive
Camarillo, CA 93010-1322
US
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From: Carl Pribanic
Reply To: cpribanic@verizon.net
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/25/2010 07:38 PM

Off-road vehicles and unnecessary forest roads are damaging the national forest in the Williams 
Ranger District. As the Forest Service knows, it is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils
when driving off regular and maintained roads.  Therefore, it is critical that off-road travel be 
prohibited where such use is impacted heavily a given area.  Any exceptions made for motorized 
dispersed camping or motorized retrieval of elk or any other game, should be the narrow exception 
only.

The Williams Ranger District should develop a more fiscally responsible, environmentally manageable
road system. I am very disappointed that the Forest Service has failed to identify a single mile 
of road for permanent closure. The plan to convert 380 miles of currently open system roads to 
Maintenance Level 1 roads is irresponsible and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these 
roads. Keeping unnecessary roads will result in continued environmental harm and an increase in 
maintenance backlogs, which already exceed $43.5 million forest-wide.  And this is simply a 
backwards decision of know towing to a highly specialized constituency - one only, of many varying
from hikers, backpackers, etc. ad infinitum.

I appreciate the Williams Ranger District staff working diligently on travel management and 
planning to close approximately 20 miles of road that affect northern goshawk. No motorized trail 
system should be allowed that would overlap goshawk nest areas or post fledgling family areas. 

The plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is unnecessary. In 
all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 miles of Maintenance Level 2 roads to facilitate
a rugged, motorized experience.

All "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis should be permanently closed. 

All identified user-created routes should be obliterated as quickly as funding and staffing allow.

Please accept this letter with my recommendations and in support the specific recommendations 
submitted by the Center for Biological Diversity.  I urge you to release a decision that 
incorporates these recommendations into Alternative 4.  Please prioritize the protection of 
conservation values and quiet recreation needs, not just those of the loud, squeaky wheel makers! 

Thank you.

Carl Pribanic
7013 Caldwell lane
Plano, TX 75025
US
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From: Melinda Weisser-Lee
Reply To: weisserlee@gmail.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/25/2010 08:25 PM

Off-road vehicles and unnecessary forest roads are damaging the national forest in the Williams 
Ranger District. As the Forest Service knows, it is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils
when driving cross-country. Therefore, it is critical that off-road travel be prohibited and that 
no exceptions are made for motorized dispersed camping or motorized retrieval of elk or any other 
game.

As a hker, I have many opportunities to see the damage caused by these vehicles.  They disturb 
wildlife, and should be limited to existing roads only.

The Williams Ranger District should develop a fiscally responsible, environmentally manageable road
system. I am very disappointed that the Forest Service has failed to identify a single mile of 
road for permanent closure. The plan to convert 380 miles of currently open system roads to 
Maintenance Level 1 roads is irresponsible and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these 
roads. Keeping unnecessary roads will result in continued environmental harm and an increase in 
maintenance backlogs, which already exceed $43.5 million forest-wide.

I appreciate the Williams Ranger District staff working diligently on travel management and 
planning to close approximately 20 miles of road that affect northern goshawk. No motorized trail 
system should be allowed that would overlap goshawk nest areas or post-fledging family areas. 

The plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is unnecessary. In 
all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 miles of Maintenance Level 2 roads to facilitate
a rugged, motorized experience.

All "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis should be permanently closed. 

All identified user-created routes should be obliterated as quickly as funding and staffing allow.

Please accept this letter with my own recommendations and in support the specific recommendations 
submitted by the Center for Biological Diversity. I urge you to release a decision that 
incorporates these recommendations into Alternative 4. Please prioritize the protection of 
conservation values and quiet recreation needs. Thank you.

Melinda Weisser-Lee
3864 W Kimball St
Thatcher, AZ 85552
US
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From: Bruce Berger
Reply To: bberger@rof.net
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/25/2010 09:42 PM

 As a longtime visitor to the Kaibab National Forest, I am dismayed by the destruction caused by 
ORV vehicles that are cutting the habitat into pieces when this resource should be protected and 
treasured. I hope this abdication of duty will end, and that the Williams District will ban ORV 
trails that are being abused at the expense of a forest that is the property of all Americans.

Bruce Berger

Bruce Berger
835 W. Main St.
Aspen, CO 81611
US
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Mr. Weigand called and asked about what the “Fuelwood Gathering” plan was that we were 
proposing.  I explained that fuelwood was part of the larger Travel Management Project that 
we were working on and while we were not directly making changes to the fuelwood program; 
impacts to gathering would result from the prohibition of off road travel.  I gave him a brief 
summary of the Rule and why what the project was aimed at (restricting off road travel).  I 
described the two ways in which we planned to meet the demand for fuelwood in the local 
community: 1) roadside parking and gathering, 2) designated fuelwood cutting areas.  Mr. 
Weigand was most concerned with how these plans would impact his need for gathering 
fuelwood on the district.  He seemed to be satisfied with the strategy to designate fuelwood 
areas but was a little concerned about the roadside parking strategy.  He said there would not 
be enough wood near the roadsides to make it feasible for him or others to gather enough 
wood.  He was also concerned that restrictions on cross country travel would make it more 
expensive for commercial wood cutters to get fuelwood, therefore increasing the price of 
commercial fuelwood which would make it difficult for people on low or fixed incomes to afford 
it. 

He also assumed that there would be impacts to retrieving game.  I summarized the game 
retrieval strategies in Alts. 2 and 3.  He was most happy with 3, because it was least restrictive.  
He and his family frequently hunt on the District and use trucks/ATVs to retrieve downed 
game. 

I briefly explained the comment period, the EA and expected timelines for the project and 
offered to send him the EA so he could be more familiar with the project and invited him to the 
meeting on the 6th.  He preferred to wait until we were closer to decision/implementation.  I 
also let him know that other Forest’s would be coming out with their plans soon (i.e. Coconino) 
so he should be hearing about them.  
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From: Tony Leon
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: motorized vehicle use on the Williams Ranger District of the Kaibab National Forest
Date: 02/26/2010 09:36 AM

Hello,
My name is Tony leon and I live in Tucson AZ, in my opinion you should restrict as much as possible
Motorized vehicle access as much as possible, if not you will get ATV and 4x4 yahoos that will tear up
The environment. I have seen it down south here in the desert. Please don’t get me wrong I also have
a 4x4 and hunt and camp as much as I can.
But I stick to the road and when I set up camp I walk to where I need to go, sometime quit a long way,
I have friends that have ATV’s and can travel more ground then me, but of course I get deep in to the
desert and in canyon where no OHV can go. I also realize that the game and fish is responsible for the
enforcement of the OHV tag program, but again all I see down here is ATV’s just tearing up the desert
with “Donuts” fish tails and just out right 70 mph speeds.
The dust, the noise, the damage is too much. Again if you let them in they will come, not all are
disrespectful but some are young-dumb and could care less.
And just like poachers killing game illegally they to will break the laws, because one they don’t know
any better and two they don’t care.
Thank you,
Tony Leon
Tucson, AZ

E-mail message checked by Spyware Doctor (6.1.0.447)
Database version: 6.14450
http://www.pctools.com/spyware-doctor-antivirus/
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From: Nori Lane Bishop
Reply To: norilane1949@yahoo.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/26/2010 07:31 PM

Off-road vehicles and unnecessary forest roads are damaging the national forest in the Williams 
Ranger District. As the Forest Service knows, it is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils
when driving cross-country. Therefore, it is critical that off-road travel be prohibited and that 
no exceptions are made for motorized dispersed camping or motorized retrieval of elk or any other 
game.

The Williams Ranger District should develop a fiscally responsible, environmentally manageable road
system. I am very disappointed that the Forest Service has failed to identify a single mile of 
road for permanent closure. The plan to convert 380 miles of currently open system roads to 
Maintenance Level 1 roads is irresponsible and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these 
roads. Keeping unnecessary roads will result in continued environmental harm and an increase in 
maintenance backlogs, which already exceed $43.5 million forest-wide. In addition to the potential
for erosion and other degradation of plant and animal populations, the fragmentation of the 
forested land limits significantly the species of larger wildlife that can and will use the 
habitat so divided up by roads that only bring danger and degradation to the interiors.

I appreciate the Williams Ranger District staff working diligently on travel management and 
planning to close approximately 20 miles of road that affect northern goshawk. No motorized trail 
system should be allowed that would overlap goshawk nest areas or post-fledging family areas. 
Unintentional disruption of nesting is every bit as damaging as that disruption enacted 
purposefully by ignorant people upon wildlife habitat. Nesting areas and fledgling areas need to 
be safeguarded from inadvertant disruption by motorized traffic and other human activities.

The plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is unnecessary. In 
all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 miles of Maintenance Level 2 roads to facilitate
a rugged, motorized experience.

All "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis should be permanently closed. 

All identified user-created routes should be obliterated as quickly as funding and staffing allow.

Please accept this letter with my own recommendations and in support the specific recommendations 
submitted by the Center for Biological Diversity. I urge you to release a decision that 
incorporates these recommendations into Alternative 4. Please prioritize the protection of 
conservation values and quiet recreation needs. Thank you.

Nori Lane Bishop
688 S. Albany Road
West Glover, VT 05875
US
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From: Georgeanne Spates
Reply To: gspates@optonline.net
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/26/2010 08:57 PM

I am writing you today urging your prohibition of off-road vehicular travel in the Williams Ranger
District national forest.  No exceptions should be made for either motorized camping or retrieval 
of game.  The District needs to develop a fiscally responsible, environmentally manageable road 
system, including the elimination of unnecessary roads that allow environmental damage and costly 
maintenance.

Alternative 4 is the way to go!  I truly appreciate your consideration of my comments.

Georgeanne Spates
P.O. Box 786
Southold, NY 11971
US
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From: Jenny & David Mapes
Reply To: jennavidandcats@charter.net
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/27/2010 08:55 AM

Off-road vehicles and unnecessary forest roads are damaging the national forest in the Williams 
Ranger District. As the Forest Service knows, it is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils
when driving cross-country. Therefore, it is critical that off-road travel be prohibited and that 
no exceptions are made for motorized dispersed camping or motorized retrieval of elk or any other 
game.

The Williams Ranger District should develop a fiscally responsible, environmentally manageable road
system. I am very disappointed that the Forest Service has failed to identify a single mile of 
road for permanent closure. The plan to convert 380 miles of currently open system roads to 
Maintenance Level 1 roads is irresponsible and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these 
roads. Keeping unnecessary roads will result in continued environmental harm and an increase in 
maintenance backlogs, which already exceed $43.5 million forest-wide.

We appreciate the Williams Ranger District staff working diligently on travel management and 
planning to close approximately 20 miles of road that affect northern goshawk. No motorized trail 
system should be allowed that would overlap goshawk nest areas or post-fledging family areas. 

The plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is unnecessary. In 
all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 miles of Maintenance Level 2 roads to facilitate
a rugged, motorized experience.

All "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis should be permanently closed. 

All identified user-created routes should be obliterated as quickly as funding and staffing allow.

Please accept this letter with my own recommendations and in support the specific recommendations 
submitted by the Center for Biological Diversity. We urge you to release a decision that 
incorporates these recommendations into Alternative 4. Please prioritize the protection of 
conservation values and quiet recreation needs. Thank you.

We have seen the destruction of our fishing reservoir from just a few people on atvs who think it 
is fun to do wheelies all over any open area.  Also the crossing of the river at a shallow part 
from one side to the other side. This destruction was in an area that could have been monitored 
more easily than the Williams Ranger District. We give you credit for your good work, atvs remain 
a problem all over the US.

Jenny & David Mapes
403 Colebrook River Road
Riverton, CT 06065
US
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From: Randall Tyers
Reply To: tyersome@gmail.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/27/2010 11:02 AM

Motorized vehicles are destructive to soils, vegetation, air quality, and the safety of other 
users; they also create unacceptable impacts on wildlife and other users through noise pollution. 
Off-road vehicles and unnecessary forest roads are damaging the national forest in the Williams 
Ranger District. As the Forest Service knows, it is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils
when driving cross-country. Therefore, it is critical that off-road travel be prohibited and that 
no exceptions are made for motorized dispersed camping or motorized retrieval of elk or any other 
game.

The Williams Ranger District should develop a fiscally responsible, environmentally manageable road
system. I am very disappointed that the Forest Service has failed to identify a single mile of 
road for permanent closure. The plan to convert 380 miles of currently open system roads to 
Maintenance Level 1 roads is irresponsible and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these 
roads. Keeping unnecessary roads will result in continued environmental harm and an increase in 
maintenance backlogs, which already exceed $43.5 million forest-wide.

I appreciate the Williams Ranger District staff working diligently on travel management and 
planning to close approximately 20 miles of road that affect northern goshawk. No motorized trail 
system should be allowed that would overlap goshawk nest areas or post-fledging family areas. 

The plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is unnecessary. In 
all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 miles of Maintenance Level 2 roads to facilitate
a rugged, motorized experience.

All "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis should be permanently closed. 

All identified user-created routes should be obliterated as quickly as funding and staffing allow.

Please accept this letter with my own recommendations and in support the specific recommendations 
submitted by the Center for Biological Diversity. I urge you to release a decision that 
incorporates these recommendations into Alternative 4. Please prioritize the protection of 
conservation values and quiet recreation needs. Thank you.

Randall Tyers
63 Oakvale Ave.
Berkeley, CA 94705
US
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From: James David Norris
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Motorized Big Game Retrieval (MBGR) upon Kaibab National Forest /     Williams Ranger District
Date: 02/27/2010 07:19 PM

I strongly support Alternative 1, the No Action Alternative.

Respectfully,

James David Norris
Lawrenceville, GA
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From: Lawrence Thompson
Reply To: thompson14ster@Gmail.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/27/2010 09:44 PM

Since it is not possible in the Williams Ranger to avoid damage to plants and soils when driving 
cross-country, it is critical that off-road travel be prohibited and that NO EXCEPTIONS are made 
for retrieval of hunting game.  The Williams Ranger District should develop a fiscally responsible,
environmentally manageable road system. 

I am disappointed that the Forest Service has failed to identify a single mile of road for 
permanent closure. The plan to convert 380 miles of currently open system roads to Maintenance 
Level 1 roads is irresponsible and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these roads. 
Keeping unnecessary roads will result in continued environmental harm and an increase in 
maintenance backlogs, which already exceed $40 million forest-wide. Closing 20 miles of road that 
affect northern goshawk is a good move. No motorized trail system should be allowed that would 
overlap goshawk nest areas or post-fledging family areas. 

The plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is unnecessary. In 
all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 miles of Maintenance Level 2 roads to facilitate
a rugged, motorized experience.  All "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis
should be permanently closed. All identified user-created routes should be erased.  

Please take this letter as my own recommendations and in support of the recommendations submitted 
by the Center for Biological Diversity. I urge you to release a decision that incorporates these 
recommendations into Alternative 4. 

I hope you will give priority the protection of conservation values and quiet recreation needs. 

Thank you.

Lawrence Thompson
1069 Felicia Court
Livermore, CA 94550
US

56-1

56-2

56-3

56-4

From: Robert Brito
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Motorized Big Game Retrieval
Date: 02/28/2010 01:10 PM

To whom it may concern,

The idea of not to allow hunter access to down game in the national forest
for legal retrieval is just wrong.
To think that every single retrieval will harm the forest is just not so. The
impact given for livestock and mining and other private ventures' seems to
harm the forest more than hunters and campers. Recreational use is
just that recreational and on occasion, that of livestock and mining is
constant and damages the forest severely. But as always money seems to
talk louder than anything else. It is my position to support a balance
decision to allow for recreational use as well as retrieval of down game.

Robert Brito
9029 W. Mackenzie Dr.
Phoenix, AZ 85037
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From: Roger and Maggie
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject:
Date: 02/28/2010 02:27 PM

Your "regulation" would restrict the use of Kaibab Forest by the average citizen.  I take my children
to Kaibab just to see and listen to nature.  By restriciting the back roads from being used, this would
restrict our access to many acres of the forest we know enjoy.

Please do not restrict any vechile from being used on any established road.

Thank-you

Mike Williams
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From: hossbun@aol.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: MBGR
Date: 02/28/2010 02:47 PM

My husband and I have been big game hunters in Arizona since 1948 and we both support the
present law of MBGR.
Thank you
Bob and Betty Osborne
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From: Muriel Garvey
Reply To: muriel.garvey@quinnipiac.edu
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 02/28/2010 07:19 PM

As a former resident of Arizona, I am writing to ask that you do NOT allow more off-road access 
in the Williams Road District. Please, it must be protected. Off-road access contributes to 
degradation.

Thank you.

Muriel Garvey
72 Ralston Ave.
Hamden, CT 06517
USA
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From: jim hays
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: TMP/MBGR
Date: 03/01/2010 07:22 AM

I support, and urge you to approve Alternate 1.
I have COPD and during an archery season harvested a legal cow elk a couple of
years back.  Without the ability to retreive the elk with a motorized vehicle, I would
have been unable to hunt period, as I would not have been able to pack it out at
all.  We all have the right to enjoy our woods, wheather we hunt or not.  Restricting
our ability is not the answer.
James R. Hays
P.O. Box 161
Saint David, AZ 85630
cell: 520-909-1106
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From: Matthew Wold
Reply To: m_wold@yahoo.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 03/01/2010 01:42 PM

I am pleased to hear that your staff is closing roads to protect Goshawk habitat and nesting 
areas. Anything you can do to lessen the damage cause by ORVs and excessive amount of roads would 
be appreciated. Motor vehicle recreation should be restricted to certain areas where they can make
noise and wheel around, leaving the majority of the land in its natural state. 

Unnecessary roads need to be closed to vehicle use, and off-road travel bans enforced. Illegal 
roads need to be blocked, not permitted. To my understanding, there are hundred of miles of 
Maintenance Level 2 roads for 4WDs to explore. That seems like plenty of opportunity for vehicle 
enthusiasts to explore.

In any case, conservation of wildlife, vegetation and soils needs to come first. That?s what I 
most enjoy during my visits to Arizona. Thank you for considering my views. 

Matthew Wold
135 Camille Ct.
Alamo, CA 94507
US
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From: Yuko Nakajima
Reply To: yn24@uclink.berkeley.edu
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 03/01/2010 04:48 PM

Motorized vehicles are a source of noise, stink and dust. They do not belong in natural areas 
except in very limited circumstances such as maintenance and rescue operations. Off-road vehicles 
and unnecessary forest roads are damaging the national forest in the Williams Ranger District. As 
the Forest Service knows, it is impossible to avoid damage to plants and soils when driving cross-
country. Therefore, it is critical that off-road travel be prohibited and that no exceptions are 
made for motorized dispersed camping or motorized retrieval of elk or any other game.

The Williams Ranger District should develop a fiscally responsible, environmentally manageable road
system. I am very disappointed that the Forest Service has failed to identify a single mile of 
road for permanent closure. The plan to convert 380 miles of currently open system roads to 
Maintenance Level 1 roads is irresponsible and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these 
roads. Keeping unnecessary roads will result in continued environmental harm and an increase in 
maintenance backlogs, which already exceed $43.5 million forest-wide.

I appreciate the Williams Ranger District staff working diligently on travel management and 
planning to close approximately 20 miles of road that affect northern goshawk. No motorized trail 
system should be allowed that would overlap goshawk nest areas or post-fledging family areas. 

The plan to designate a motorized trail system in the Williams Ranger District is unnecessary. In 
all alternatives presented there are nearly 1,000 miles of Maintenance Level 2 roads to facilitate
a rugged, motorized experience.

All "high risk/low value" roads identified through travel analysis should be permanently closed. 

All identified user-created routes should be obliterated as quickly as funding and staffing allow.

Please accept this letter with my own recommendations and in support the specific recommendations 
submitted by the Center for Biological Diversity. I urge you to release a decision that 
incorporates these recommendations into Alternative 4. Please prioritize the protection of 
conservation values and quiet recreation needs. Thank you.

Yuko Nakajima
63 Oakvale Ave.
Berkeley, CA 94705
US
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From: Stephen Tonjes
Reply To: sdtonjes@cfl.rr.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 03/01/2010 06:14 PM

The Ocala National Forest here in Florida has taken action to limit ORV activity and closed many 
unnecessary roads. Please follow their example

Stephen Tonjes
423 W. Pennsylvania Ave
DeLand, FL 32720
US
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From: John and Eileen
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Comment to Williams Ranger District Travel Management Project
Date: 03/01/2010 08:12 PM

Please find attached our comments to the Willaims Ranger District Travel 
Management Project. A response that this comment has been received and is in 
accordance with the requirements of 36 CFR 215 would be much appreciated.

John and Eileen Eavis
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From: comments-southwestern-kaibab
Sent By: Liz M Schuppert
To: Paul Hancock; Micah Grondin
Subject: Fw: Comments on Williams Ranger District Travel Management Project Environmental Assessment
Date: 04/13/2010 12:33 PM

Did you all get this comment message??

----- Forwarded by Liz M Schuppert/R3/USDAFS on 04/13/2010 12:32 PM -----

"Wendy S. LeStarge"
<LeStarge.Wendy@azdeq.gov>

02/25/2010 01:04 PM

To <comments-southwestern-
kaibab@fs.fed.us>

cc "Linda C. Taunt" <Taunt.Linda@azdeq.gov>

Subject Comments on Williams Ranger District Travel
Management Project Environmental
Assessment

The following comments are submitted on behalf of Linda Taunt, Deputy Division
Director of the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality, Water Quality Division.

Thank you for the February 5, 2010 Environmental Assessment regarding the Williams
Ranger District’s Travel Management Project. The Arizona Department of Environmental
Quality Water Quality Division (ADEQ) is responsible for ensuring the delivery of safe
drinking water to customers of regulated public water systems under the Safe Drinking Water
Act, permits for proposed discharges to surface waters of the United States under the federal
Clean Water Act, permits under the state Aquifer Protection Program, and water quality
certifications of certain federal licenses and permits. Based on the information provided,
ADEQ has the following comments related to water quality.

A correction on page 159 is necessary. Whitehorse Lake is no longer listed on the 2006/2008
303(d) Impaired Waters list. In past 303(d) listings, the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) had added Whitehorse Lake. EPA recently approved ADEQ’s
2006/2008 303(d), with Whitehorse Lake being delisted. For further information or questions,
please contact Anel Avila at (602) 771- 4647 or by e-mail at aa1@azdeq.gov.

ADEQ would request that the Williams Ranger District consider how proposed changes in
the Travel Management Plan might affect nonpoint source pollution. Some of the rangeland
management and mitigation practices described in the National Management Measures to
Control Nonpoint Source Pollution from Forestry published by EPA in 2005 are appropriate
for mitigating impacts on rangeland. This publication can be downloaded at
http://www.epa.gov/nps/forestrymgmt.

67-6

67-7

We appreciate the opportunity to review and provide comments.  If you need further
information, please contact Wendy LeStarge of my staff at (602) 771-4836 or via e-mail at
wl1@azdeq.gov, or myself at (602) 771-4416 or via e-mail at lc1@azdeq.gov.

Sincerely,

Linda Taunt, Deputy Director
Water Quality Division

Wendy LeStarge
Environmental Rules Specialist
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
Water Quality Division
(602) 771-4836

NOTICE: This e-mail (and any attachments) may contain PRIVILEGED OR CONFIDENTIAL information and
is intended only for the use of the specific individual(s) to whom it is addressed. It may contain
information that is privileged and confidential under state and federal law. This information may be used or
disclosed only in accordance with law, and you may be subject to penalties under law for improper use or
further disclosure of the information in this e-mail and its attachments. If you have received this e-mail in
error, please immediately notify the person named above by reply e-mail, and then delete the original e-
mail. Thank you.
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From: KEITH R DUNTZE
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Comments
Date: 03/02/2010 10:58 AM

Gentlemen, 

 As a hunter in Unit 8, I can understand the need to close down some trails / roads in the area. This is
sound forest management policy. However, I believe that hunters be allowed to retrieve their legally
taken game via motorized vehicles as is currently allowed. As I am 60 years old, I feel that packing out
an elk on my back is almost beyond my humble back. I urge you to continue the current policy of
allowing hunters to retrieve their game.

Thank You,
Keith Duntze

NRA Life Member
NRA Certified Instructor

68-1

From: The Wilderness Vagabond
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: travel plan
Date: 03/02/2010 12:14 PM

Rob Jones
3443 South Debbie Street, Flagstaff, Arizona 86001-8557

E-Mail: wildvagabond@yahoo.com

Ariel Leonard
Forest Planner
Kaibab National Forest

Foresters,

    Road density and OHV management are inexplicably linked.  Road density should be decreased by 
approximately 80% on public lands and OHVs should be banned from use on public lands.

Management policies toward ORVs/ATVs/OHVs should be like public health-oriented policies 
prohibiting smoking.  How come?  Because these vehicles damage forest and desert health, and are 
an affront to responsible recreation and land stewardship.  Let's examine the use of  smoking as 
an analogy.  Smokers affect non-smokers, but not vice-versa. OHV users similarly affect "quiet 
recreationists." Society has settled the smoking issue by demanding that smokers practice their 
habit in confined areas.

    The Forest Service needs to get on top of the OHV issue and require that their use be confined
to relatively small, suitable areas and leave most national forest lands the way they should be - 
natural.  I do not believe, and the data indicate that our national forests cannot stand much more
of the "good times" where OHVs roam free.  Clean water and wildlife will continue to suffer along 
with increasingly disenfranchised recreationists who long for naturalness and quiet. The Forest 
Service, the BLM, and state agencies have allied themselves with the wrong values on this issue.

I think that the assessment that OHVs are damaging public lands is a serious understatement. OHV's
- including ATVs, dirt bikes, 4WDs and snowmobiles - may be fun to ride, but they have and are 
ruining the last best places in America's national and state forests and deserts.  Clean water, 
fragile soils, fish and wildlife are taking a beating, and there are fewer and fewer places to 
pursue quiet and solitude. Then there is how OHVs spread noxious weeds, start wild fires, create 
all sorts of management and resource problems.

    A small start would be limiting OHV travel to designated routes only.  Along with this, a 
calibrated user fee should be required - say $50.00 per day, with policies that require 
impoundment and sale of any OHV found in violation of land-use policies.  But such a small step in
the right direction is not enough when a giant leap is needed.  Better, OHVs should be allowed 
only in small, fenced, easily monitored "sacrifice areas," where wildlife, plants, riparian areas, 
and sensible recreationists can be protected from this blue smoke hoard.  This approach represents 
improved land stewardship, rather than bowing to those with the loudest roar (really, mufflers 
should be required).  Still, the best, most far-sighted policy, for the reasons of land health, 
proper stewardship, and national security, is to permanently and totally ban OHVs from all public 
lands (federal and state).

I also believe OHVs are a threat to national security.  They are wasteful to produce, they require
huge fuel-guzzling vehicles to transport them, they are wasteful to use, and they destroy our 
resources (soils, watersheds, air quality, plants, wildlife and wildlife habitat, disrupt wildlife 
movement and corridors).   For the reasons of land health, proper stewardship, and national 
security, ORVs/ATVs/OHVs should be permanently and totally banned from all public lands.  This ban 
should take place immediately, by Director and Manager use of policy.

OHV use is a special interest single abuse and does not represent proper or sustainable public 
land stewardship. OHVs on public land disrupt soils and plants, damage riparian areas, constitute 
a wasteful use and abuse of resources, represent support of terrorism - increasing our dependence 
on foreign oil, and contribute to air and water pollution.  Please act today to permanently and 
totally ban OHVs from all public lands (federal and state).

Reasons to ban all OHVs from all public lands:

Proper land stewardship.

Soils health.

Watersheds health.

Public health (air, water, sanity, natural quiet, preservation of rare plants, etc.)

Air quality.

Plants, wildlife and wildlife habitat, wildlife movement and corridors.

Decrease dependence on foreign oil (national security).

Returning/maintaining natural quiet.

Lands safer from fires.

Help prevent the establishment of dangerous, foreign weeds.

Help prevent poaching of game and fish.

Allows land stewards to do just that, rather than policing OHVs.

Decreased "need" for roads = more $ for stewardship (close 90% of roads and ways) - roads which 
destroy or shrink wildlife habitat, cause soil errosion, etc.
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Allows elimination of many backcountry roads, which are the leading source of erosion, leading to 
impaired water quality and reduced fish populations.

Cordially, Rob

69-8 From: Keith Heimes
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: TMP FOR WILLIAMS RANGER DISTRICT
Date: 03/02/2010 01:57 PM

To: Whom It May Concern

This email is in response to the current TMP under consideration for the Williams Ranger District.

Specifically my comments are directed towards Alternative 2, Proposed Action:

Item 1:  Why limit the use of motorized vehicles for game retrieval to elk only?  All large game species
that are hunted during warm seasons should be on the list--including deer which can be hunted in
August.

Items 2: Alternative 2 states that use of motor vehicles is restricted to the months of Sept and Oct??  I
have hunted cow elk during the early cow only season and it can be quite warm then and the need to
expeditiously remove a harvested animal from the field is paramount--motorized vehicles should be
allowed throughout all big game seasons.

Items 3:  Alternative 2 states the hours that motorized vehicles can be used are from 1000 AM to
midnight?? Why the restriction??  A great number of animals are harvested during the early hours of
the day and the need to expeditiously remove them from the field is very important---not allowing use
of a motorized vehicle until 1000 AM could quite possible result in the loss of the meat due to spoiling.

I know that many hunters prefer to hunt alone and can be pressed for time if they harvest a big game
animal during any hunt season--so allowing the use of a motorized vehicle during any big game season
and throughout the entire day can be critical to proper care of the animal after harvest.

I have hunted the Kaibab forest area for over 20 years, and my observation has been that hunters in
general respect and care for the National Forests--but unfortunately there are always a few (mostly non
hunters) who do not--and we all must "pay" for their lack of concern.

Respectfully submitted,

Keith Heimes
Bellemont, AZ

Hotmail: Trusted email with powerful SPAM protection. Sign up now.
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From: Jordan.P.Schmuker@us.ul.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: comments
Date: 03/02/2010 07:44 PM

Hello,

I am in favor of alternative 1. I enjoy the current roads and I am in favor of MBGR.

Regards,

Jordan P. Schmuker

- For more information about UL, its Marks, and its services for
EMC, quality registrations and product certifications for global
markets, please access our web sites at http://www.ul.com and
http://www.ulc.ca or contact your local sales representative. --

********* Internet E-mail Confidentiality Disclaimer **********
This e-mail message may contain privileged or confidential
information. If you are not the intended recipient, you may not
disclose, use, disseminate, distribute, copy or rely upon this
message or attachment in any way. If you received this e-mail
message in error, please return by forwarding the message and
its attachments to the sender.

UL and its affiliates do not accept liability for any errors,
omissions, corruption or virus in the contents of this message
or any attachments.
*****************************************************************
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From: JANHARBA@aol.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: my comments
Date: 03/03/2010 08:01 AM

I am a 67 year old hunter and have been hunting since I was 12.  I no longer get around like I use to
and rely on my ATV to help me recover big game.  Please, Please, Please do not enact any regulation
that will prohibit me from one of the few pleasures I have left in my life.  Use of an ATV is the only
reason that I am able to continue hunting.  Thank You for your consideration,

Jan Harbaugh
Nightreadiness LLC
Logistics Manager
Office: 480-821-6700
Cell: 602-790-6238
www.nightreadiness.com
janharba@aol.com

73-1

From: Gerald Rilling
Reply To: eafricabk@ix.netcom.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 03/03/2010 01:20 PM

      National Forests should be WILD places !!  Say NO to ORVs.  The only off road vehicle should
be a horse.  Roads shuld be the minimum necessary for fire protection, etc.
     Truely preserve the nations wild areas and your grandchildren and those of the nation will 
than you.  Do you want to be know as one of the ones that seriously degraded National Forests by 
bad management?

Gerald Rilling
no wasteful paper response
unincorperated, IL 61111
US
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From: Craig Hutton
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Comments on forest use proposal
Date: 03/05/2010 08:49 AM

You asked for comments:
 

Big game retrieval should be allowed on any hunt, not just the early hunts.

Allow camping within 200' of any open road,

Thanks,
Craig Hutton
3251 Gillenwater Dr
Flagstaff, AZ 86001
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From: dfandjf@msn.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Cc: mschramm@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Travel Management
Date: 03/06/2010 09:31 AM

Thank you for the notice to attend the EA for the Williams Ranger District Travel
Management meetings.  We were planning to attend today but cannot come.  We will
support Alternative Two.

Doug and Jean Focke
520 Bradshaw Dr.
Prescott, AZ 86303
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From: omar5955@aol.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: TMP
Date: 03/06/2010 10:03 AM

Sir:

It is important that the trails and roads within our parks, and forests be accessible to the very people
who are providing the monetary support to purchase, maintain and provide the personnel to perform
the upkeep and improvements required and this is the American taxpayers.

I served my country for twenty years on active duty in the U S Navy and further served this great
country in an civilian contractor position an additional 12 years. 

I am 100 % disabled rated and if and when I am in a financial position to take a hunting trip to this or
other areas I want to know that I can do so and have an enjoyable and successful trip that includes my
being able to access the area(s) I wish to hunt to preplan, and monitor the activities of the animals I
am hunting.

For you to pass and enforce the proposed changes will remove my, and other peoples, ability to do
just that.

The taxpayers are the very people who made these parks and forests available in the first place and
now you propose to restrict our access to "our" property for our enjoyment. Remember, in addition we
purchase licenses, stamps to hunt these animals and also add to the economy of the local areas by
staying and eating at the various establishments there. In return, we would at least like to be able to
use the roads and trails during the pre-hunt to increase our prospects of a successful hunt!

Thank you for your time and, hopefully, a sensible resolution to a sticky problem.

Sincerely,

Okey M. Richards, Sr. AMCS USN(ret.) 
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From: Dennis Tucker
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: EA for Williams District Travel Management Project
Date: 03/06/2010 10:22 AM
Attachments: Response to TMP EA.doc

Hello Ms. Schramm,

Upon further consideration after sending you written comments in the U.S. mail (file attached), I am writing this
message to provide additional comments regarding the North Motorized Trails system in the proposed
alternative. 

In addition to the concerns stated in our letter, I am very concerned that the concentration of OHV use on the
proposed trail system will significantly increase the risk of human-caused fires in the forest adjacent to our
property. 

The trails system will attract significantly more OHV users to this area of the forest than ever before.  The
increased concentration of humans will include not only the OHV traffic on the trails, but also the number of
motorized recreational vehicles (RVs) that will use dispersed camping areas along the Dogtown Road (just east
of Sevier Flat) due to that location’s proximity to the trails. As you know, the hosts of fire risks posed by this
situation includes, but are not limited to, unauthorized smoking on the trails, improper spark arrestors, fueling
spills and incidents, unattended campfires, fireworks, firearm discharge, and the generally stupid things people
do when under the influence of alcohol.

I imagine the District has monitored and is familiar with the heavy increase in OHV use in the general vicinity of
Dogtown Lake over the past five to eight years. On Sunday afternoon of last Labor Day weekend, I drove a
“neighborhood” loop from the Perkinsville Road, east down FR 140, to FR 48, to FR 139, and then back north
on the Perkinsville Road. On that loop I observed 40 to 50 RVs and dozens of OHVs parked just in the large
dispersed camping area along FR 140 adjacent to the east side of Sevier Flat. On the remainder of the loop, I
observed at least another 35 to 40 RVs, each with an associated trailer containing two to six OHVs. Under the
proposed alternative, it is reasonable to assume these same OHV users will concentrate nearby and use the
North Motorized Trails system. If so, we are looking at 75 to 90 RVs with let’s say an average of three OHVs
per RV. That equates to 200 to 300 OHVs potentially using the proposed trail system on a holiday weekend.  In
my view, high risks accompany this concentration of user activity. My concern is fire risk, but I suggest the
District evaluate its safety-risk exposure as well.

We have been very fortunate in this portion of the Williams District not to have had a major forest fire in the
past several decades. I believe the proposed North Motorized Trails network will significantly increase the risk
of a damaging fire in this area, one that could easily advance to our and our neighbor’s nearby properties.  The
District has not adequately considered this risk in the EA, and I frankly am not confident that the District has the
resources to manage this risk if the proposed alternative is implemented. This risk is one that I am not willing
to accept and, as such, I want the District to relocate the North Motorized Trails system to an area away from
private property.

Being very familiar with the forest, I would be happy to discuss alternate locations for a North Motorized Trails
system with you. There is a network of existing roads and user-created trails in the areas of FR 122, Cougar
Park, Coleman Knoll, and McCracken Knolls that, with the addition of a few interconnecting trails, can form an
OHV trails system equivalent or better than the proposed one in terms of length and diversity.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

Thank you,

Dennis L. Tucker, P.E.
Board Certified Environmental Engineer
American Academy of Environmental Engineers

7831 S. Newberry Lane
Tempe, AZ  85284
Phone: 602-615-0226
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March 4, 2010

Ms. Martie Schramm
Williams District Ranger
742. S. Clover Rd.
Williams, AZ 86046

Re: Environmental Assessment for Williams District Travel Management Plan

Dear Ms. Schramm:

Thank you for notifying us about the release of the referenced Environmental Assessment 
(EA).  We have reviewed the document and supporting materials, and believe they present a 
thorough assessment of the potential environment impacts of the Travel Management 
Alternatives on the Williams Ranger District.

We are, however, concerned that the EA does not address certain impacts of the motorized 
trails networks. As the owners of the property at 688 East Warm Springs Road (Williams), 
which adjoins the western National Forest boundary in Section 10, Township 21 North, Range 
2 East, we are very concerned about the noise and dust impacts the proposed North Motorized 
Trails system will cause on our property.  From Map 4 of the EA, it appears the proposed trail 
system will incorporate existing Forest Road 140A, which passes closely adjacent to the 
private property in this area.  We already experience noise and dust “pollution” at our property 
from OHV traffic on this road during the summer months, particularly on holiday weekends.
We are very concerned that concentrated OHV traffic on the proposed trail system will 
significantly increase these undesirable effects on our recreational experience.

We are also concerned about the disturbance the proposed North Motorized Trails system may
cause on wildlife in the Wounded Ranger Knoll and Reneke Knoll areas.  While the exact 
location of proposed new-construction trails is difficult to discern from the maps provided, it 
appears the trails may be placed too close to the turkey-roosting and elk-bedding habitat at the 
top of these knolls, which could seriously impact these species in this area.

As long-term users of the forest in the Williams District and avid sportsmen, we are very 
familiar with the local area and would welcome the opportunity to discuss mitigation measures 
with you, such as appropriate trail setbacks from property lines and sensitive wildlife habit.

Sincerely,

Dennis L. Tucker, P.E. Diane M. Shook, MBA, SPHR
Board Certified Environmental Engineer
American Academy of Environmental Engineers

7831 S. Newberry Ln.
Tempe, AZ 85284

Copy of Letter Submitted by
Dennis Tucker and Diane Shook
See Responses 78-1 to 78-3
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From: roger
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: restrictions
Date: 03/06/2010 11:04 AM

This land belongs to the people. why don't you just enforce the current laws &
regulations.
Punish only the guilty, Not everyone.

93-1

From: Mary Norris
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Support Option 1 (ONE) Big game TMP. Kaibab National Forest, Williams     Ranger District
Date: 03/06/2010 10:38 PM

I STRONGLY support OPTION  1 (ONE) for the Big game TMP, Kaibab National
Forest,  Williams Ranger District.

Respectfully,

Mary Norris
Atlanta, GA
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From: CTVA_Action
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Comments for the draft EA for the Williams Ranger District Travel Management Project
Date: 03/06/2010 10:03 AM
Attachments: Williams RD Travel Plan CTVA Comment 1.pdf

Dear Mr. Schramm:

We have assembled the following information and issues from our members and
other motorized recreationists for the project record. We appreciate the opportunity
to provide our comments for the Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Project. We enjoy riding our OHVs on primitive trails and roads in Kaibab National
Forest. All multiple-use land managed by the Forest Service provides a significant
source of these OHV recreational opportunities.

Please accept the attached comments for the Williams Ranger District Travel Plan
project record. Please let us know if you need a different file format.

Thank you for considering and addressing our comments.

Sincerely,

Action Committee on behalf of our members and associated organizations
Capital Trail Vehicle Association (CTVA)
P.O. Box 5295
Helena, MT 59604-5295
CTVA_Action@q.com

Contacts:
Doug Abelin at (406) 461-4818 dabelin@bresnan.net
Don Gordon at (406) 458-9577 DGordon315@aol.com
Ken Salo at (406) 443-5559 ksalo245@msn.com
George Wirt at (406) 443-7923 gwirt@bresnan.net

We are a locally supported association whose purpose is to preserve trails for all  
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.

Page 1 of 28 

CCAAPPIITTAALL TTRRAAIILL VVEEHHIICCLLEE AASSSSOOCCIIAATTIIOONN ((CCTTVVAA))
PP..OO.. BBooxx 55229955

HHeelleennaa,, MMTT 5599660044--55229955

March 6, 2010 

Martie Schramm 
Williams District Ranger 
742 S. Clover Rd 
Williams, AZ 86046 
comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us

Re: Comments for the draft EA for the Williams Ranger District Travel Management Project 

Dear Mr. Schramm: 

We have assembled the following information and issues from our members and other motorized 
recreationists for the project record. We appreciate the opportunity to provide our comments for the 
Williams Ranger District Travel Management Project. We enjoy riding our OHVs on primitive 
trails and roads in Kaibab National Forest. All multiple-use land managed by the Forest Service 
provides a significant source of these OHV recreational opportunities. We feel strongly about OHV 
recreation for the following reasons: 

Enjoyment and Rewards of OHV Recreation 
� Opportunity for a recreational experience for all types of people. 
� Opportunity to strengthen family relationships. 
� Opportunity to experience and respect the natural environment. 
� Opportunity to participate in a healthy and enjoyable sport. 
� Opportunity to experience a variety of opportunities and challenges. 
� Camaraderie and exchange of experiences. 
� For the adventure of it. 

Acknowledged Responsibilities of Motorized Visitors 
� Responsibility to respect and preserve the natural environment. We are practical 

environmentalists who believe in a reasonable balance between the protection of the natural 
environment and the human environment. 

� Responsibility to respect all visitors. 
� Responsibility to use vehicles in a proper manner and in designated places. 
� Responsibility to work with land, resource, and recreation managers. We are committed to 

resolving issues through problem solving and not closures. 
� Responsibility to educate the public on the responsible use of motorized vehicles on public 

lands.

We feel that we are representative of the needs of the majority of visitors who recreate on public 
lands but are not be organized with a collective voice to comment on their needs during the public 
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We are a locally supported association whose purpose is to preserve trails for all  
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.

Page 2 of 28 

input process. These independent multiple-use recreationists include visitors who use motorized 
routes for weekend drives, mountain biking, sightseeing, exploring, picnicking, hiking, ranching, 
rock climbing, skiing, camping, hunting, RVs, shooting targets, timber harvesting, fishing, viewing 
wildlife, snowmobiling, accessing patented mining claims, and collecting firewood, natural foods, 
rocks, etc. Mountain bikers seem to prefer OHV trails because we clear and maintain them and they 
have a desirable surface for biking. Multiple-use visitors also include physically challenged visitors 
who must use wheeled vehicles to visit public lands. All of these multiple-use visitors use roads and 
motorized trails for their recreational purposes and the decision must take into account motorized 
designations serve many recreation activities, not just recreational trail riding. We have observed 
that 97% of the visitors to this area are there to enjoy motorized access and motorized recreation.  

Adequate recreational opportunity for all visitors is the supreme issue that must be addressed by this 
action. The relative importance of recreation on a national basis is demonstrated by the Bureau of 
Economic Analysis statistics for spending on recreation. In 1979 the index for recreation spending 
was 32.537 (year 2000 = 100, 
http://www.bea.gov/national/nipaweb/TablePrint.asp?FirstYear=1979&LastYear=2004&Freq=Year
&SelectedTable=33&ViewSeries=NO&Java=no&MaxValue=155.606&MaxChars=7&Request3Pla
ce=N&3Place=N&FromView=YES&Legal=Y&Land= ). In 2004, the index was 113.695 for an 
increase of 349%. No other sector has increased this dramatically. Clearly, the public wants and 
needs adequate recreational opportunity and this should be the over-arching theme of this 
evaluation and decision. 

Many federal actions have led to the continual closure of motorized recreational opportunities and 
access and at the same time the number of OHV recreationists has grown to 50 million and at the 
same time other outdoor activities have declined 18 to 25% (Journal of Environmental Management 
80 (2006) 387–393, http://www.redrockinstitute.org/uploads/PNAS.pdf  and 
http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/22998037/ ). Multiple uses of the forest are marginalized every time 
a forest plan or travel management plan comes up for action. The motorized closure trend has 
created significant cumulative effects and has reached the point where it is causing severe public 
distress. Reasonable alternatives to motorized closures must be pursued. The continual loss of 
motorized recreational opportunities is our primary concern. Because of the significant cumulative 
effect of motorized closures at this point in time, we feel strongly that there can be “no net loss” of 
motorized recreational opportunities with the Williams Ranger District Travel Management Project. 
We would ask that this project address the attached checklist of issues and address the goals and 
needs identified. Using this checklist will help identify and address concerns and, hopefully, the 
needs of the public will be adequately met by implementing a more reasonable multiple-use 
alternative.

The project area with its current level of motorized access and recreation is where residents from 
Arizona and visitors go to enjoy motorized recreation. The project area is where we go and what we 
do to create those memories of fun times with family and friends. Management of these lands for 
multiple-uses including reasonable motorized use allows the greatest enjoyment of these lands by 
the widest cross-section of the public to continue. These lands are designated as multiple-use lands. 
We ask that management for sharing of these lands for multiple-use be selected as the preferred 
alternative. Sharing would include a 50/50 sharing and equal opportunity of non-motorized to 
motorized trails. 
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Our comments document that the current management trend towards massive motorized closures 
(25 to 75% of the existing routes) is not responsible to the public’s needs for motorized access and 
recreation and is contrary to the multiple-use management directives specified by congress. The 
agency can no longer ignore that motorized access and recreation are the largest (over 50 million) 
and fastest growing group of visitors. The agency can no longer ignore the needs of motorized 
recreationists and act irresponsibly by continuing to close a large percentage of existing motorized 
access and recreation opportunities. The agency can no longer ignore the need for new motorized 
recreational opportunities. The agency can no longer ignore the significant cumulative effect that all 
of the motorized closures over the past 30 years have had on motorized recreationists. We cannot 
tell you how many times we have met motorized recreationists (many of them families from the 
project area) and they have asked us “What is going on?” This question will be even more prevalent 
if the travel plan is pushed by the public in a short time frame. In all of the hundreds of federal 
actions in the past 7 years, we have yet to see a meaningful evaluation this cumulative effect. It 
seems that both the BLM and Forest Service are using forest planning and travel management 
planning as an opportunity to close as many motorized recreational opportunities as fast as possible. 
We are asking that this project establish a baseline evaluation and address this significant impact. 

As shown in the attached comments, there is a great shortage of ATV and motorcycle trails in the 
Kaibab National Forest. Clearly there is an imbalance of opportunity that justifies more (not less) 
motorized recreational opportunities. For this reason, we strongly recommend and support the 
development of a Pro-Recreation Alternative. The proposal by the Kaibab National Forest does not 
meet this definition of a Pro-Recreation Alternative. A Pro-Recreation Alternative would include 
the following characteristics in addition to the current proposal: 

1. The use of “unauthorized trails or roads” is not an appropriate term as many of these routes 
were created during periods going back to the 1800’s when the forest was managed without 
designated routes, cross-country travel was allowed, and access and use of the forest was 
encouraged. The use of “unauthorized trails or roads” is an inaccurate representation of the 
management conditions and uses allowed in the past and we request that this term be dropped 
from the text. 

2. We are very concerned that the current text and maps does not adequately and easily disclose 
the motorized routes to be closed. Order to meet NEPA requirements for adequate public 
disclosure, each alternative map must show each motorized route that is proposed to be closed. 
The standard used in many travel plans has been to show those motorized routes proposed to be 
closed by an alternative with red lines. The tables for each alternative also need to clearly 
identify an each existing motorized route that is proposed to be closed. 

3. Dispersed camping within 300 feet of all existing routes. 

4. Use of seasonal closures, where required, to protect the environment and wildlife with the 
intention of keeping routes open for the summer recreation season. 

5. All of the existing routes are needed as OHV routes due to the cumulative effects of all other 
closures.
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6. Additional OHV routes are needed to address the growing popularity of OHV recreation and the 
greater needs of the public for access and motorized recreation. 

7. In order to reasonably meet the needs of the public for motorized recreational opportunities we 
request that the proposed alternative include the following: 

a. Interpretative routes to preserve the pioneer and mining heritage in the area. 
b. Provides the type of long-distance figure 8 routes, loops and side destinations desired 

by OHV recreationists 
i. Loops ranging from 20 to 60 miles 

ii. Many stops and side destinations 
iii. Documents and preserves the historic nature of the area 
iv. Additional use of dual-use routes so that OHVs can connect with trails 

systems. 
v. Grants could be used for signing at each site and the development of 

interpretative literature, brochures, and maps. 
vi. Grants could be used where required for route improvements. 

Overall, we are extremely concerned about the unequal allocation of trail resources and we do not 
see anything in the document that justifies the current imbalance of 25% motorized trails to 75% 
non-motorized trails in the Kaibab National Forest. The current alternative preferred by the Forest 
Service worsens this imbalance by eliminating high quality motorized trails. The facts presented in 
our comments clearly supports a motorized trail allocation of 50% or greater. 

The following facts are documented in the information and comments that we have provided: 

1. The public has a great need for motorized trails. 
2. Under existing conditions there are considerably more non-motorized trail opportunities 

than motorized trail opportunities.  
3. The public needs more motorized trail opportunities and not less. 
4. The Forest Service has proposed less motorized trail opportunities. 
5. Motorized recreationists are the only ones to lose in this proposal. 
6. Motorized recreationists are the only one to lose in every travel plan action. 
7. The National OHV policy was not intended to be a massive motorized closure process but 

that is how it is being used. 

As documented in our comments, every Forest Service travel planning action has resulted in less 
motorized access and motorized trails. Motorized recreationists have become extremely frustrated 
with this disconnect between their needs and Forest Service actions. We often hear others say that 
the Forest Service is going to close our trails regardless of what we say or do. This is a sad 
statement for a federal agency with a stated commitment to equal program delivery. We are 
extremely concerned because the Forest Service is not providing equal program delivery to 
motorized recreationists. We urge Forest Service leadership to address this problem by developing a 
preferred alternative based on a Pro-Recreation alternative. The current set of alternatives does not 
include a Pro-Recreation alternative. NEPA requires analysis of all viable alternatives and all 
significant issues. A Pro-Recreation alternative is viable and needed by the public. The reasons and 
issues presented by motorized recreationists including these comments are adequate justification to 
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develop and support a Pro-Recreation alternative.  Other motorized recreationists are available to 
develop and support a Pro-Recreation alternative if the agency would engage them. Again, we urge 
the Forest Service to address this situation and restore public confidence in the agency by 
developing and selecting a Pro-Recreation alternative that provides equal program delivery by 
allocating at least 50% of the trails to motorized use.  

We genuinely appreciate your consideration of our comments. 

Sincerely,

/s/ Ken Salo for 

Action Committee on behalf of our members and associated organizations 
Capital Trail Vehicle Association (CTVA)1

P.O. Box 5295 
Helena, MT 59604-5295 
CTVA_Action@q.com

Contacts:
Doug Abelin  at (406) 461-4818 dabelin@bresnan.net
Don Gordon  at (406) 458-9577 DGordon315@aol.com
Ken Salo  at (406) 443-5559 ksalo245@msn.com
George Wirt  at (406) 443-7923 gwirt@bresnan.net

CC:  Dave Koch, President CTVA 
Brian Hawthorne, BRC
Craig Osterman, Treasure State Alliance  
Ed Melcher, FFOR 
Fred Hodgeboom, MMU 
Kerry White, CBU 
Janine Stewart, SAWS 
Mona Ehnes, Sec/Treasurer MTVRA 
Rick Deniger, President MTVRA 
Russ Ehnes, President GFTBRA 

 Tim Ravndahl, Western Tradition Partnership 
 Tom Mandera, Montana 4x4 

1 CTVA is also a member of Montana Trail Vehicle Riders Association (mtvra.com) and Blue Ribbon Coalition 
(sharetrails.org). Individual memberships in the American Motorcycle Association (ama-cycle.org), Citizens for 
Balanced Use (citizensforbalanceduse.com), Families for Outdoor Recreation (ffor.org), Montana 4X4 Association, Inc. 
(m4x4a.org), Montana Multiple Use Association (montanamua.org), Treasure State Alliance, and United Four Wheel 
Drive Association (ufwda.org)
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Information and Issues That Support
A Pro Motorized Recreation Alternative 

March 6, 2010 

1. The current trend of excessive motorized access and motorized recreational closures is having a 
significant impact on the number of visitors to the forest as shown in the recently released 
NVUM report 
(http://www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/nvum/nvum_national_summary_fy2007.pdf,
http://billingsgazette.net/articles/2008/12/04/features/outdoors/18-woods.txt ) and the following 
graphic based on that data. This trend has created a significant issues in regards to adequate 
public access and adequate motorized recreation which much be analyzed adequately during the 
process.

2. A motorized travel plan is a plan that specifically designates roads, trails and areas for 
motorized use, designates which vehicles will be allowed on which routes and if seasonal 
restrictions apply. A comprehensive trail designation plans does the same thing except it 
includes all trail uses, including mountain bike, equestrian and hiking. This is a very important 
distinction because the anti-access groups will attempt to convince the planning team to develop 
a "comprehensive" travel plan by using only the existing inventory of motorized routes. They do 
this by identifying existing motorized trails that are good for mountain bikes, equestrians and for 
bird watching... or whatever. The current approach is inequitable because it takes the current 
motorized route inventory and tries to make it the route inventory for all users. It leaves out 
possibilities for constructing or otherwise developing non-motorized trails and ignores existing 
non-motorized trails that exist in both the planning area and adjacent lands.  Now, that doesn't 
mean the agency can't take into consideration the effect each alternative will have on non-
motorized visitors. It can - and it should be part of the NEPA analysis. But that is totally 
different from specifically providing a non-motorized trail system via the existing inventory of 
motorized routes. We support the creation, designation and management of non-motorized trails, 
but not at the expense of motorized visitors. We request that the agency not use the existing 
motorized trail inventory for designating non-motorized trails. Instead, if there is a need for non-
motorized trails, then the agency should consider options that do not reduce the existing 
opportunity for motorized users. 

3. An adequate and reasonable preferred alternative would include an adequate quantity and 
quality of beginning, intermediate, and advanced routes and trails for a wide cross-section of 
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motorized visitors including motorcycles, ATVs, and four-wheel drive vehicles. Additionally, 
the quantity and quality of motorized routes would be at least equal to the quantity and quality 
of non-motorized routes. This is the yard stick that the team should measure travel plan 
alternatives by. 

4. Road density does not equal motorized trail density. Impact information developed based on 
roads should not be used to estimate impacts from ATV and single-track motorcycle trails. ATV 
trails has far less impact than roads in all resource areas and motorcycle single-track trails have 
far less impact than roads in all resource areas. Motorized trails have less impact than roads and 
this condition must be recognized during the analysis and decision-making. 

5. One of the specific requirements under NEPA is that an agency must consider the effects of the 
proposed action in the context of all relevant circumstances, such that where “several actions 
have a cumulative . . . environmental effect, this consequence must be considered in an EIS.” 
Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain v. U.S. Forest Serv., 137 F.3d 1372, 1378 (9th Cir. 1998) 
(quoting City of Tenakee Springs v. Clough, 915 F.2d 1308, 1312 (9th Cir. 1990)). A 
cumulative effect is “the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact 
of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions.”18 
40 C.F.R. § 1508.7.  3. The cumulative effect of all motorized closures has been significant 
and is growing greater every day yet they have not been adequately addressed. Ignoring 
cumulative effects allows the agency to continue to close motorized routes unchecked because 
the facts are not on the table. CEQ guidance on cumulative effects was developed to prevent just 
this sort of blatant misuse of NEPA. 

6. Because of the cumulative effects on motorized recreationists from all past and reasonably 
foreseeable closures and the growing need for motorized access and motorized recreational 
opportunities, there can be no net loss of these opportunities with this action. This can be 
accomplished by implementing a route designation for all existing routes. 

7. A starting list of actions that should be evaluated in a cumulative effect analysis include: 
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8. Past actions that have had a significant impact on motorized recreationists in Montana as shown 
in the table above. Reasonably foreseeable actions including travel plans, forest plans and 
resource management plans will produce additional significant impacts. These actions have 
produced or will produce a significant debt in the mitigation bank for motorized recreational 
opportunities in the Kaibab National Forest and immediate surrounding areas and this issue 
must be adequately addressed. 

9. Because of the shortage of OHV routes necessary to reasonably meet the needs of the public, 
every existing motorized route is extremely important. 

10. All roads to be closed to full-size vehicles should be converted to atv routes. This is a 
reasonable alternative for all existing roads. 

11. The needs of the public for motorized recreational opportunities include a variety of trails for 
different skill levels. Also, routes with minimal traffic are needed as practice routes for 
beginning riders. 

12. The availability of motorized single-track trails has declined dramatically. At the same time, 
nearly all of the single-track trails see very little hiking or other use. It is not reasonable to 
segregate users on single-track trails. We can all get along and have done so for years. It is also 
consistent with the desegregation of public places as required by the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 
Therefore, it is a reasonable alternative to designate all existing single-track trails on multiple-
use lands within the project area open to motorcycle use. Additionally, single-track challenge 
trails are needed for expert riders and trials type motorcycles. 

13. The loss of high quality motorized routes in the Kaibab National Forest is not a reasonable 
alternative given the historic use of these routes and the needs of the public for access and 
motorized recreation.  

14. National Forests in Idaho have a long and successful history of sharing single-track trails with 
motorcycles and we request that this strategy be used in the project area. 

15. Motorcycle trail riders enjoy riding single-track trails. Motorized single-track recreation trails 
are limited at this time and continue to decline.  

16. Over 90% of the visitors to the project area are associated with multiple-use opportunities 
including motorized access and motorized recreation opportunities. These are multiple-use lands 
as designated by congress and must be managed as such. Recreation is a stated purpose for 
multiple-use lands.  

17. Wilderness is closed to motorized vehicles and equipment. Therefore, multiple-use lands should 
be open to motorized vehicles and equipment. Wilderness criteria and standards should not be 
applied to multiple-use lands.  
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18. The site specific analysis of each road or trail to be closed must address or identify where the 
public would go to replace the motorized resource proposed for closure. In other words, the 
analysis must adequately evaluate the site specific value of a road or trail proposed for closure 
to motorized recreationists. It must also quantify the significant negative cumulative impact 
experienced when motorized recreationists could not find a trail or road with a similar 
experience in the area. The quality of our experience has been significantly reduced. It must also 
quantify the significant cumulative impact that the closure of a system of road and trails would 
have collectively when enough routes are closed to eliminate a good motorized day outing. An 
incomplete analysis is not acceptable under NEPA requirements.  

19. Site specific monitoring of motorized versus non-motorized use must be provided for each route 
as required by the National OHV Rule.

20. Each route must be evaluated on the basis of whether it will see more use as a motorized route 
or a non-motorized route and then the appropriate decision should be made on that basis. 

21. Each route must include a socio-economic analysis that includes the impacts on the public 
owning OHVs and looking for opportunities to use them and landowners who purchased 
property with the intent of being able to access and recreate using motor vehicles. 

22. It would be a huge step backward for society if we had to comment on every foot of road, water 
line, sewer pipe, sidewalk, and motorized trail that the public needs. Gauging public need by the 
number of comments is not the norm in our society and should not be used in this process. 

23. We have been keeping observations of the types of visitors in multiple-use areas since 1999 and 
have found that 97% of the visitors are motorized recreationists. The public comments and votes 
by how they use the forest, and more motorized access and recreation is what they are asking for 
with every visit. 

24. The travel management plan for the area must reflect that use and the needs of the public for 
motorized recreational opportunities in the area. Again, these are multiple-use lands and we ask 
that they remain viable multiple-use lands by not closing existing motorized routes. 

25. Theoretical or assumed impacts must not be used to close motorized recreational opportunities. 
This is happening way too often. For example, an impact on wildlife by OHV recreation is 
assumed on a theoretical basis but there is no site specific data or monitoring to back that 
statement. A similar situation is happening in other resource areas including sedimentation and 
noxious weeds. Decisions to close motorized recreation must not be made on the basis of 
theoretical or assumed impacts to the natural environment. In order to avoid arbitrary and 
capricious decisions, site specific data and monitoring must be presented and demonstrate a 
measure significant impact. 

26. A sense of magnitude must be used when making decisions about road closures based on 
indicators such as sediment production. For example, a route should not be closed because it is 
estimated to produce 10 cubic yards less sediment. The sediment yield must be compared to 
naturally occurring conditions which includes normal runoff, floods, and fires. The recent fires 
in the Kaibab National Forest discharged thousands of cubic yards of sediment to the area 
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streams which is more than all of the motorized routes in the project area for the next 100 years. 
Another example is the assertion that groomed snowmobile trails affect the lynx. Groomed 
snowmobile trails cover less than 0.001% of the total area and the impact on the lynx is of a 
similar magnitude. Additionally, if snowmobile trails affect the lynx, then so do cross-country 
and snowshoe ski trails. Again, we doubt that these impact the lynx but if snowmobiles do, then 
so do trails packed by non-motorized uses. Quite often non-motorized impacts are equal or 
greater and they must be fairly assessed also. 

27. With respect to the position that there is not enough money to mitigate problems, motorized 
recreationists can work with the Forest Service as partners to obtain many different grants.  

28. Also, motorized recreationists generate significant levels of funding that would be available if 
the agency would pursue them and the system was working to distribute them equitably. 
Basically OHV recreationists generate a significant amount OHV gas tax. These monies should 
be used to maintain, develop, and mitigate issues but, unfortunately, it is being diverted 
elsewhere. This significant issue must be addressed. 

29. The most common maintenance requirement for 4x4 and OHV routes is the construction and 
maintenance of water bars/dips/mounds to divert runoff from the route. This maintenance could 
easily be provided by running a SWECO trail machine with a trained operator over each route 
once every 5 years. OHV trail maintenance and gas tax monies are available to fund this 
maintenance. Each region could set up a program similar to the Trails Unlimited program 
(http://www.fs.fed.us/trailsunlimited/ ). AmeriCorps type labor could also be used. The SWECO 
could not be used on motorcycle single-track trails but they typically require less maintenance 
and water bars/dips/mounds can usually be constructed on these trails by hand work. 

30. The Stream Systems Technology Center found that installing water bars at a reasonable spacing 
was a very effective way to reduce the sediment discharge from trails and roads (July 2007 
Stream Notes at http://www.stream.fs.fed.us ). Many other best management practices are 
available to control sediment production at demonstrated by the bibliography at 
http://www.fs.fed.us/t-d/programs/wsa/pdfPubs/road_bmp.pdf . 

31. The Kaibab National Forest has far less than the desired number of motorized trails. This 
creates two problems. First, the public will tend to “explore” closed routes in an attempt to 
salvage a decent outing. Secondly, it produces an unsatisfactory OHV experience. 

32. The scope of the project must address both existing routes and new construction. This is 
necessary and reasonable because a certain percentage of the existing routes are likely to be 
closed. Putting a sideboard on the project scope that prevents the evaluation and creation of any 
new trail segments also eliminates the opportunity to mitigate the overall level of motorized 
closures. This approach, if pursued, would preclude the evaluation of a reasonable alternative 
and also preclude any opportunity for mitigation and enhancement. Therefore, limiting scoping 
of the project to existing routes only would produce a significant built-in disadvantage for 
motorized recreationists, i.e., the overall number of motorized routes are destined to be reduced 
and nothing can be considered to enhance existing routes and to mitigate the overall loss to 
motorized recreationists. We are concerned that the process will not provide motorized 
recreationists with an equal opportunity (50/50 sharing of motorized to non-motorized trails) in 
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the outcome and we are only destined to lose. We would appreciate an independent evaluation 
of this situation as soon as possible so that the proper scoping direction can be corrected early in 
the process. 

33. Note that non-motorized recreationists can use routes that are both open and closed to motorized 
recreationists including roads and the evaluation of the opportunities available to non-motorized 
recreationists must be based on the total of all existing roads and trails. Additionally non-
motorized recreationists can use an infinite amount of cross-country opportunity and motorized 
recreationists can not. A reasonable evaluation of this condition will conclude that motorized 
recreationists are already squeezed into insignificant and inadequate system of routes. This point 
must be adequately considered in the allocation of recreation resources.  

34. The evaluation and decision-making must take into account that the total area of the National 
Forest equals 192,300,000 acres and out of that total 44,919,000 acres or 23.36% is already 
designated wilderness. Current forest planning actions seek to convert roadless lands to defacto 
wilderness even though they are designated multiple-use lands. Therefore, this percentage will 
be even more lopsided toward non-motorized opportunities at 53.79% assuming that 58,518 
acres of roadless areas are converted to defacto wilderness areas and managed for non-
motorized recreation. We maintain that the management of all of the remaining 147,381,000 
congressionally designated multiple-use acres (including roadless) or 76.64% of the forest 
should be managed for multiple-uses. Every multiple-use acre must remain available for 
multiple-uses in order to meet the needs of 96.41% of the public who visit our National Forests 
for multiple-uses. Every reasonable multiple-use acre must remain available for multiple-uses in 
order to maintain a reasonable balance of opportunities. The proposed plan does not meet the 
basic needs of the public for multiple-use opportunities, does not provide a proper allocation of 
multiple-use recreation opportunities and does not meet the laws requiring multiple-use 
management of these lands. 

35. Basically, as shown in the table below, there is too little motorized access and too few 
motorized trails in the Kaibab National Forest. Therefore, every mile of existing road and 
motorized trail is very, very important. The evaluation must adequately consider and address the 
fact that motorized access to the Kaibab National Forest is relatively limited as shown by the 
miles of roads versus the number of acres in the following table. The miles of motorized trails 
are exceptionally inadequate for the thousands of OHV recreationists looking for those 
opportunities. Additionally, the miles of motorized trails and especially single-track is way out 
of balance with the needs of thousands of motorized recreationists in the region surrounding the 
Kaibab National Forest. At the same time, the miles and percentage of non-motorized trails is 
excessive compared to the use that they receive and this does not consider the endless cross-
country opportunities that available. The total route opportunity available to non-motorized 
recreationists is 7780 miles and the total miles of exclusive non-motorized trails are 337 
(75.06%) and the cross-country miles are infinite. The total miles of roads open to motorized 
recreationists are 2854 and the total miles of trails open to motorized recreationists is 112 
(24.94%) and the miles of cross-country opportunity is zero. Existing motorized single-track 
trails total about 0 miles or 0%.  

Given the number of motorized recreationists and the miles of routes available, it should be very 
obvious that motorized recreationists are already squeezed into an inadequate system of routes.  
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Under the existing condition, 40.67% of the Kaibab National Forest is set-aside for segregated 
exclusive non-motorized use for 1.63% of the visitors to the forest. The remaining 98.37% of 
the visits are associated with multiple-use. Multiple-use lands are public places. Segregation in 
public places has not been acceptable since the Civil Rights Act of 1964. In order to reasonably 
meet the requirements of integration a reasonable management goal for the remaining 59.33% 
of the forest would be for shared multiple-use that would produce a forest-wide 50/50 sharing of 
non-motorized/motorized trail opportunities and correct the current imbalance as shown in the 
table below.

The overall allocation of existing non-motorized versus motorized access and trail riding 
opportunities in the Kaibab National Forest is a does not reasonably meet the needs of the 
public for motorized access and the recreational needs of motorized recreationists. We request 
that this data be used to guide the decision-making to a preferred alternative that adequately 
meets the needs of the public by increasing motorized recreational opportunities in the 
project area.

NOTE: This data is out of date by at least 4 years and does not reflect significant motorized 
closures that have occurred since this table was put together. 

36. While we do not support segregation, if segregation is to be implemented on multiple-use lands 
(which must be considered public places), then a corresponding goal would be to demonstrate 
an absolutely perfect 50/50 sharing of non-motorized and motorized trails as part of that 
segregation. Therefore, if the proposed plan further promotes segregation on multiple-use lands, 
then it must include a corresponding 50/50 sharing and it must not tip the balance further in 
favor of non-motorized trails and at the expense of motorized routes. 

37. In order to bring equality to the allocation of non-motorized to motorized trails in the Kaibab  
National Forest must either convert 113 miles ((449/2)-112) of non-motorized trails to 
motorized trails  or 225 miles (337-112) of new motorized trail must be constructed. The 
proposed Travel Plan does not adequately address this imbalance and it would be a step in the 
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wrong direction and would create an even greater imbalance. This is not a reasonable direction 
for the Williams Ranger District travel plan. 

38. The following are examples of adequate OHV trail systems that should be used to guide 
development of this project. The alternatives for this project should be compared to these OHV 
trail systems. Also, it would help the project team understand the needs of OHV recreationists 
by visiting these area and experiencing them on an OHV. Examples of the types of systems that 
should be developed in the project area include: 

a.  Danskin Mountain in the Boise National Forest 
(http://www.stayontrails.com/assets/content/maps/Danskin-Mountains-map.pdf ) 

b. South Fork Boise River in the Boise and Sawtooth National Forests 
c. Winom-Frazier in the Umatilla/Whitman National Forest 
d. Prospect OHV area in the Rogue River National Forest 
e. Paiute OHV System in the Fishlake National Forest 
f. East Fork Rock 

(http://www.fs.fed.us/r6/centraloregon/recreation/cohvops/efrindex.shtml ), 
g. Mendocino National Forest (http://www.fs.fed.us/r5/mendocino/recreation/ohv/ , and 
h. High Lakes and Blue Lake Trail System in the Gifford Pinchot National Forest 

(http://www.fs.fed.us/gpnf/recreation/trailbikes/documents/trails5269small.pdf ).
i. In order to meet the public’s need for motorized recreational opportunities, the 

project area and every national forest and BLM district must have OHV systems 
comparable to these examples. 

39. Under the existing conditions with a typical width of no more than 12 feet, the 2854 miles of 
roads in the Kaibab National Forest would cover about  4151 acres (2854 x 5280 x 12 / 43560). 
At a typical width of no more than 48 inches, the 112 miles of ATV trails cover about 54 acres. 
At a typical width of no more than 24 inches the 0 miles of motorized single-track trails cover 0 
acres. The total Kaibab National Forest is covers 1,559,000 acres. The percentage of the total 
forest used by roads, ATV trails, and single-track motorcycle trails under existing conditions is 
respectively, 0.2663%, 0.0035%, and 0.00%.

The total area of roads and trails under Existing Conditions far less than 1% of the project area. 
The total area used by motorized routes under Existing Conditions is 4205 acres or 0.2968% of 
the 1,559,000 acre area. Therefore, the area used Under Existing Conditions is relatively 
insignificant and is an entirely reasonable level of use on multiple-use lands. The reduction 
under the proposed action produces a significant impact on the public’s ability to access and 
recreate and is not a reasonable level of use for lands designated for multiple-use by congress. 
Furthermore, a Pro-Recreation Alternative that increases motorized access and motorized 
recreational opportunities in the Williams Ranger District is an entirely reasonable alternative 
for these multiple-use lands.  

95-55
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40. In a recent article 
(http://www.helenair.com/articles/2008/08/01/national/80na_080801_drill.prt)  about a lawsuit 
regarding drilling in New Mexico on the Otera Mesa, the BLM manager stated “While up to 90 
percent of BLM lands are open to drilling under the plan, Childress said only 800 to 900 acres 
of Otero Mesa’s 1.2 million would be permanently disturbed by roads, footpads and other 
drilling related activities. ‘‘I think that’s a pretty reasonable percentage,’’ he said.” We agree 
and find that this is a relatively insignificant percentage of the total area and quite acceptable 
management for multiple-use lands. 

41. National OHV criteria and standards are not entirely applicable to conditions in the Kaibab 
National Forest project area and Arizona, i.e. one size does not fit all. The analysis needs to 
allow for judgment on site specific conditions so that the decision is a better match for local 
conditions and customs which center on motorized access and motorized recreation. 

42. The evaluation must adequately consider the growing popularity of motorized recreation, the 
aging population and their needs for motorized access, and the increased recreation time that the 
aging population has and looked forward to enjoying public lands in their motor vehicles. 

43. Specific references from the new National OHV Policy that must be adequately addressed 
include:

Existing – The unit or district restricts motor vehicles to “existing” routes, including user-
created routes which may or may not be inventoried and have not yet been evaluated for 
designation. Site-specific planning will still be necessary to determine which routes should 
be designated for motor vehicle use. 

For many visitors, motor vehicles also represent an integral part of their recreational 
experience. People come to National Forests to ride on roads and trails in pickup trucks, 
ATVs, motorcycles, and a variety of other conveyances. Motor vehicles are a legitimate and 
appropriate way for people to enjoy their National Forests—in the right places, and with 
proper management. 

To create a comprehensive system of travel management, the final rule consolidates 
regulations governing motor vehicle use in one part, 212, entitled ‘‘Travel Management.’’ 
Motor vehicles remain a legitimate recreational use of NFS lands.

This final rule requires designation of those roads, trails, and areas that are open to motor 
vehicle use. Designations will be made by class of vehicle and, if appropriate, by time of 
year. The final rule will prohibit the use of motor vehicles off the designated system, as well 
as use of motor vehicles on routes and in areas that is not consistent with the designations. 
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The clear identification of roads, trails, and areas for motor vehicle use on each National 
Forest will enhance management of National Forest System lands; sustain natural resource 
values through more effective management of motor vehicle use; enhance opportunities for 
motorized recreation experiences on National Forest System lands; address needs for 
access to National Forest System lands; and preserve areas of opportunity on each National 
Forest for nonmotorized travel and experiences.

Clearly the rule intended to identify existing routes being used for motorized access and 
recreation and preserve existing non-motorized routes by elimination of cross-country travel. 
Why is a process that was intended to eliminate cross-country travel and designate existing 
motorized routes been allowed to turn into a massive closure process? 

Additionally, the rule preserves existing non-motorized routes by not allowing them to be 
converted to motorized routes and it does not state anywhere that non-motorized travel and 
experiences were to be significantly enhanced by a wholesale conversion of motorized routes to 
non-motorized routes. We request that the intention of the final OHV Route Designation rule be 
followed by the Williams Ranger District Travel Plan decision and that the rule not be used 
inappropriately as an action to create wholesale motorized closures and a wholesale conversion 
of motorized to non-motorized routes.  

44. In order to be responsive to the needs of motorized recreationists, the plan should specifically 
allow for amendments as required to create new trails, connect trails to create motorized loops, 
extend trails, make minor boundary adjustments to allow a motorized trail, etc. 

45. Forest Service and BLM law enforcement has taken the position that OHVs cannot legally ride 
on forest or BLM roads unless the road is designated dual-use. Cumulative decisions have 
closed OHV trails to the point that there is not an inter-connecting network of routes. At the 
same time, the agencies have not designated a functional network of dual-use routes to inter-
connect to OHV routes. Dual-use is essential for the family OHV experience. Therefore, these 
closure decisions are forcing the OHV recreationists to ride non-designated dual-use routes 
illegally. The proposed action must include these designations in order to provide a network of 
OHV routes with inter-connections, where required, using dual-use roads in order to be 
functional. This will allow OHV enthusiasts to operate legally on forest and BLM roads. We 
request that a system of dual-purpose roads, and OHV roads and trails that interconnect be one 
of the primary objectives of the travel management plan and that this objective be adequately 
addressed in the document and decision. The issue of speed can be adequately and easily 
addressed by specifying maximum speeds and signing. Without the dual-use designation, the 
proposed action would transform family OHV trips from a healthy family oriented recreation to 
an illegal activity. This is not a reasonable nor acceptable outcome. 

46. The continual closure of motorized trails has forced OHVs to be operated on forest roads in 
order to provide a reasonable system of routes and to reach destinations of interest. The lack of 
dual-use designations on forest roads then makes OHV use on these routes illegal. The 
cumulative negative effect of motorized closures and then combined with the lack of a 
reasonable system of roads and trails with dual-use designation have not been adequately 
considered in past evaluations and decision-making. We request that all reasonable routes be 
designated for dual-use so that a system of roads and trails can be used by motorized 
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recreationists. Additionally, we request that the cumulative negative effect of all past decisions 
that have adequately considered dual-use designations be evaluated and considered in the 
decision-making and that this project include an adequate mitigation plan to compensate for 
inadequate consideration in the past.

47. In many cases illegal trails are created in response to the lack of adequate motorized 
opportunities. If there were an adequate number of OHV trail systems, then the need to create 
illegal trails would be greatly diminished. Therefore, the catch-22 of the closure trend is that in 
the end it feeds the illegal activity. In other words, it would be a more advantageous and 
equitable situation to pro-actively manage motorized recreation. 

48. The Forest Service has only addressed less motorized access and less motorized recreational 
opportunities. The alternatives formulation and decision-making must adequately recognize and 
address the fact that the majority of the public visiting the project area want more motorized 
access and motorized recreational opportunities.  

49. The existing level of motorized access and recreation cannot be dismissed because it is only 
associated with the No Action Alternative. The existing level of motorized access and recreation 
is reasonable alternative and an alternative other than No Action must be built around it.  

50. The Ravalli County Off-Road Users Association has found that “at the end of 2006, there were 
approximately 2500 “stickered” OHV’s in Ravalli County.  For the past five years, the growth 
rate of “stickered” OHV’s has been about 20% per year.  If this growth rate continues, the 
number of OHV’s in the forest will double every four years.  On the Bitterroot National Forest 
there have been no new OHV “system” routes designated for OHV travel since 1996.  History, 
experience and common sense tell us that when adequate, responsible, sustainable routes with 
attractive destinations are provided, OHV enthusiasts will ride responsibly.  On the Bitterroot 
National Forest this means more routes, not more restriction.” The same analysis must be done 
for the Kaibab National Forest and it will find the same no growth trend and a lack of an 
adequate number of existing routes that is further made worse by a lack of new routes to address 
growth.

51. It is not environmentally and socially responsible to squeeze motorized recreationists into the 
small possible numbers of areas and routes, yet this is the goal being pursued by the Kaibab 
National Forest. There is also a significant public safety aspect associated with squeezing 
everyone into a small area as accidents will increase with too many motorized recreationists on 
too few routes. We request that these significant issues be adequately addressed.  

52. Motorized recreationists endorsed and accepted millions of acres of area restriction under the 
the Travel Management; Designated Routes and Areas for Motor Vehicle Use, Final Rule 
(http://www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/ohv/final.pdf ) as a positive action to control 
environmental impacts. We accepted area restriction and not area closure. Area closure is 
permanent. Area restriction allows flexibility as needed to address site specific conditions. Each 
motorized road and trail exists because it serves some multiple-use need. Every road and trail is 
important to some individual for some purpose. Each motorized road and trail must have 
adequate site-specific analysis to determine all of its values including motorized recreational 
value. Motorized recreationists gave up 97% of the area historically available to them under 
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both the National Route Designation rule as the ultimate act of mitigation so that we would 
continue to have use of existing motorized routes that cover or provide access to an area 
estimated at less than 3% of the total area. Now motorized recreationists have been given almost 
no credit for our cooperation during that action and we have only been penalized for our past 
cooperation by current route designations, resource management plans, forest plans and travel 
plans that seek to close 50% to 75% of the existing motorized routes. This outcome was not part 
of the National Route Designation agreement and this level of closure is not acceptable to us for 
that reason. National Route Designation agreements were not made with the intention of 
massive closures beyond that agreement. We ask that all BLM and Forest Service actions 
include proper recognition of the agreement behind the National Route Designation decisions 
which allow continued use of the existing networks of motorized roads and trails without 
massive motorized closures. 

53. The typical use of public lands and the typical needs of the public in our region are described on 
Table 2-7 in the Social Assessment of the Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest dated October 
2002 (http://www.fs.fed.us/r1/b-
d/forest_plan/revision/reports_documents/social/Forest%20Social%20Assessment%20Masterfin
al%20.pdf ). This document reported that the total number of forest visitors in Forest Service 
Region 1 for year 2000 was 13,200,000. The total number of wilderness visits was estimated at 
337,000 or 2.55%. Therefore, millions of visitors to public lands (nearly all at 97.45%) benefit 
from management for multiple-use and benefit from motorized access and mechanized 
recreational opportunities which are consistent with our observations of visitors enjoying 
motorized access and mechanized recreation on public lands.  

The agency has overlooked one important aspect of the visitor use data. The visitor use data 
cited above is based on a percent of the total population. However, the percent of the total 
population visiting our public lands is a fraction of the total population. Public lands should be 
managed for those people that actually visit them. We request that this adjustment be made in 
this evaluation.

The total number of individuals that visit our national forests is about 56 million (personal 
communication Don English, National Visitors Use Monitoring Program, Forest Service, 
November 29, 2005). Our total U.S. population is about 286 million (2000 Census Data). 
Therefore, only about 20% (56 million/286 million) of the total U.S. population actually visits 
our national forests. This number needs to be used as the denominator (baseline) for total forest 
visitors.

Forest Service Chief Dale Bosworth recognized the true popularity and magnitude of motorized 
recreation in his January 16, 2004 speech which stated “Off-highway vehicles, or OHVs, are a 
great way to experience the outdoors. But the number of OHV users has just gotten huge. It 
grew from about 5 million in 1972 to almost 36 million in 2000.”  We agree with the Forest 
Chief that 36 million is a significant number of recreationists. Additionally, the USDA Southern 
Research Station has recently validated the growing popularity of OHV recreation in their 
Recreation Statistics Update Report No. 3 dated October 2004 
(www.idahoparks.org/assets/content/docs/2004_usfs_RecStatUpdate3.pdf ). This document 
reports that the total number of OHV users has grown to 49.6 million by the fall 2003/spring 
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2004.  Based on the 2000 estimates OHV and motorized recreationists are about 64% of the 
population that actually visits the forest (36 million / 56 million). 

This is further substantiated on page 9 of a report prepared by National Survey on Recreation 
and the Environment (NSRE 2000) titled Outdoor Recreation Participation in the United States 
(http://www.srs.fs.usda.gov/trends/Nsre/summary1.pdf ) which asks the question “During the 
past 12 months. Did you go sightseeing, driving for pleasure or driving ATVs or motorcycles?” 
The percent responding “Yes” was 63.1% and the total number in millions was estimated at 
130.8 million. Additionally, NSRE is often referenced by the agency but the summary statistics 
are skewed against motorized recreation because driving for pleasure and OHV use are split out 
as separate groups. These two groups represent motorized recreation and if they are added 
together they are as large as any other group in the survey which correctly demonstrates the 
magnitude of motorized recreation. 

Additionally, the Southern Research Station in their report Off-Highway Vehicle Recreation in 
the United States, Regions and States 
(http://www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/ohv/OHV_final_report.pdf ) determined that of the 
total U.S. population in the West 27.3% participated in OHV recreation and that out of the total
population in Arizona 25.5% participated in OHV recreation. It appears that the study is diluting 
the actual percentage of OHV recreationists by using total population and not the population 
actually visiting and using the forest. As discussed above only 20% of the total U.S. population 
visits the forest. The percentage of Arizona residents that actually visit our national forests is 
higher than the national average and is estimated at ½ of the total state population. Based on this 
estimate, it is our opinion that about 51% (25.5% x 2) of the actual visitors to Arizona national 
forests participate in OHV recreation. 

These surveys and data demonstrates the significant popularity of motorized and OHV 
recreation and the tremendous public support and need for motorized and OHV recreational 
opportunities. We maintain that motorized recreationists are the main group of visitors out of the 
total population of visitors to the national forest visiting the forest 5 or more days per year. The 
needs and support of motorized recreationists must be adequately addressed in this planning 
effort by preserving all reasonable existing motorized recreational opportunities. This planning 
effort must also adequately address the increasing popularity by creating new motorized 
recreational opportunities.

54. The Southern Research Station in their report Off-Highway Vehicle Recreation in the United 
States, Regions and States (http://www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/ohv/OHV_final_report.pdf
) determined that out of the total population in Arizona 25.5% participated in OHV recreation. 
The U.S. census determined that the population in 2008 was 6,500,180. 
(http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/30000.html ). Therefore, the number of OHV 
recreationists in Arizona is 6,500,180 times 0.255 = 1,657,545.  

55. The Southern Research Station in their report Off-Highway Vehicle Recreation in the United 
States, Regions and States (http://www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/ohv/OHV_final_report.pdf
) determined that out of the total population in Arizona 25.5% or 982,700 individuals 
participated in OHV recreation. These numbers demonstrate the immense popularity of OHV 
recreation. These numbers demonstrate that there are not enough existing motorized recreational 
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opportunities. These numbers demonstrate that the agency’s motorized closure trend is contrary 
to the needs of the public. The magnitude of the number of motorized recreationists is real. The 
misrepresentation of visitor numbers must be discontinued. Proper emphasis must be given to 
motorized recreation. Additionally, the agency must understand and accept that many motorized 
recreationists do not participate in the NEPA process. Therefore, the agency should not be 
driven by the number of perceived participants and comments received. As originally 
envisioned and stated in law, the NEPA process should be driven by issues and needs and 
motorized recreationists have significant issues and needs. Motorized recreationists believe and 
hope that the Forest Service as a public agency will look out for their issues and needs in an 
even-handed way. In other words, as the process works now, the needs of largely unorganized 
motorized interests including individuals and families are largely ignored. The agency must not 
be overly influenced by organized non-motorized groups and their significant lobbying, 
organized comment writing and legal campaigns. The agency must adequately emphasize the 
needs of lesser organized and funded motorized recreationists by developing a motorized travel 
plan that addresses the needs associated with the numbers and popularity of at least 982,700 
motorized and OHV recreationists. The current proposal does not meet these needs in a 
multiple-use area that is ideal for motorized use. 

56. The current allotment of recreation resources on all Forest Service lands is way out of balance 
with 44,919,000 acres out of 192,300,000 acres or 24% in wilderness designation while no more 
than 2.55% of the visitors are wilderness visitors. Designation as wilderness is further out of 
touch with the needs of the public because recreation is not a stated purpose of the wilderness 
act and, therefore, recreation in wilderness area can not and should not be emphasized. Note that 
we could oppose any recreation development in wilderness areas in retaliation to non-motorized 
groups that go after our recreation opportunities but we have chosen not to do so. Recreation is 
a stated purpose in the multiple-use laws and, therefore, should be emphasized in the purpose 
and action.

57. If Roadless acres are included in this total, it becomes even more unbalanced with at total of 
103,437,000 acres or 54% in wilderness or roadless designation while only 2.55% of the visitors 
are wilderness visitors. 

58. The evaluation must adequately consider and address the fact that motorized access to the 
national forest is relatively limited as shown by the miles of roads versus the number of acres in 
the following table. The miles and percentage of non-motorized trails is excessive compared to 
the use that they receive and this does not consider the endless cross-country opportunities that 
available to non-motorized recreationists. The total route opportunity available to non-
motorized recreationists is 510,575 miles, the total miles of exclusive non-motorized trails are 
93,088 or 75% of the existing total. The miles of non-motorized cross-country opportunity are 
infinite. 

59. The total miles of roads open to motorized recreationists are 286,445 and the total miles of trails 
open to motorized recreationists are 31,853 or 25% of the existing total. The cross-country 
miles are or will be shortly equal to zero. Therefore, the overall allocation of non-motorized 
versus motorized access and trail riding opportunities in the national forest system is way out of 
balance with the needs of the public for motorized access and the recreational needs of 
motorized recreationists.  
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Furthermore, we request that the data in the next two tables be updated to reflect the significant 
reduction in miles of roads and motorized trails that decisions have produced since this data was 
assembled. This revised data should be used to guide the decision-making to forest plan and 
travel plan alternatives that adequately meet the needs of the public by increasing motorized 
recreational opportunities in the national forest system. 

NOTE: This data is out of date by at least 4 years and does not reflect significant motorized 
closures that have occurred since this table was put together. 

60. The evaluation must adequately consider and address the fact that motorized access to the 
national forest in Region 3 is relatively limited as shown by the miles of roads versus the 
number of acres in the following table. The miles and percentage of non-motorized trails is 
excessive compared to the use that they receive and this does not consider the endless cross-
country opportunities that available to non-motorized recreationists. The total route opportunity 
available to non-motorized recreationists in Region 3 is 62,109 miles; the total miles of 
exclusive non-motorized trails are 6,187 or 73.80% of the total existing miles of trail. The miles 
of cross-country opportunity are infinite.

The total miles of roads open to motorized recreationists are 37,097 and the total miles of trails 
open to motorized recreationists are 2,196 or 26.20% of the total existing miles of trail. The 
miles of cross-country opportunity are or will be shortly equal to zero. Therefore, the overall 
allocation of non-motorized versus motorized access and trail riding opportunities in Region 3 is 
way out of balance with the needs of the public for motorized access and the recreational needs 
of motorized recreationists. 
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NOTE: This data is out of date by at least 4 years and does not reflect significant motorized 
closures that have occurred since this table was put together. 

61. Additionally, specific NVUM data for the Kaibab National Forest shows that there were 
613,000 total site visits to the forest and only 10,000 wilderness visits 
(http://www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/nvum/revised_vis_est.pdf ). Therefore, 
wilderness visits in the Kaibab National Forest are 1.63% of the total visits yet past 
decisions in Region 3 and the proposed plan by the Kaibab National Forest have produced 
both a disproportionately large and an increased number of recreation opportunities for non-
motorized and wilderness visitors and at the expense of the multiple-use and motorized 
visitors. The remaining 98.37% of the visitors are associated with multiple-uses. The public 
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comments and votes by how they use the forest, and more motorized access and recreation is 
what they are asking for with every visit regardless of whether they provide comments in a 
cumbersome NEPA process. 

62. As demonstrated by Table 3, the ratio of acres available to wilderness/non-motorized 
visitors versus the acres available to multiple-use visitors is way out of balance in the 
existing condition with 63.40 acres per wilderness visitor and 1.53 acres per multiple-use 
visitor for a imbalanced ratio of about 41:1. This proposed action makes this inequity even 
worse by providing 68.7 acres per wilderness visitor and 1.45 acre per multiple-use visitor 
for a imbalanced ratio of about 48:1. 

The available multiple-use (MU) acres and acres per MU visitors is less than this example 
because even though lands are designated as MU by congress the agency is effectively 
managing many multiple-use acres as non-motorized/defacto wilderness. Therefore, the 
acres per MU visitor is significantly less than shown and the imbalance of the ratio of 
defacto wilderness acres per visitor to MU acres per visitor is significantly greater than this 
example. 

Table 3 Acres per Forest Visitor and Ratio 

We recognize the desire for a quiet experience in the forest as a legitimate value.  To 
varying degrees, we all visit the forest to enjoy the natural sounds of streams, trees, and 
wildlife.  Forest visitors who require an absolutely natural acoustic experience in the forest 
should be encouraged to use the portions of the forest which have been set aside for their 
exclusive benefit where they are guaranteed a quiet experience, i.e, wilderness areas. Given 
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the demonstrated underutilization of existing wilderness areas, it is entirely reasonable to 
conclude that there is adequate wilderness area. Given that vast areas of our forests have 
been set aside for the exclusive benefit of this relatively small group of quiet visitors, it is 
not reasonable to set aside more areas and trails for their needs. 

63. Based on our estimate that 40% of the visitors are OHV recreationists, we estimate using the 
NVUM data for total visitors that the total number of OHV visits to the Kaibab National 
Forest is 245,000 = (613,000 x .40). 

64. In addition to the studies cited above, we have observed that 97% of the visitors to multiple-
use areas are enjoying multiple-use activities based on motorized access and motorized 
recreation as shown in Table 1. 

Table 1 

Data Source: Capital Trail Vehicle Association 

Our observations of recreationists on multiple-use public lands from 1999 through 2009 is 
summarized in the table above (yearly data sheets available upon request) and demonstrates 
that out of 16,667 observations, 16,175 recreationists or 97% of the visitors were associated 
with motorized access and multiple-uses. Additionally, of the total number of people visiting 
public lands, 38% (6400 / 16,667) were associated with OHV recreation. Furthermore, and 
most importantly, out of the 7,291 (6400 + 399 + 178 + 116 + 198) visitors that we 
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observed using trails, 6,400 or 88% were OHV recreationists and 891 or 12% were 
non-motorized recreationists which includes mountain bikes which are a form of 
mechanized travel (8:1 motorized versus non-motorized and 13:1 mechanized versus 
non-motorized). Therefore, nearly all (97%) of the visitors to public lands benefit from 
management for multiple-use and benefit from motorized access and mechanized 
recreational opportunities which are consistent with our observations. Therefore, 88% of 
the trail users are motorized and 93% when including mountain bikes and 
consequently, at least 88 to 93% of the trails system and public land should be 
managed for multiple-uses including motorized access and recreation. 

65. Out of the 16,667 recreationists that were observed, 198 were hikers and all of the meetings 
were pleasant. We have not experienced any user conflict in ten years of observations. 

66. Based on Southern Recreation Report estimates that 25.5% of the national forest visitors in 
Arizona are OHV recreationists, the total number of OHV related visits to the Kaibab 
National Forest is 156,315 (613,000 x .255) (see NVUM citation for total number of forest 
visitors above). Given the 112 miles of existing motorized trails, there are 1,396 (156315 / 
112) OHV visitors per mile of motorized trail or 1 OHV visitor every 3.78 feet. Given the 
337 miles of non-motorized trail and 10,000 wilderness visitors, there are 29.67 (10,000 / 
337) non-motorized visitors per mile of trail or 1 non-motorized visitor every 178 feet. This 
imbalance of opportunity cannot be considered equal program delivery and the proposed 
action must address this significant issue by creating more motorized trails.  

67. The Government Accountability Office (GAO) report on OHV recreation has been prepared 
and released to the general public (http://www.gao.gov/Products/GAO-09-509). GAO 
investigators interviewed agency personnel, OHV rider and industry representatives and 
environmental group representatives. GAO issued a number of findings in terms of OHV 
recreation on public lands. GAO highlights include that OHV recreation is growing in 
popularity and that more Americans are seeking access to federal public lands via their 
OHVs. Second, the report found that the federal land agencies could do a better job of 
providing signage and general outreach to the recreating public so that visitors to public 
lands have a better understanding of where they can and cannot ride their OHVs. The report 
also focused attention on the inadequacies of law enforcement and the inconsistent scale of 
fines and penalties for inappropriate behavior on public lands. GAO found that the land 
agencies were stretched, both in terms of financial resources and personnel, and that other 
pressing concerns, such as fighting wildfires, apprehending drug criminals and border 
control issues kept agency personnel from devoting the necessary time to make public lands 
more accessible to recreation visitors. GAO looked into the issue of environmental damage 
caused by OHVs and found such damage is far less than some observers believed to be the 
case. Another finding was that agency personnel worked well with OHV user groups on trail 
maintenance projects. The report's conclusions confirm what we have known for a long time 
about OHV recreation on public lands and provide further reason to continue working on 
our priority issues. Motorized recreationists will continue to carry on our efforts to support 
law enforcement reform legislation as well as seek additional funding for better signage, 
maps and trail maintenance. Working with the Congress and our land agencies, we can 
create an environment where OHV recreation can continue to grow in popularity as more 
American families look to explore and enjoy the great outdoors. 

95-82
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We are a locally supported association whose purpose is to preserve trails for all  
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.
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68. One of the basic requirements of NEPA is to “achieve a balance between population and 
resource use which will permit high standards of living and a wide sharing of life’s 
amenities” (Public Law 91-190, Title I, Section 101 (b) (5)). The wording of NEPA was 
carefully chosen and was intended to produce a balance between the natural and human 
environment. NEPA was not intended to be used to destroy the human environment. 
However, the agency is using NEPA to seriously impact the human environment through a 
series of travel plan decisions aimed at removing the motorized public from public lands. 
This trend is not right and must be corrected by implementing a pro-recreation alternative as 
part of this action. 

69. Sadly, one indicator of the condition of the human environment in Arizona is the suicide 
rate. Arizona ranks number 11 in the nation (http://www.suicide.org/suicide-statistics.html ). 
This significant problem requires special attention. Motorized recreation is popular and it is 
a very healthy and positive human activity that can help address this significant human 
issue. The Forest Service can help address this significant problem by providing an adequate 
quantity and quality of motorized recreational opportunities. We ask that you adequately 
address this significant issue associated with the human environment.  

70. There are 8 references to climate change in the draft EA. Climate change is mentioned far 
more than any other issue. This apparent focus is not balanced with objective science and 
the needs of the public. The existence of climate change and any positive or negative 
impacts are simply not known at this time. There are many in the scientific community that 
support this position (http://www.sepp.org/Archive/NewSEPP/LttrtoPaulMartin.html , 
http://sciencepolicy.colorado.edu/admin/publication_files/resource-2803-2010.06.pdf , 
http://www.climatesciencewatch.org , 
http://epw.senate.gov/speechitem.cfm?party=rep&id=263759 ). The climate has always 
been changing. Twelve thousand years ago North American was covered by ice. Before that 
dinosaurs roamed the area in a humid climate. The planning rule should not create impacts 
on the human environment because it “presumes” that the climate is changing any more or 
less than it always has. The planning rule must be based on extensive long-term credible 
scientific study. The quality of people’s lives cannot be compromised by a ghost issue 
without adequate basis. We only get one shot at this life and we want to experience the 
positive benefits of OHV recreation. Extensive long-term credible scientific conclusions on 
climate change do not exist at this time and, therefore, it would be unreasonable to make any 
assumptions about climate change and use those assumptions to impose any impacts on the 
human environment including motorized recreation in the planning rule.  

Additionally,
� Global temperatures are not warming. Since 1998, global temperatures have decreased 

almost half a degree C. 
� The average temperature in the US in 2009 was lower than every year since 1996 and 

lower than the overall average for the last 114 years. 
� Manmade CO2 concentrations in the atmosphere are about 19 PPM (5% of 387 PPM 

overall CO2) which is 1 part in 51,680 total parts – in no way significant. (Hydrogen 
cyanide gas is one of the most poisonous gases known to man and allowable working 

95-86
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conditions for this gas in most of the US are 20 ppm. Carbon dioxide is harmless and 
actually helpful to plant life and total concentrations of it in the atmosphere by manmade 
causes are only 19 ppm. Carbon dioxide concentrations at present are near the LOWEST 
in geologic history. (http://co2now.org/ ) 

� There is no statistical correlation between CO2 concentrations in the atmosphere and 
global temperatures. (Source:    http://www.drroyspencer.com/2010/01/december-2009-
uah-global-temperature-update-0-28-degree-c/ ) 

� Global sea ice has increased by 200,000 square kilometers since 1980. (Arctic Sea Ice – 
down 900,000 Sq Km, Antarctica Sea Ice – up 1.1 Million Sq Km). 

� Polar bear populations are much higher today than they were 30 years ago. 
(http://www.telegraph.co.uk/comment/columnists/christopherbooker/5664069/Polar-
bear-expert-barred-by-global-warmists.html ) 

� Over 95 % of the so-called “greenhouse effect” is caused by water vapor (evaporation of 
the oceans). 

� There is no evidence that would purport that motorized recreation has a significant 
impact on the climate or climate change. 

We are a locally supported association whose purpose is to preserve trails for all  
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.
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The average temperature in the US in 2009 was lower than every year since 1996 and lower 
than the overall average for the last 114 years. 

We are a locally supported association whose purpose is to preserve trails for all  
recreationists through responsible environmental protection and education.
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From: ggdoniel@juno.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Williams Travel Management Project
Date: 03/07/2010 12:15 PM

To whom it may
concern; 7 March 10

 I wish to make formal comment on the Williams Travel Management Project. I
have reviewed the proposals / alternatives and support you in your decision to
recommend proposed action alternative 2.

I would also comment that many people do not like to be penned up in designated camp grounds and
would rather disperse camp, as a way to enjoy the forest with their families and friends in a
responsible manner. I would urge you to continue to seek out areas to maintain dispensed camping
opportunities.

Additionally, as both a non-motorized user (hiker / runner) and motorized user
(ATV) of the forest, I hope you will find ways to ensure access for both groups. I
believe that the majority of people in both groups are responsible and it is only the
actions of a few which lead to problems. It would be nice if you would seek
the assistance of so many responsible riders in the forest to assist you in finding and
reporting the few bad actors who ruin access for all user groups. I would suggest
you start a program like (or coordinate with) the State of Arizona ATV ambassadors
program which seeks to promote responsible behavior, conduct small projects such
as fence repair and sign installation, monitor trails to document trail hazards and
irresponsible OHV use, and provide responsible riding information to OHV users.

In closing I urge you to continue to work with local groups and people who recreate
and enjoy Kaibab Forest and respectively remind you that shutting legitimate user
groups out of the forest is never a valid solution to the problem
of irresponsible behavior by a few from all groups.

Respectively,

Greg
Giangobbe

Flagstaff, Az

____________________________________________________________
Senior Assisted Living
Put your loved ones in good hands with quality senior assisted living. Click now!
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From: DHunterSCO@aol.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: travel management project
Date: 03/07/2010 02:24 PM

I attended the Saturday public meeting regarding the Travel Management 
Project and would like to make a few comments regarding the proposals. 

On the Alternative 2 proposed action I do not like the idea of designating 
25 miles of motorized trails (open to vehicles 50 inches wide or less) for 
the following reasons.

Both the Motorized Trails North and South are located in areas which are 
highly valued for their wildlife habitat for deer, elk, and turkey.

Both of these areas are located close to major sources of water for 
wildlife, Dogtown and Whitehorse Lake which could prohibit wildlife from using 
these areas.

Motorized Trails South is located adjacent to Whitehorse Lake Campground 
which was reconfigured in recent years to accommodate wildlife using the lake. 
To place a trail system next to the lake now seems to be going against the 
long term planning of the lake and campground.

Both of these areas will concentrate motorized vehicles into specific areas 
causing major damage to wildlife  habitat. I could see this becoming not a 
trail system but a motorcross type layout with jumps, additional 
unauthorized trails being added with more and more vehicles being concentrated and 
wanting to make their own trail, and jumps etc.

Alternative 2 also restricts  Motorized Big Game Retrieval to the warm 
season hunts or hunts occurring before the 4th Thursday of October . Surely 
there has been later hunting seasons where warm weather has occurred effecting 
the recovery of meat . By placing restritions of  date/time and mileage on 
MBGR you are restricting hunters from doing what is ethically the right thing 
to do in warm weather which is recover game as soon as possible to avoid 
spoiling . 

Thank you 
Dan Hunter 
18644 N 4th ST
Phoenix AZ 85024</HTML>
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From: fnplaymusic@aol.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Travel Mgt.
Date: 03/07/2010 03:50 PM

As a Flagstaff resident, i want to voice my opinion on a couple of things.  First i would like to see big
game retrievel for off-road use extended to all elk seasons, they are big animals.
I would also like deer added to the retrieval list.  For camping, the 200' limit seems like a good one to
allow campers to be off the road and not have to eat the dust from vehicles.
Spur roads already in use should be allowed to remain for camping.

 Thank you,  Faun Nichols

98-1
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From: comments-southwestern-kaibab
Sent By: Liz M Schuppert
To: Paul Hancock; Micah Grondin
Subject: Fw: Motorized Off Road Use
Date: 04/13/2010 12:34 PM

And this one?
----- Forwarded by Liz M Schuppert/R3/USDAFS on 04/13/2010 12:34 PM -----

Hum711@aol.com

03/07/2010 03:03 PM

To comments-southwestern-kaibab@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Motorized Off Road Use

Hi..........
To require ATV's to stay on the trail is a good idea to protect the habitat.............
There are some exceptions to the ROAD RULES  ............TO help someone who is
injured and needs to get medical help.......Another exception being  an old fat hunter
that needs to haul out a large harvested critter ..............PLEASE KEEP IN MIND
THERE
ARE VALID REASONS TO DRIVE THRU THE FOREST ETC. WHERE NO TRAILS 
EXIST.................  Please allow EXCEPTIONS to the RULE to happen...................

 Many Thanks For Allowing These
EXCEPTIONS...

 Michael R.Hegstad  (an old fat hunter)

98-A

From: Micah Grondin
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Travel Management Plan
Date: 03/08/2010 09:38 AM
Attachments: Travel Management Plan.docx

Micah Grondin
NEPA Specialist
Kaibab N.F. - South Zone
928-635-5614
mgrondin@fs.fed.us

----- Forwarded by Micah Grondin/R3/USDAFS on 03/08/2010 09:37 AM -----

"Tim Woodruff"
<mrtim.woodruff@gmail.com>

03/06/2010 05:12 PM

To <mgrondin@fs.fed.us>

cc

Subject Travel Management Plan

Michah,

I would like to submit the following comments on the travel management plan.  Is this method ok,

or do I need to mail it in?
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Joe Duffy 
334 E. Sheridan 

Williams, Arizona 86046 
 

Public Comment 
Williams Ranger District Travel Management Plan 

 
After reviewing the travel management I would like to respectfully submit the following comments: 
 

I commend the Williams Ranger District in their efforts to protect our forest. Our forest is clearly under attack by 
individuals from outside our area causing damage with their ATVs and other off highway vehicles. They do help the 
local economy, but at the same time need to respect our forest and obey the current laws for ATV and off-highway 
vehicle use.  
 

However, when deciding on the proposed regulations, we need to remember that the local community utilizes the 
forest and shouldn't be penalized for the negligent behavior of tourists. 
 

Many of the problems addressed in the Travel Management Plan can be fixed through public education and 
enhanced law enforcement. I have observed numerous times ATV laws blatantly being broken in the forest. A few 
tickets would go a long way in solving these issues. 
 

First, I support most of what is proposed in Alternative 2 the Proposed Actions 
 

- I support that there should be no motorized travel off designated roads within the forest except under 
two conditions. 
  

 Condition 1 - Woodcutters 
 Condition 2 - Game Retrieval 
 

 Both of these  groups should be allowed to travel off the designated road system if the conditions result in 
no damage to the forest. If the area is dry and passable without creating ruts or other damage to the forest the 
cross county travel should be allowed. Individuals retrieving game and wood products typically have one path in 
and use the same path out, under most conditions, without any negative impact to the forest. 
 

 Locals are the primary woodcutters on our forest. Many of them depend on wood as their only source of 
heat during the winter. It is impractical and frankly impossible to cut wood from the side of the road. You must be 
able to access dead and down material off the designated road system.  
 

- I support the closure of approximately 280 miles of current roads and adding approximately 34 to the 
system. 
 

-  I do not support the Motorized Travel Exemptions for  outfitter and guide services. Why are they allowed 
to be exempted from Regulation 36 CFR 212.51?  These individuals profit from the wildlife on our public lands and 
should have to follow the same rules and all other hunters. Giving outfitters and guides services special access and 
privileges is discriminatory and should not happen. 
   
- I support the proposed Motorized Dispersed Camping although 300 feet limit is more practical. 
 

In conclusion, the majority of the issues addressed in the Travel Management Plan can be solved with enhanced 
law enforcement of ATV and off-highway vehicle use laws, having no travel off the designated road system except 
for game retrieval and woodcutting, and more education efforts to let visitors to our forest know what they can 
and cannot do. 
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From: Andrew
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Cortect the Rights of Hunters
Date: 03/08/2010 11:32 AM

Please favor on the side of Hunters and the use of vehicles into the 
wildlife area. We all value the land and the try to keep our land and forest 
clean and safe for all.

A.Lee 

__________ Information from ESET Smart Security, version of virus signature database 4925 
(20100308) __________

The message was checked by ESET Smart Security.

http://www.eset.com
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From: Micah Grondin
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: EA for the William's Ranger District Travel Management Project
Date: 03/08/2010 11:49 AM

Micah Grondin
NEPA Specialist
Kaibab N.F. - South Zone
928-635-5614
mgrondin@fs.fed.us

----- Forwarded by Micah Grondin/R3/USDAFS on 03/08/2010 11:48 AM -----

Martie
Schramm/R3/USDAFS

03/08/2010 08:28 AM

To Micah Grondin/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc

Subject Fw: EA for the William's Ranger District Travel
Management Project

Martie Schramm
District Ranger
Williams Ranger District, Kaibab NF
(928) 635-5630
----- Forwarded by Martie Schramm/R3/USDAFS on 03/08/2010 08:27 AM -----

"brucenglenda"
<brucenglenda@myway.com>

03/06/2010 01:07 PM

To comments-southwestern-kaikab-
williams@fs.fed.us

cc mschramm@fs.fed.us

Subject EA for the William's Ranger District Travel
Management Project

To Whom It May Concern:

We support alternative # 2 (two).

We very much enjoy riding and camping in this area. We have our OHV sticker. We follow
the tread lightly program and are willing to participate in clean-up functions. My parents are
85yrs old and thoroughly enjoy the day ride/trails we take them on. We sincerely hope that
the trails and roads are left open for all to enjoy!

Please notify us of decisions by mail:
Bruce and Glenda Worrall
212 Chestnut Dr.
Prescott, AZ 86301
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Diet Help
Reach your goals of being healthier and happier. Click here for diet tips and solutions.

Click Here For More Information
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From: deanphunt@aol.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Travel Management
Date: 03/08/2010 12:21 PM

I was at your meeting Saturday March 6th and was a little disappointed 
that the Game and Fish Dept was not there to represent the wildlife 
that could be affected for your # 2 proposal. The areas that you have 
selected White Horse Lake and Dog Town lake for the off road vehicles 
(quads,dirt bikes etc ) are Heavily used by Big Game animals Elk, Deer 
and Turkey. I thought the camp ground renovation at White Horse lake a 
few years back was to have all campers at the North & west side to 
allow game to come in for water from the east and south ? More thoughts 
of proposal #2 would be the cost needed to police these areas 7 days a 
week, Kids would have ramps built within an hour or two and would be 
off trails regularly and soon the trails would be Huge roads with BARE 
AREAS everywhere. I know this as well as you. The noise and dust alone 
would be enough to drive the animals out of the area as well as campers 
who are out there to get away from the noise of the city.
I am a hunter as well and have a quad. about every 5 or 6 years I am 
fortunate enough to be drawn for elk, I have had to retrieve elk a few 
times without the use of a quad and was there most of the day 
butchering and hauling to my truck . Well I'm in my late 50's now and 
was finally able to save enough money to purchase a Polaris quad to 
help with the game retrieving ONLY. I used it for my last elk hunt what 
a difference it made retrieving my elk !!!! I had my elk to the 
butchers by noon that day with no waste and I did not scar the area 
with tracks. To make a long story short Game retrieval is needed all 
year not just warm season and it helps the older hunters like myself. 
Proposal 2 doesn't make sense Proposal # 3 is probably the best 
alternative. this proposal has a little bit good for all parties 
including Wood cutters, Hunters and of course big game animals. Please 
consider my thoughts GO WITH PROPOSAL 3

Thanks for hearing me
Dean Hunter
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From: Francisco U Castaneda
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Arizona’s Right to Hunt and Fish Amendment
Date: 03/08/2010 04:03 PM

I support HCR 2008.
Arizona needs to wake up and not let a few dictate the law of all in arizona. I trust that Arizona
legislators will follow a sound process and will do what is best for Arizona and Arizona wildlife, that
includes Hunters. People who respect wildlife but realize that part of successful wildlife management is a
sucessful hunting and fishing program.
Hunters are America's true conservationists.  No other group contributes more in order to preserve and
reestablish wildlife populations and their habitats.  It is time that hunting receives the highest form of
protection available and that is what is provided in HCR 2008.  The emotional cries of the animal
"rights" extremists cannot be allowed to dictate the future of Arizona's wildlife policies. 

Hotmail: Powerful Free email with security by Microsoft. Get it now.
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From: violindiva@aol.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Travel Management Plan
Date: 03/08/2010 06:14 PM

Please find my comments concerning your plans for motorized travel 
within the forest.

1) Big game retrieval should be allowed for deer & elk on any hunt, not 
just the early hunts;
2) Camping is to be allowed within 200' of any open road

Thanks for your attention and your stewardship of the forests.

Sincerely,
Tammy Rauschenbach
Flagstaff, AZ

105-1
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From: JoeRbach@aol.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Travel management plan
Date: 03/08/2010 06:42 PM

Please find my comments concerning your plans for motorized travel
within the forest.

1) Big game retrieval should be allowed for deer & elk on any hunt, not
just the early hunts;
2) Camping is to be allowed within 200' of any open road

Thanks for your attention and your stewardship of the forests.

Sincerely,
Joe Rauschenbach
Flagstaff, AZ
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From: Dave Daughtry
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Support for alternative
Date: 03/08/2010 08:13 AM

I would like to express my support for Alternative 1 to continue to allow hunters to
recover downed game on the Kaibab National Forest.

Dave Daughtry

Shooting Sports Program Manager

Pima County Natural Resources Parks and Recreation

3500 W. River Road

Tucson,AZ 85741

(520) 877-6128
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From: Jake Eckel
To: Micah Grondin; comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Re: Maps for Williams Ranger District Travel Management
Date: 03/09/2010 10:54 AM
Attachments: Comments_Kaibab Forest TM__030910.docx

Good day Micah,

Thank you for uploading the maps and for considering public suggestions. Please
find the my attached comments regarding the travel management plan. Let me know
if you would like any clarification or details on any of my comments.

Also, perhaps the Forest Service can address the flagstone quarries in a future
study. Mining/quarry operations have increased dramatically the last ten years. The increasing number
and size of the flagstone quarries in the Kaibab and Prescott National Forests are disturbing. It seems
there are no regulations, boundaries, or oversight. They just push their excess outwards and whatever
lies within it (e.g. trash, oil, diesel fuel, etc.) meanwhile the people are losing some good country that
will never return. If one looks at the makeup of the flagstone business the benefits are select and few,
especially towards the local economy and environment which they operate. I understand having a place
to mine flagstone and that the mines are controlled by old and outdated mining laws, however the
Forest Service can bring added awareness to the situation at different levels of government and
different agencies.

Regards,

Jake Eckel

On Mon, Mar 8, 2010 at 2:33 PM, Micah Grondin <mgrondin@fs.fed.us> wrote:

Jake:

I wanted to let you know that the large maps we had at the public meeting on Saturday (Maps 1, 3,
5, 7) are being uploaded to our website (all even numbered maps are still in appendix 1). Sorry for
the delay, it took some time for us to bring these files down to a manageable size for downloading
(around 8 MB each). Also, in the compressing process, we lost some resolution at the fine scale
but they look pretty good at 150%-200% zoom. If they do not meet your needs, or you have trouble
with viewing/downloading the maps, let me know.

Thanks again for your interest in the project-

Micah Grondin
Travel Management Team Leader
Kaibab N.F. - South Zone
928-635-5614
mgrondin@fs.fed.us
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From: Andy Laurenzi
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Proposed TM Rule and EA comments
Date: 03/09/2010 01:14 PM
Attachments: FinalCommentLetter_DraftEA.pdf

Andy Laurenzi
Center for Desert Archaeology
300 N. Ash Alley
Tucson, Arizona 85701
520-882-6946 x14 alaurenzi@cdarc.org

 Preserving the Places of our Shared Past

         
www.cdarc.org        www.preservationnation.org
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111-14

From: Micah Grondin
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: motorized trails north
Date: 03/09/2010 01:19 PM

Micah Grondin
NEPA Specialist
Kaibab N.F. - South Zone
928-635-5614
mgrondin@fs.fed.us

----- Forwarded by Micah Grondin/R3/USDAFS on 03/09/2010 01:18 PM -----

Christa M
Roughan/R3/USDAFS

03/09/2010 01:03 PM

To Micah Grondin/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Paul Hancock/R3/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: motorized trails north

fyi....

Christa Roughan
Recreation & Wilderness Staff, South Zone
Williams/Tusayan Ranger Districts
Kaibab National Forest
742 S. Clover Road
Williams, AZ  86046
wk# (928) 635-5619
fax# (928) 635-5680
croughan@fs.fed.us
----- Forwarded by Christa M Roughan/R3/USDAFS on 03/09/2010 01:02 PM -----

Jim Parrish
<siscosp1@commspeed.net>

03/09/2010 11:26 AM

To croughan@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject motorized trails north

Christa Roughan
USDA Forest Service
Kaibab National Forest

Hi Christa.
Thanks for your help in understanding the National Forest proposals for road use.

Upon receiving the information on proposed roadway changes and deletions in the Travel
management
Planning for the area know as Motorized Trails North we are responding as follows.
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We are residents of properties in section 10 to the west of rd. 140A and are concerned of
your changes
of the use of rds 140A, and all of the other rds. connecting to it. Listed as 701B, U275, U276
, etc.

It is our understanding that the rds.  as listed above would become OHV use only and would
have signage
encouraging use for OHV. 

Our comments are as follows.

By creating a designated OHV use only It is our belief that this will encourage more OHV
traffic
on the rds. Resulting in more noise, dust, and  disruption of the wild animals in this area.

By creating additional new trail construction joining the roads and creating
loops the rds. in the area will become race
tracks for OHV's. This would become a OHV recreation area which is located too close to
private homes. We will be losing our quiet enjoyment of our properties. 

The new trail construction as proposed in this area  is not necessary as this would add undue
impact of the forest and wild life in
that area. ( has the Forest done an environmental study for the construction of the additional
trails?). We notice that miles of rds in the forest are being closed.
We object that the 140A rd and others are going to be set aside for OHV use only. If the

OHV trails use is necessary please pick another
area not closed to homes;
The other concern is as a result of increased use by OHV's in the area, it would increase the
fire danger. More people more
possibility of fire.
It our suggestion to leave the rds as noted above remain as they are. There should be no
signage
and should not be shown on the Kaibab forest map so as to encourage useage. There is now
some trafffic on these roads but is not significant as the
roads go nowhere and therefore do not encourage use.

Respectfully
James Parrish

James & Sherry  Parrish
P.O. Bx 208
Skull Valley, Az
86338

Paul and Linda Marciano
13163 W. Nogales Dr.
Sun City West, AZ
85375
LMARCIANO @ COX. NET
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Rick Stallbaumer
7619 W. Iron Wood Dr.
Peoria, Az 85345

Don & Connie Parker
17825 N 41st
Phoenix, Az
85032

PS please respond when you receive this.
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From: Micah Grondin
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Travel management plan
Date: 03/09/2010 01:20 PM

Micah Grondin
NEPA Specialist
Kaibab N.F. - South Zone
928-635-5614
mgrondin@fs.fed.us

----- Forwarded by Micah Grondin/R3/USDAFS on 03/09/2010 01:20 PM -----

<kevin@defensiveedge.us>

03/09/2010 12:31 PM

To mgrondin@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Travel management plan

Williams Ranger District

Travel Management Planning 

Attn, Micah Grondin

I fully support closing roads during wet, sloppy weather to cut down on
damage to roads and land. I think that instead of setting an arbitrary
date for road closures, you should instead look at local conditions and
close or open access as conditions dictate. As you may remember several
years ago we didn’t get our first snow until the middle of March, what
good would have come from closing roads in the early fall?

What is your (USFS) plan for accommodating handicapped hunters?
Leaving game meat in the field is called wanton waste of game and is a
misdemeanor here in AZ. What are you going to do regarding

114-1

114-2
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handicapped access for game retrieval? Why stipulate Elk only for off
road retrieval, I need the same type of access for Antelope and Deer as I
do for Elk or Buffalo. 

I don’t agree with your camping proposals. I don’t like the idea of “a sort
of designated camping areas” (referred to during the meeting 3/6/10).
When my wife and I go camping (which we do 3 or 4 times a year) we
drive down an existing road until we find a peaceful secluded area and
camp there. We clean up when we pack up and leave little trace of being
there. I don’t want to camp right next to someone else and listen to
them, their radio, TV, generator, discussions or anything else they’re
doing. If we wanted to camp in a campground with a bunch of strangers,
we’d go to one. We feel much safer camping by ourselves then with a
bunch of people we’ve never met. We go camping to relax and enjoy
nature in our forest.

I don’t agree with your proposals on limiting woodcutting. Being
handicapped, I am unable to “use a wheelbarrow to get wood out to the
road” as I was told at the last meeting (3/6/10) in Williams. If feel this
policy is discriminatory towards older people, people with medical
problems and the handicapped. 

Since we have ongoing fire problems in the Kaibab Forrest why restrict
people from cutting dead and down wood? Woodcutters are doing the
USFS and the public a favor by reducing the fire danger. 

I teach AZ Hunter Ed and insist that my students know why we have
road closures and why they should obey the closure signs. I ask them not
to litter, put their fires all the way out, not make new roads or trails
unless they’re retrieving game and then to be careful during retrieval. I
turn in those that drive off extisting roads or trails or past closed signs. 

114-2
cont'd

114-3

114-4

114-5

I feel this is the way our National forests should be used and enjoyed.

Kevin Kelly

P O Box 385

Williams, AZ 86046
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From: Micah Grondin
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Travel Management Plan
Date: 03/09/2010 01:43 PM

Micah Grondin
NEPA Specialist
Kaibab N.F. - South Zone
928-635-5614
mgrondin@fs.fed.us

----- Forwarded by Micah Grondin/R3/USDAFS on 03/09/2010 01:43 PM -----

Mylinda Kelly
<kmylinda@earthlink.net>

03/09/2010 01:27 PM

To mgrondin@fs.fed.us

cc

Subject Travel Management Plan

Williams Ranger District
Travel Management Planning 

Attn, Micah Grondin:

I feel Alternative 1 is the best choice for all of us.

I don’t feel a set date should be set for road closures each year.  The weather as you know
can very each winter.  Why not set rules that state if the roads are wet-muddy stay off so the
roads don’t get destroyed.  Stay on existing roads only except for large game retrieval. 

How are handicapped people such as myself and my husband supposed to recover a large
game animal without the use of a vehicle?  I can’t life more than 15lbs due to a fused back
and my husband is an amputee.  Even a healthy person needs to be able to get a downed
animal so game meat doesn’t spoil or worse left behind and wasted.

Shooters often get blamed for dumping trash in the forest; this is more of a “wildcat
dumping” problem than a shooting problem.  My husband and I get a group of people
together a couple times a year to clean up our shooting areas and free them of dumped
appliances, TV’s etc.  I would like to see a program in place to let us dump the trash at the
landfill for free.

115-1
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We teach AZ Hunter Education and always teach the class to put out their campfires, drive
on existing roads, don’t drive when the roads are wet and to clean up after themselves and
others.

I also enjoy camping.  We choose to use a tent.  I don’t like camping in a “camp ground”, I
like to drive down an existing forest road to a beautiful location and set up camp.  Cleaning
up all garbage and signs that people were there when we leave.  This way I can enjoy my
forest and nature at its best without other people right beside me.  I feel much safer camping
this way then at a campground with people I don’t know.  I don’t want to hear generators
running, TV’s, music, and conversation of other people, just the sounds of nature.

I hope the forest can remain the people’s forest and not turned into private land belonging to
the forest service managers.

Sincerely,
Mylinda Kelly
P.O. Box 385 
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From: Jim Jensen
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Forest Service Management Plan comment
Date: 03/09/2010 02:07 PM
Attachments: Lost Canyon Forest Service Reply.docx

Hello,
We here at Lost canyon have written a letter in regards to the Travel management Plan and would
like to submit for your review. Thanks for the opportunity to comment and for all the work you
guys do to protect our forests.
 
JimJensen
Site & Facilities
928.635.2900  x111

 

 

To whom it may  concern, 
 
Lost Canyon, property owner at 1450 S. Perkinsville Rd. Williams, believes that having a designated OHV 
area adjacent to our property and to the property of our many neighbors would significantly reduce the 
quality of life and property value while greatly increasing the risk of trespassing and encroachment of 
those properties.  Lost Canyon would also comment that noise, dust and erosion would greatly increase 
and impact those directly adjacent to those designated roads. 
 
We know that this area is now open to the public but feel that with having a designated OHV area so 
close to our property that we will see a large increase in people trespassing on our property and expose 
our youth attending the camp to unnecessary risk.  We are a non-profit youth camp, and we are very 
diligent and concerned about unauthorized people on our camp due to the children that are here. 
 
We see the value of a designated OHV area, but it would be the desire of Lost Canyon to see an OHV 
area in a location further away from existing residential and resident camp areas to help reduce the 
impact of this type of public benefit.   There seem to be many other good areas within the 1400 existing 
miles of road with less relative exposure.  We believe Lost Canyon’s opinion supports the forest service’s 
desired conditions as expressed on Page 18 of the plan’s guidelines - “Manage OHV use to provide OHV 
opportunities while protecting resources and minimizing conflicts with other users.”  It is our 
interpretation that the resources of local residents and the safety of youth and other users of this area 
fit under this guideline. 
 
If the Forest Service decides to pursue this area regardless of local concerns, Lost Canyon would likely 
need additional controls to mitigate trespassing from public property onto private lands and would also 
request consideration of a tighter constriction of the OHV area to reduce the noise exposure to 
residential neighbors and easy trespassing access to neighboring properties. 
 

JJosh 

------------------------------ 
Josh Smiley, Camp Manager  
Lost Canyon, Arizona 
(928) 635-2900
  

  

***Confidentiality Notice*** This Young Life e-mail transmission and any documents, files or previous e-mail 

messages attached to it, may contain confidential and legally privileged information, which information is 

intended solely for use by the individual or entity to whom it is addressed.  

Any review, retransmission, dissemination, copying, printing, or other use of this information by persons or 

entities other than the intended recipient is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. If you have received this information in 

error, please notify the sender immediately and delete (destroy) the original transmission and any 

attachments.
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From: Gary C Bateman
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Comments Regarding National Forest Travel Plan
Date: 03/09/2010 03:25 PM
Attachments: TravComment.rtf

c/o Martie Schramm:

I enjoyed getting to meet several USFS staff members this past Saturday.  

Please see attached for my remarks regarding the plan.

Thank you,

Gary C. Bateman

9 March 2010

Martie Schramm
Williams Ranger District
Williams, AZ

Comments regarding Travel Management Project on the Williams 
Ranger District

I've been relatively unaware of this plan until recently as I now reside 
half-time in Montana. While here in AZ, we neither receive local TV  or 
newspaper.   I've given the EA only a  brief perusal and have found few 
points with which I'd quibble.

I'm a long-time resident of the area, since 1967, whose property abuts the 
WRD in Brannigan Park.  I  taught Wildlife Management, Mammalogy, 
Ecology and other courses at Northern Arizona University for 30 years and 
I'm fairly familiar with the sorts of processes the USFS must go through in 
making decisions regarding Resource Management. That is, I know that 
you have to try to satisfy everyone, consider all sorts of values (recreation, 
economic, environment, etc.), while still trying to carry out various directives
from the "Big Guys" (Gals?) in D.C.

One idea mentioned in the document is very disturbing to me.  This is the 
notion that "increased outfitting opportunities" might be viewed as a positive 
value. 

This is from Table 4, P.20: Recreation-Some decrease in hunter 
satisfaction, though increased outfitting opportunities 
and decreased hunter conflicts would result.  (This statement 
pertains to several of the alternatives.)

Arizona has much public land; this is a real asset for recreationalists.   States like 
Texas and many others (even Montana to a significant degree) have much of the 
land in private ownership.  Private lands mean that access is greatly limited in 
most cases.   As a long-time hunter (65 yrs of hunting), I'd like to think that the 
public-at-large (including those with meager means) should be allowed to pursue 
this activity freely on public lands.  
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Getting the opportunity to hunt on really "good hunting grounds" is becoming 
increasingly limited in our country.  In states like Texas and Montana outfitters 
typically lease the better quality game areas from private landowners and charge 
very high fees for access/hunting opportunities.  This means that the "Average
Joe" is getting fewer and fewer opportunities to experience high quality hunting.  
Since,  fees to access prime hunting grounds are so costly,  many people are also 
prohibited from introducing their children to the kinds of experiences that can 
result from hunting.  

When I actively hunted deer/elk here in AZ some 15-20 years ago, I saw 
increasingly more activity of outfitters on Forest Service Land.  Some groups set 
up huge camps (near Wild Bill Hill for example) and effectively excluded private 
hunters from "daring" to enter "their" areas.  They placed treestands on 
waterholes, buzzed all over the hills with their ATV's, and generally acted as 
though no one else had any hunting rights there.  These same sorts of problems 
also happen with private groups, BUT I believe that in general, they tend to be less 
possessive because there isn't the "big dollar economics" involved.  I've not priced 
guided elk hunts lately here in AZ (I don't believe in guided hunts personally and 
would never use one), but I suspect they're around $7500-$10,000 for elk in a good 
hunting unit.   This is obviously beyond the means of most of us.  I also wonder 
what fees, if any, these outfitters pay for the privileges they may receive under 
their special use permits.   I believe, for example, that they may have longer 
periods  in which they may remain in the same area than members of the public at 
large.  Do they somehow compensate the USFS for this?

Wildlife in our country is considered to be under public ownership.  This is in 
distinct contrast to the European System which has prevailed for centuries.  There 
the landowner is in control of the wildlife on his land.   Thus, Robin Hood and his 
Merry Men ran afoul of the King when they dared to take one of his deer.  In 
states in the USA where much land is privately owned, the situation is increasingly 
coming to mimic that in Europe.   The landowner through his control of access 
comes to "own" the game.  

Thus, hunting in this country is increasingly becoming a "Rich Man's" sport.  I 
believe that this is regrettable; it also may make it more difficult to manage 
wildlife populations to meet specific AZ Game & Fish Objectives.

One last comment for possible consideration:  As an elderly (71 yr) hunter, who 
often hunts by himself, I would find it difficult to retrieve a big mule deer buck 
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from a remote region of the forest on my back.  I know that I could "restrict" my 
activity to areas near the road (I WILL NOT road hunt though), and I might need 
to get some younger men to hunt with me.  This latter is not always possible 
though.  Though I've never used an ATV to hunt with, it does seem like I could 
justify using one to retrieve the big buck deer just as much as a young man might 
justify using his ATV (or 4WD truck-which has a much greater impact) for 
retrieval purposes.

Thanks for your consideration of these comments.

Respectfully,

Gary C. Bateman
PO Box 16012
Bellemont, AZ 86015
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From: auminer76087@yahoo.com
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Subject: Kaibib Roadless Efforts
Date: 03/09/2010 04:52 PM

Dear Forest Caretakers

With the damage in our forests not coming from man or motorized vehicles, why would you try and 
limit use of our resources by those who pay taxes to enjoy them?  The real enemy of the forest is
the Pine Beetle and the past logging operations in our public lands.  We have had millions of 
acres of beautiful forests claimed by fire due to gross mismanagement of our logging resources, as
well as neglecting to erradicate the beetle.

I ask that roadless use be continued by off-roaders and hunters.  This land belongs to all 
Americans and there is enough land that those who wish to stop and smell the flowers can do so.  

Bob
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From: Cyndi Tuell
To: comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us
Cc: Kim Crumbo; sandy.bahr@sierraclub.org; stacey.hamburg@sierraclub.org; swpeer@peer.org; Jane Steadman;

Josh Hicks; Dave Holaway; Bryan Bird
Subject: Williams Ranger District Travel Management Project Environmental Assessment
Date: 03/09/2010 03:50 PM
Attachments: Williams TMR DEA comment letter CBD et al.doc

Dear Ms.Schramm ,

The Center for Biological Diversity, the Grand Canyon Wildlands Council, Public Employees
for Environmental Responsibility, the Grand Canyon Chapter of the Sierra Club, WildEarth
Guardians, The Wilderness Society and the White Mountain Conservation League appreciate
the opportunity to submit the attached comments in response to the Draft Environmental
Assessment associated with motorized travel management in the Williams Ranger District of
the Kaibab National Forest. The referenced attachments to our comments are included in the
copy sent via ground mail.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to contact us. Please
keep us informed of any additional comment periods or available information regarding this
project.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,
Cyndi Tuell

Cyndi Tuell
Southwest Conservation Advocate
Center for Biological Diversity
P.O. Box 710
Tucson, Arizona 85702
520-444-6603 (cell)
ctuell@biologicaldiversity.org
www.biologicaldiversity.org

"Unless someone like you cares a whole awful lot,
nothing is going to get better, it's not."
The Lorax, by Dr. Seuss
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Martie Schramm
Williams Ranger District
742 S. Clover Road
Williams, AZ 86046
comments-southwestern-kaibab-williams@fs.fed.us

Sent via email and certified mail this date

March 9, 2010

Re: Draft Environmental Assessment for the Williams Ranger District of the Kaibab 
National Forest, Arizona 

Dear Ms.Schramm ,

The undersigned organizations appreciate the opportunity to submit the attached 
comments in response to the Draft Environmental Assessment associated with motorized 
travel management in the Williams Ranger District of the Kaibab National Forest. The 
referenced attachments to our comments are included in the copy sent via ground mail.  

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to contact us.  
Please keep us informed of any additional comment periods or available information 
regarding this project.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely, 

Cyndi Tuell
Public Lands Advocate
Center for Biological Diversity
P.O. Box 710
Tucson, AZ 85702
ctuell@biologicaldiversity.org

GCWC, Center et al. Williams Ranger District DEA Comments – 03/09/2010                                          
Page 2 of 60

SCOPING COMMENTS OF:

Center for Biological Diversity

Grand Canyon Wildlands Council

Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility

Sierra Club

WildEarth Guardians 

The Wilderness Society

White Mountain Conservation League

PREPARED FOR THE UNITED STATES FOREST 
SERVICE’S PROPOSED ACTION FOR THE WILLIAMS 

RANGER DISTRICT, KAIBAB NATIONAL FOREST, 
ARIZONA

[Draft Environmental Analysis February 2010]

March 9, 2010
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I. Introduction
The Williams Ranger District (Williams RD), Kaibab National Forest offers some of Northern 
Arizona’s finest and most diverse, as well as threatened natural and cultural resources. Its rich, 
biologically diverse forest and grassland provide refuge for imperiled and biologically important 
species such as the Mexican spotted owl, northern goshawk, American pronghorn, mule deer, 
Gunnison’s prairie dog, tassel-eared squirrel, mountain lion and black bear. While the pervasive 
presence of off-road vehicles greatly diminishes the experiential quality many visitors seek, the 
forest can also provide us with a place to connect with nature and enjoy a welcome relief from the 
sights and sounds of motorized vehicles. The proper implementation of the Travel Management 
Rule offers the Forest Service and public a rare opportunity to reduce the impact of thousands of 
miles of destructive, unnecessary roads, restore wildlife habitat, and secure a quality experience for 
an expanding population.

We commend you and other members of the Williams Ranger District (Williams RD) Travel 
Management Team for the effort that has been expended to produce the Proposed Action (PA) and 
Draft Environmental Analysis (DEA). We realize the difficulties involved in responding to diverse 
public constituencies, local media coverage and trying to engage and inform the public in a 
transparent process from the outset.

First, we strongly support the following components of the Proposed Action: 

� Protection of forest natural and cultural values by closing 560,000 acres to unrestricted 
cross-country motorized travel;

� The recommendation to close 380 miles to motorized recreation travel;
� Publish a motor vehicle use map (MVUM) depicting motorized designations;
� Use of spur roads for accessing dispersed camping sites
� Requirement that 100% archeological clearance surveys be performed on all spur roads, 

user-created and previously closed roads and any proposed motorized trails.
� Alternative 4 with our specific recommendations for changes

However, we find the Proposed Action deficient in the following ways:

� The Williams Ranger District Should Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement.
� Assumptions in the Travel Analysis are Flawed
� The Forest Service Failed to Respond to Concerns about the No Action/Baseline Raised 

During Scoping
� No Alternative Permanently Closes Motorized Routes
� The Use of Dispersed Camping Corridors is Inappropriate and Not Adequately Analyzed
� The Exclusion of the Wet Weather Alternative in Inappropriate
� Route Density Analysis is Inadequate and Route Densities are Too High
� There is a Lack of a Reasonable Range of Alternatives
� The Minimum System was Not Clearly Identified in the TAP
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� The Deficiency of the Purpose and Need Statement has Lead to Inadequate Analysis
� The Use of Motorized Big Game Retrieval is Excessive
� Our Recommendations to Develop a Comprehensive Travel Management Plan were not 

Analyzed
� The Forest Service Failed to Respond to our Request to Clarify how Travel Management 

Planning Would Interface with Forest Planning
� The Forest Service Fails to Close Unnecessary High Risk/Low Value Routes

The potential significant impacts of the project and the deficiency of the Environmental Assessment 
warrant the release of an Environmental Impact Statement that addresses our concerns.

II. The Williams Ranger District Should Prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

A. The impacts of this project are significant and warrant the 
preparation of an EIS

In a letter to the Kaibab Forest Supervisor, dated January 10, 2007, and signed by five regional and 
national conservation groups,1 we expressed our concern about the Kaibab’s intention to fulfill the 
NEPA requirements of the Williams Ranger District by producing an Environmental Assessment 
(EA), rather than an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). This concern was reiterated in our June 
20, 2008 comments on the Williams Ranger District Proposed Action.2 Although we requested an 
opportunity to discuss our concerns with the Forest Supervisor January 10, 2007, followed by a 
subsequent request submitted on March 3, 2007, we received no offer to further discuss this matter 
with the Forest Supervisor or staff.  At this stage, it appears the Williams RD plans to proceed with 
this project using an EA rather than an EIS, therefore, we reiterate our previous comments and 
specifically address the DEA in this letter.

As we noted in our earlier comments, NEPA prescribes a process, not necessarily a result, and it is 
therefore essential to provide an integrated, comprehensive rationale to: (1) ensure that the NEPA 
process is meaningful and “foster[s] excellent action” (40 C.F.R. § 1500.1); (2) ensure that the 
Forest Service’s ultimate decision is not “arbitrary or capricious” (5 U.S.C. § 706(2)(A)) and 
thereby comports with the Forest Service’s legal obligations to conserve and protect the Kaibab 
National Forest (e.g., NFMA, ESA, CWA, NHPA, CAA, and Executive Order 11644, as amended);
and (3) assist the public’s involvement in the travel planning process. 

We are very concerned about the Williams RD’s apparent intention to fulfill the NEPA 
requirements of the Travel Management Rule by producing an Environmental Assessment (EA), 
rather than an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). It seems self evident that the magnitude and 

1 The five conservation organizations consisted of the Center for Biological Diversity, Grand Canyon Wildlands 
Council, Sierra Club-Grand Canyon Chapter, Natural Trails and Waters Coalition, and Arizona Wilderness Coalition.
2 The five conservation organizations consisted of the Center for Biological Diversity, Grand Canyon Wildlands 
Council, Sierra Club-Grand Canyon Chapter, WildEarth Guardians, and The Wilderness Society.
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scale of the current and proposed route network, the serious management problems and 
controversies implicated by motorized recreation (e.g., camping corridors and motorized game 
retrieval) and the cause-and-effect relationship between motorized recreation, motorized routes, and 
potentially significant environmental harm warrants preparation of an EIS. 

We believe the impacts of the Travel Management decisions, taken together, by considering both 
context and intensity, result in, or at the very least may result in, significant effects to the 
environment, requiring the Williams RD to prepare an EIS.  

As we noted in our scoping comments, the Ninth Circuit has held: 

No matter how thorough, an EA can never substitute for preparation of an EIS, if the 
proposed action could significantly affect the environment. We stress in this regard 
that an EIS serves different purposes from an EA. An EA simply assesses whether 
there will be a significant impact on the environment. An EIS weighs any significant 
negative impacts of the proposed action against the positive objects of the proposal. 
Preparation of an EIS thus ensures that the decision-makers know there is a 
significant risk of environmental impact, and take that impact into consideration.  
Anderson v. Evans, 371 F.3d 475, 494 (9th Cir. 2004) (emphasis added). 

The agency shall prepare an environmental impact statement for all major Agency actions 
significantly affecting the quality of the human environment. The test of what is a ``significant'' 
enough impact to require an EIS is found in the CEQ regulations at 40 C.F.R. § 1508.27.

40 C.F.R. § 1508.27(b) Significantly. (Only relevant passages excerpted)

1. Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse. A significant effect may exist 
even if the Federal agency believes that on balance the effect will be beneficial.
3. Unique characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to historic or 
cultural resources, park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or 
ecologically critical areas.
4. The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are likely 
to be highly controversial.
6. The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with 
significant effects or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration.
7. Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but 
cumulatively significant impacts. Significance exists if it is reasonable to anticipate a 
cumulatively significant impact on the environment. Significance cannot be avoided 
by terming an action temporary or by breaking it down into small component parts.
8. The degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highways, 
structures, or objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places or may cause loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or 
historical resources.
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Each of these intensity factors is addressed below. 

1. “A significant effect may exist even if the Federal agency believes that on balance the effect will 
be beneficial.” The Williams RD draft EA makes clear that the impacts of eliminating cross-country 
travel for the vast majority of forest visitors will have a significantly positive impact on forest 
resources and forest visitors. “Increased habitat quality and reduced disturbance to wildlife as a 
result of closing 380 miles of open roads and substantially reducing cross-country motorized travel” 
would result from any alternative implemented other than the “no action” alternative.  Forest 
Service 2010:22, emphasis added. We also notes that on page 96: “…each of the action alternatives 
would represent a substantial reduction in motorized cross-country travel compared to Alternative 
1…” While the Williams RD chose to use the word “substantial” rather than “significant,” the two 
words are synonymous.  The Merriam-Webster dictionary defines “substantial” as “considerable in 
quantity: significantly great,”  (definition 3(b)) and “significant” as “having or likely to have 
influence or effect: of a noticeably or measurably large amount” (definition 2(a)).  

Additional examples of the significant impacts of this project can be found throughout the draft EA 
(emphasis added in italics):

Pronghorn: “There would be substantial reductions in miles of open roads within grassland cover 
types and the key pronghorn habitat areas of Garland Prairie and Government Prairie” under all 
action alternatives, resulting in reduced levels of human disturbance, increasing habitat quality.  
Forest Service 2010:110. 
Merriam’s shrew and Mogollon vole: The primary effect of the existing direction is mortality to 
voles and shrews run over by vehicles on roads or traveling cross-country as well as habitat 
degradation.  There would be a substantial reduction in the number of open roads within habitat for 
these mammals under all action alternatives and Alternative 4 would eliminate cross-country travel 
by forest visitors.  Forest Service 2010:105. 
Forest Service sensitive plants: Implementation of Alternative 2 would “greatly improve the ability 
of rare plants to grow, survive, and reproduce.” Forest Service 2010:77. 
Invasive Weeds: “Restricting off-road travel and closing 380 miles of roads would greatly reduce
the rate of introduction and spread of invasive exotic weeds compared to Alt. 1.” Forest Service 
2010:22.  “Invasive, weedy plants have a highly significant effect on native plant communities, 
wildlife populations and habitats and natural ecosystem processes…” and “OHVs have a huge 
potential for weed spread.”  Forest Service 2010:88.  “Unmanaged cross country motorized vehicle 
travel is a major threat to the Forest.”  Forest Service 2010:90.  “Continuation of current 
management (Alternative 1 – No Action) could lead to a large annual increase in the number of 
weed species found on the District and in the number of acres infested with invasive exotic weeds.” 
Forest Service 2010:90.  The implementation of the least restrictive alternative, Alternative 2, 
would help prevent the introduction and spread of invasive exotic weeds into some of the most 
vulnerable areas of the district and “greatly reduce” the spread of existing noxious and invasive 
exotic weeds and the introduction of new weeds across the District.”  Forest Service 2010:90.  
Alternative 2 also “greatly reduces the amount of cross country vehicle use associated with 
hunting.” Forest Service 2010:90.  Implementation of Alternative 2 would “greatly reduce the 
introduction and spread of noxious and invasive exotic weeds” compared to the current situation 
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and the other Alternatives would only reduce the spread of invasive species to a greater extent. 
Forest Service 2010:91. 
Fugitive Dust:  a 2008 study cited in the draft EA found that “OHV can cause significant amounts 
of dust. Low volumes of riders could generate dust loads greater than 150 micrograms per cubic 
meter.” Forest Service 2010:31. 
Scenic Resources: the impacts of motorized dispersed camping would be significant because under 
all action alternatives “[t]he impacts would be on about 4 percent of the District rather than the 
existing condition where about 95 percent of the District is potentially open to motorized cross-
country travel for camping and other recreation activities.” Forest Service 2010:49.  
Soils:

58.

The “majority of the Williams RD is covered by soils that could be damaged by off highway 
vehicles” and therefore, the majority of the district would be protected by eliminating cross-country 
off-road travel by most forest visitors which is true for all action alternatives. Forest Service 2010:

Cultural Resources: all of the action alternatives would “greatly reduce the risk of damages to 
cultural resources from off road vehicles.” Forest Service 2010:117. 

Merely because the Forest Service proposes to replace a cross-country management regime with 
one that prohibits cross country travel does not mean that impacts of the designation can be swept 
aside and only compared with the no-action alternative. As one court put it in the context of 
modestly improved fuel economy standards where the plaintiffs had urged more stringent standards: 

The only reason NHTSA provided for why the environmental impact of the Final
Rule would be insignificant is that it results in a decreased rate of growth of
[greenhouse gas] emissions compared to the light truck CAFE standard for MY 2007. But 
simply because the Final Rule may be an improvement over the MY 2007 CAFE standard 
does not necessarily mean that it will not have a ‘significant effect’ on the environment.

Center for Biological Diversity v. NHTSA, 538 F.3d 1172, 1224 (9th Cir. 2008); see also 40 C.F.R. 
§ 1508.27(b)(1) (“A significant effect may exist even if the Federal agency believes that on balance 
the effect will be beneficial.”).

Negative or adverse effects from all alternatives, including the no action alternative, further support 
our position that an EIS should be prepared.  Examples of negative or adverse effects that do or may 
rise to the level of significance that would require an EIS are detailed below:

Effects on Range: the no action alternative (Alternative 1) would leave approximately 1,890 miles 
of roads open, no roads would be closed, approximately 4,574 acres are permanently removed from 
forage production (1,890 miles of road), and an additional 5,600-168,000 acres may be indirectly 
negatively affected by accelerated erosion coming off all roads.  Forest Service 2010:122. Because 
no alternative would result in the removal of any road from the ground, this analysis applies to all 
alternatives.  The statement in the DEA that closing 380-415 miles of roads would have a positive 
cumulative effect is unsubstantiated and erroneous because there is no plan to physically obliterate, 
revegetate or otherwise rehabilitate roads that would be closed in any alternative.  Forest Service 
2010:122-123.  As stated in the DEA at page 125, “Acres of Indirect Effects stay the same across all 
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alternatives because even though roads are being closed in Alts 2-4, they are not being 
decommissioned. Therefore, loss to soil productivity and negative effects to the range resources are 
expected to continue” for the next 20 years. Forest Service 2010:125.  The Forest Service 
acknowledges that natural revegetation of closed roads could take decades if the roads are not 
obliterated.  Forest Service 2010:125. However, range permittees will be allowed the continued use 
of closed roads for administering their allotment, making natural revegetation of closed roads 
unlikely, ensuring continued negative impacts of those roads. Forest Service 2010:124.

Fire: The “cumulative effect for Alternative 1 is negative due to the abundance of roads that may 
cause a desirable fire to stop prematurely.” Forest Service 2010:128.  As stated above, this remains 
true for all alternatives because no roads are being decommissioned.  Therefore, the statement in the 
DEA that “Alternatives 2-4 are expected to result in neutral to positive cumulative effects for the 
fire and fuel management” is incorrect. 

3. Unique characteristics of the geographic area: The Williams RD contains unique geographic 
characteristics of the area, and ecologically critical areas, including the Sycamore Canyon and 
Kendrick Mountain Wilderness areas, significant grasslands (including five grassland restoration 
areas) and other significant habitat for mule deer and elk, pronghorn and other species. Sycamore 
Canyon is within Ecosystem Management Area 2 and peregrine falcon, Mexican spotted owl, 
northern goshawk, and bald eagle seasonally use part of this area.  Several management indicator 
species are also known to be present in the area.  The EA identifies several management indicator 
species that could be affected by the Travel Management Plan, specifically: Arizona bugbane, 
Mexican spotted owl (federally listed threatened species), northern goshawk, wild turkey, elk, mule 
deer, American pronghorn and Abert’s squirrel as Management Indicator Species that may be 
affected by this project. 

4. The degree to which the proposed action is likely to be highly controversial
We believe the Forest Service continues to underestimate the level of controversy surrounding off-
road vehicle management in public lands.  The Arizona State Parks 2008 Statewide Comprehensive 
Outdoor Recreation Plan supports our contention that off-road vehicle recreation is highly 
controversial:

“Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) Recreation, once termed Off-Road Vehicle Registration, is 
undoubtedly the most controversial and least understood recreation occurring on lands in 
Arizona today.  It is an emotional battle for the users and a concern for land managers.”  

Arizona State Parks 2008:89.  

6. The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with significant 
effects or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration:  We believe that the Travel 
Management Plan creates a precedent that could affect future planning because of the impact of 
motorized travel on the landscape or because a decision could be established as a planning 
principle. The Kaibab National Forest is, like many other forests, in the midst of Forest Plan 
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Revision.  Decisions made via Travel Management Planning can have significant impacts on 
decisions that are yet to be made in the long overdue Forest Plan Revision process.  For example, 
designation of routes and dispersed camping corridors in the TMP could impact future Forest 
Planning decisions to designate those areas as primitive, non-motorized, or could preclude 
identification of areas as recommended wilderness. The designation of routes through Travel 
Planning can alter current system route densities which could in turn result in a significant change 
in Forest Plan route density standards. It has been made clear to the public that while the 
designation of routes as open or closed to motorized uses can be adjusted in future iterations of the
Motor Vehicle Use Map, the process for those determinations is anything but clear and undoing the 
decisions made at this juncture could prove to be nearly impossible given expected funding and 
staffing levels for low priority NEPA projects. 

7. Cumulative effects: As we stated in our scoping comments in June 2008, the impacts of the 
Travel Management decisions on the Williams RD are directly related to the impacts from similar 
decisions in the other ranger districts of the Kaibab National Forest, which will, taken together, 
have cumulatively significant impacts.  In addition, as all National Forests in Arizona are 
undertaking Travel Management Planning simultaneously, the cumulative impacts analysis should 
also take into account the route networks that are currently designated or expected to be designated 
within the next few years as the combined impacts of these decisions will be significant given that 
Arizona’s National Forests are largely connected physically and biologically to each other or to 
other public lands. The impacts of the existing system road network in the Williams RD, including 
all ML 1 roads, must also be addressed in this cumulative impacts analysis.  As roads have crept 
into the existing system, project by project, the full impact of the entire road network has never 
adequately been analyzed.  The cumulative impacts analysis in the Williams RD EA must address 
the cumulative impacts from the existing system, the designation of extensive route systems across 
the Kaibab, across Arizona, and similarly, the cumulative impacts from anticipated mining, grazing, 
logging, and fire management regimes across the Kaibab. 

Because the Williams TMP meets the qualifications of the significance test, the Forest must prepare 
an EIS for this action.  We recommend the Williams RD consider that the cumulative impacts of 
the Forest Service’s actions must be viewed as a product of: (1) the baseline impact caused by the 
pre-existing 1480 mile designated route system; (2) the added impact caused by the 220 miles of 
known unauthorized user-created routes; (3) the short and long-term impacts caused by the 
persistence of all of these routes on the landscape now; (4) the impacts caused by lawful use of the 
1460 mile designated route system coupled with the 20 mile administrative use only system and the 
potential unlawful use of the 220 mile undesignated route system; and (5) the impact caused by 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. Simply because the Forest Service has 
changed its management policies does not thereby erase the past history of motorized recreation use 
on the Williams RD. Nor does it enable the Forest Service to proceed on the basis of an EA. The 
“cumulative impact” of motorized recreation to the landscape must, here, be addressed through an 
EIS. 40 C.F.R. § 1508.27(b)(7).
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B. Lack of Environmental Analysis in the EA

In our scoping comments of June 20, 2008, we specifically asked the Williams RD to analyze the 
impacts of the Williams RD travel plan in light of other TMP projects in the Kaibab National 
Forest.  The EA utterly fails to address this issue.  The Forest Service should address past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable Travel Management Planning projects in other districts and forests in 
Arizona.  The cumulative effects analysis does not include an analysis of the impacts of Travel 
Management Planning projects within the Kaibab National Forest in the Tusayan and North Kaibab 
Ranger Districts, nor the impacts associated with Travel Management Planning in the Coconino and 
Tonto National Forests.  

In addition, throughout the EA, the Forest Service makes conclusory statements with no site-
specific analysis or quantified evidence to support those statements. These conclusory statements do 
not comply with NEPA.  Without site-specific or quantified evidence, the Forest Service cannot 
properly inform the public and itself cannot understand whether significant impacts may result. As 
the Ninth Circuit has instructed,

In accord with NEPA, the Forest Service must “consider” cumulative impacts. 40 
C.F.R. § 1508.25(c).  To “consider” cumulative effects, some quantified or 
detailed information is required.  Without such information, neither the courts nor 
the public, in reviewing the Forest Service’s decisions, can be assured the Forest 
Service provided the hard look that it is required to provide. . . . General 
statements about “possible” effects and “some risk” do not constitute a “hard 
look” absent a justification regarding why more definitive information could not 
be provided. 

Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain v. U.S. Forest Serv., 137 F.3d 1372, 1379-80 (9th Cir. 1998).
Moreover, the failure to include quantified or site-specific information caused the Forest Service to 
fail to properly disclose the magnitude of the impacts of the proposed project.  The agency cannot 
proceed with the project until an EIS is completed. 

Specific concerns on the lack of analysis include:

1. Designation of user-created and currently closed routes.

In Chapter 3, the impacts of user-created routes are generally identified: damage to forest resources, 
disturbance of wildlife, negative impacts to forest visitors seeking quiet recreation, and damage to 
vegetation. In addition, the Forest Service points out that user-created, or unauthorized routes,  have 
not been designed or constructed to Forest Service standards and have not gone through NEPA. 
Forest Service 2010:31.  All action alternatives include the designation of user-created and closed 
routes.  However, there is no determination or report on whether these user-created routes meet 
Forest Service standards. There is also no information on any plan to ensure Forest Service 
standards for these routes are met prior to addition to the designated system.  Instead, the Forest 
Service seems to dismiss the site-specific impacts of these routes because they would result in “the 
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addition of less than one percent of the total road miles” and the fact that these routes are “pre-
existing,” therefore the effects of adding them to the designated system “would be minimal.”  Forest 
Service 2010:49.  

It is our contention that adding 18 miles of unauthorized routes as spur roads for dispersed camping 
along with 8 miles of currently closed roads and 8 additional miles of user-created roads to the 
designated system could in fact have significant impacts that have never been analyzed by the 
Forest Service.  We object to the addition of these routes without site-specific NEPA analysis and 
assurances that these routes meet Forest Service standards.  

For unauthorized or user-created routes, the Travel Analysis Process Report, or TAP, provides 
information on the risks and benefits of these routes.  However, there are routes proposed for 
inclusion in the designated system that are high risk and low value.  These routes should be 
excluded.  For currently closed routes, there is no information on the risk/benefit analysis available 
in the TAP.  For routes that have been closed, we ask that the rationale behind the determination to 
close those routes in previous decisions be made publicly available and that a risk/benefit analysis 
be made available prior to the inclusion of these routes in the designated system.  We also ask that 
all currently closed routes that present a high risk to forest resources in any category remain closed.

2. Existing Routes.

It is unclear whether the Williams RD EA places existing routes outside of its impacts analysis.  
Few existing routes have ever been subject to NEPA analysis for impacts to the natural and cultural 
resources or climate change and their cumulative effects have never been considered.  Existing 
motorized routes, both system and unauthorized, have negative impacts to natural resources and will 
continue to cause resource damage that, when taken with other Forest Service actions and existing 
routes that remain on the ground even if they are not designated as open to motorized use, are 
cumulatively significant.  The impacts of all routes must be analyzed. As defined by the CEQ 
regulations:

“Cumulative impact” is the impact on the environment which results from the 
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or 
person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from 
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of 
time. 

40 C.F.R § 1508.7. Also, the “proper reference point for a cumulative impacts inquiry is the entire 
ORV trail system.” N. Cascades Conservation Council v. U.S. Forest Serv., 98 F.Supp.2d 1193, 
1198 (W.D. Wash. 1999). “The wrinkle with respect to the present project is simply that while the 
ORV trail system to which the Goose-Maverick, Ramona, and Three Creeks projects tie already 
exists, the impact of the existing system, and whether it can bear an increase in use, has never been 
carefully considered.”  Id. at 1199 (emphasis added).
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Because the Forest Service failed to consider the environmental impacts of the entire transportation 
system and other ongoing and expected Travel Management projects in Arizona (Coconino, Tonto, 
Apache-Sitgreaves, Coronado), the EA is deficient under NEPA. 

3. ROS Classes.

The Forest Service acknowledges that there are long-term negative effects from existing roads in 
semi-primitive non-motorized (SPNM) recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) areas and that “no 
progress is made toward the desired condition for these areas” under the existing system and route 
density.  Forest Service 2010:41.  However, in the effects analysis for the action alternative, there is 
no specific analysis of those areas.  Instead, there is a blanket, conclusory statement that the action 
alternatives will result in “positive effects to recreation settings adjacent to Wilderness, in Semi-
Primitive Non-Motorized and Semi-Primitive Motorized settings resulting from reduction of road 
density.” Forest Service 2010:48,51,53.  

The Forest Service is clearly aware of site specific concerns, as demonstrated by the statement at 
page 50 of the DEA: “Conflicts between the designated road system and the KNF Forest Plan 
mapping of semi-primitive non-motorized ROS classes are reduced, although some conflicts 
remain.”  While “[m]any redundant roads would be removed from the designated road system, 
decreasing road density overall[,]” and “[s]ome roads in ROS classes of semi-primitive motorized 
and non-motorized have been removed, especially near Designated Wilderness[,]” we do not agree 
the Forest Service can conclude that “[t]hese changes would improve the ROS in these locations 
over time and recreation opportunities in these areas would better represent the expected setting 
opportunities …This would have a positive effect on desired conditions for ROS.”  Forest Service 
2010:46.  This conclusion cannot be reached unless the public knows, and the Forest Service 
identifies, which SPNM ROS areas have been impacted by the existing system and which areas will 
continue to be impacted by the proposed alternatives and to what degree.  There is also no specific 
analysis of the impacts of the motorized dispersed camping corridors adjacent to or within SPNM 
ROS areas.

As stated in the DEA, “Forest Plan direction state that ROS classes are to be considered in the 
design of project activities and ROS classes maintained or enhanced.”  Given the known motorized 
incursions in to non-motorized ROS classes, the Forest Service must take a hard look at the site 
specific impacts of this project on non-motorized ROS classes. 

The KNF Forest Plan states that, for the Williams Ranger District, the Forest Service must “avoid 
construction of permanent or temporary roads in SPNM areas, unless required by valid permitted 
activity” and that “[r]oads should be obliterated when no longer needed.  Forest Service 1986:34-2.

4. Cross-country travel for dispersed camping
The Williams RD acknowledges that most of the current motorized dispersed camping on the 
district occurs within 100 feet of open roads, (PAGE 9, 32) in existing sites and areas that have been 
identified for use in both Alternative 2 and 3.  Therefore, there would be no improvement from 
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implementation of either of these alternatives and the impacts of the motorized corridor are not 
sufficiently addressed in the DEA.  

We are particularly concerned that driving within the 200 foot corridor would not be restricted.  It is 
not sufficient that the “preferred use” of these corridors is to make a single trip in to establish a 
camp and a single trip out.  Forest Service 2010:46.  The end result of this very unclear direction to 
forest visitors will be corridors in which unlimited cross-country travel is permitted, impacting more 
than 10,000 acres of land.  Conflicts between campers is certain to increase given the increasingly 
common practice noted by recreation specialists of group camping and associated OHV riding and 
the use of spurs and sites would best reduce these conflicts.  Forest Service 2010:46-47.

In addition, the impacts of the proposed camping corridor have not been analyzed on a site specific 
basis.  Analyzing the impacts of the dispersed camping corridor will require taking a look at all 
10,000-plus acres of forest available for driving and camping.  In contrast, the spur routes approach 
would require a much more limited site-specific analysis. The proposed corridor along 220 miles of 
road has not been surveyed for rare plants, invasive species of plants or most other resource 
concerns. Forest Service 2010:77, 91. Specific information is available only for archeological 
resources indicating that 214 archeological sites are known to occur within the proposed 200 foot 
motorized camping corridor with just three-quarters of the corridor surveyed. We note that in the 
Kaibab National Forest, archeologists normally survey just 100 feet from the centerline of open 
roads, however, more than 1,200 archeological sites are known to occur within 200 feet of open 
roads.  Forest Service 2010:118-119.

5. Soils, Watershed and Air Quality.

Soils: Approximately 75% of the Williams RD is covered by soils with low bearing strength when 
wet, 52% of the soils have a low re-vegetation potential, and 93% of the district has a sever 
limitation for the construction and use of unsurfaced roads.  Forest Service 2010:58. The majority of 
the roads on the district are unpaved, ML 2 roads (1,340 miles) and 98% of the district has a 
moderate to severe limitation for the use of off highway vehicles.  Forest Service 2010:6, 58.  The 
result is that much of the district is covered by soils that can be damaged by off highway vehicles.  
Forest Service 2010:58.  

As stated in the DEA:

"The only way to prevent accelerated erosion on naturally erodible soils is by 
maintaining at least a minimum amount of vegetative cover. Roads generally do not 
have vegetative cover at all. Roads on erodible soils present maintenance challenges. 
Native surface roads created or built without good drainage features are easily 
damaged by raindrop impact, concentrated runoff, and mechanical disturbance by 
vehicle tires. The road surface washes off, ruts are created, and ponding occurs. The 
road itself may become a gully. The erosion and concentrated flow from the road 
may cause a head cut next to the road, leading to a new gully or drainage.
Sustainable roads may be constructed on erodible soils; but they must have a hard 
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surface, such as gravel or asphalt, and drainage features, such as a raised bed, 
crowning, water spreading ditches, parallel ditches, and culverts. Construction of 
sustainable roads is very expensive." 

Forest Service 2010:60-61.The KNF Forest Plan directs the Forest Service to “[p]rovide for 
intensive management of soil and watershed resources” in the Williams Ranger District.  Forest 
Service 1986:62.  The Forest Service should also “[p]rovide soil and water resource integration and 
coordination in land and resource management planning…Formulate and execute land treatment 
measures to (1) close, revegetate, and thereby obliterate, system roads not needed for resource 
actions and (2) establish ground-cover improvements in degraded, unsatisfactory watersheds and 
return them to satisfactory condition.” Forest Service 1986:62, 68, 86.

A study entitled “Desert Biological Soil Crusts,” Belnap J. states: “As tough as soil crust organisms 
are in the face of natural stresses (heat, radiation, drought) they are no match or animal hooves, 
human feet, tank treads or off-road vehicle tires. The compressional and shear forces these activities 
generate essentially pulverize soil crusts, especially when they are dry (as they most often are). . . . 
Relative to other disturbance types, direct human impact has probably been most responsible for the 
simplification and/or destruction of soil crusts and human activities remain the dominant cause of 
crust loss.” The impacts on soil are described there as follows: “[t]he reduction of crust cover and 
loss of lichens and mosses lead to a loss of soil stability and reduced soil fertility as less 
polysaccharide material is extruded, less carbon and nitrogen is fixed, less dust and other surface 
materials are captured, fewer chelators and growth factors are secreted, nutrient uptake rates and 
lowered, and soil food web organism decrease in number and diversity. Flattened soil surfaces 
change the way crusts affect local hydrologic regimens and vascular plant establishment. In other 
words, the contribution of biological soil crusts to the surrounding ecosystem is greatly 
compromised.” This is no small matter. “Biological soil crusts provide many of the basic needs for 
plants and animals found in the desert environment . . . The condition of biological soil crusts 
should be a top management priority in desert regions because once this resource is gone, it is often 
gone for more than a human lifetime.” Id. See also Belnap, J. “Impacts of off-road vehicles on 
nitrogen cycles in biological soil crusts: resistance in different U.S. deserts,” (noting that ORV use 
“can have profound impacts on soil resources and nutrient cycles.”) The latter paper notes that 
recovery from impacts in desert environments is “extremely slow, effective management of this vast 
resource generally means preserving, to the greatest extent feasible, existing ecosystem structure 
and function.” This article also cites others which have concluded that ORV use “compact soils, 
crush vegetation and crusts, and increase soil erosion.” Id. At 156. See Webb, R.H. & Wilshire, 
H.G. (Eds.) (1983) Environmental Effects of Of-Road Vehicles: Impacts and Management in Arid 
Regions. New York: Springer-Verlag. The Forest Service must investigate the extent to which these 
impacts are occurring and include that in the description of existing conditions. 

Watershed: The Williams RD drains to either the Lower Colorado River watershed (34%) or the 
Verde River watershed and there are many constructed reservoirs.  Forest Service 2010:58-59.
Turbidity and siltation are two of the largest potential water quality issues in the district and 
unpaved roads contribute to this problem.  Forest Service 2010:62.  The information in the Soils 
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section above provides resources on the impacts of ORVs to soil erosion, a major factor in turbidity 
and siltation. 

Air Quality: The majority of roads in the Williams RD are unpaved and sources of fugitive dust in 
dry weather, and cross country travel also contributes to fugitive dust. Continuation of current 
management (implementation of Alternative 1) would lead to a continuing decline in soil, 
watershed and air quality, and would not meet Forest Plan goals; the impacts of implementation of 
Alternatives 2 and 3 are not a marked improvement.  While the reduction of motorized routes by 
24% is an improvement over the current situation, the statement that the Forest Service could 
provide better road maintenance and might even be able to make road improvements is not born out 
by an analysis of the current funding situation.  Forest Service 2010:64.  While it is true that a 
smaller road system would mean that a larger percentage of the total roads in the road system would 
receive regular maintenance, the Forest Service still faces a stunning lack of funds for this 
maintenance.  The Williams RD can afford to maintain just 25% of the current road system and all 
action alternatives increase the number of miles of road in the system by 40 miles. Forest Service 
2010:136.  

While the conversion of hundreds of miles of roads from ML 2 to ML 1 reduces the amount of 
funding necessary by just over $100,000 (or 7%), the expected available funding still falls far short 
of the needed $1.3 million funding for all alternatives at just $370,000 annually. Forest Service 
2010:136. The amount of funding the entire Kaibab National Forest receives is not adequate to meet 
the needs of the Williams RD alone under the current or any proposed road system.  In addition, if 
the motorized routes not designated under this project are not decommissioned, their physical 
presence will continue to impact air quality, soils, and watershed health.  The continuing impacts 
from the poorly maintained road system as well as routes outside this road system must be properly 
analyzed and disclosed to the public.  The analysis of the impacts to soils, watershed and air quality 
failed to take into account the realities of the fiscal situation, which have direct, significant impacts 
on forest resources.  

6. Fugitive dust. We appreciate the inclusion of issues we raised regarding fugitive dust in the EA.  
However, we have additional information the Forest Service should consider and new information 
has come to light since the 2008 scoping that the Forest Service must consider.  Moreover, we are 
concerned by the Forest Service’s failure to describe levels of ambient air pollution and to model 
the impacts of fugitive dust emissions that will result from this plan.  Fugitive dust suspended in the 
air has the potential to impact more total area than any other impact of roads (paved or unpaved) 
and it can have significant effects on ecosystems and wildlife habitat. Forman et al., 2003; Westec, 
1979. In fact, according to the National Emissions Inventory, road dust is the single greatest source 
of PM10.  EPA, Draft Integrated Science Assessment for Particulate Matter, at 3-171 (Dec. 2008).
Attached as Appendix A. Fugitive dust accounts for approximately 50% of primary PM2.5, with 
40% of that arising from unpaved roads. EPA, Air Quality Criteria for Particulate Matter, at 3-94
(Oct. 2004).  Attached as Appendix B. Dust is created and raised into the air as motorized vehicles 
travel on unpaved roads and through cross country travel, such as in the proposed dispersed 
camping and big game retrieval areas, and is then dispersed along roadsides or carried further afield 
via wind currents. Once soil surfaces within dispersed camping areas and along Forest Service roads 
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are disturbed, wind erosion may increase the amount of debris flow. Lovich and Bainbridge 1999.
An example of fugitive dust plumes caused by OHV traffic is documented in 1973 satellite photos. 
These photos show six dust plumes in the Mojave Desert covering more than 1,700 km2 (656.2 
mi2

According to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), “[n]umerous scientific studies have 
linked particle pollution exposure to a variety of problems, including increased respiratory 
symptoms, such as irritation of the airways, coughing, or difficulty breathing, for example;
decreased lung function; aggravated asthma; development of chronic bronchitis; irregular heartbeat;
nonfatal heart attacks; and premature death in people with heart or lung disease.” 

). These plumes were attributed to destabilization of soil surfaces resulting from OHV activities.
Nakata et al., 1976; Gill 1996. In a study prepared by Walker and Everett, along Alaskan roads 
heavily traveled by various types of vehicles, they found that dust had buried mosses and very low-
statured vegetation in the 10-m-wide area adjacent to each side of the road; dust blankets measured 
up to 10 cm (3.9 in) deep. Walker and Everett 1987.

http://www.epa.gov/pm/health.html, last accessed March 9, 2010. The Forest Service made no 
attempt to analyze the effects of fugitive dust on human health in the project area, and it failed to 
assess how airborne fugitive dust would travel and affect human health beyond the boundaries of 
the ranger district. 

In September 2009, Dr. Jane Belnap of the United States Geological Survey gave a presentation to 
the Colorado Water Conservancy District.3 Dr. Belnap’s presentation addressed the connection 
between increased temperature, disturbance, invasive species and dust.  This presentation focused 
much attention on the impacts from ORVs and noted the cycle of increasing temperatures, which 
increases dust, which is exacerbated by ORVs, which increases the effects of climate change 
(temperature increases), with the key indicator of these problems being earlier snowmelts.   Dr. 
Belnap also cited dust concerns in her testimony at congressional hearings on June 5, 2008.  Of 
particular concern is the amount of dust that results from motorized routes, which settles upon snow 
pack and alters the melt rate which, in turn, alters the availability of warm season infusion of water 
into streams and lakes, when such water is critical to wildlife.  We have attached the Senate 
oversight hearing testimony as Appendix D and ask that the Forest Service specifically review 
pages 3-7, and see also pages 14, 18, 19.

Recently, a study was released in California clearly demonstrating that ORV activity is a major 
contributor to high PM concentrations in nearby airsheds because of destruction of soil crusts and 
vegetation. Craig, Cahill, and Ono 2010.  This study is attached as Appendix E. While dust is bad 
for the health of people, it can also affect plants and animals.  The Forest Service should address the 
impact of fugitive dust on vegetation, including the disruption of photosynthetic and respiration 
processes, leading to reduced plant growth, reproduction, and survivorship. It should also evaluate 
the impact on species such as desert tortoises. The information on fugitive dust is also necessary for 
understanding the likely contributions to regional climate change caused by this plan.

3 PowerPoint presentation given September 18, 2009 at the Colorado River Water Conservancy District seminar, attached as 
Appendix C and available online at http://www.crwcd.org/page_305).
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The Forest Service must comply with all federal, state, and local environmental laws, including that 
it must maintain “air quality at a level that is adequate for the protection and use of National Forest
System resources and that meets or exceeds applicable Federal, State and/or local standards or 
regulations.”   36 C.F.R. § 219.27(a)(12).  This means, for example, that the Forest Service may not 
permit activities that will result in exceedances of national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS), 
prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) increment limits, air quality related values (AQRVs), 
and standards for hazardous air pollutants. For instance, the Kaibab NF must “protect the current 
status of air quality related values [AQRV's] in the Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Class I Airshed
and in other wildernesses.” Kaibab NF LRMP at 4-18.  The Clean Air Act itself also requires that 
the Forest Service not license, permit, approve, engage in, or support in any way an activity that will 
not conform with a state implementation plan (SIP). 42 U.S.C. § 7506(c)(1).  State implementation 
plans are developed in order to achieve NAAQS and to observe PSD increment limits.  See id. § 
7410.  Conformity with a SIP includes eliminating violations of NAAQS and ensuring that activities 
the Forest Service approves will not violate air quality standards such as NAAQS and PSD 
increment limits.  Finally, NEPA requires that the Forest Service understand the environmental 
impacts of its actions, including analysis of air pollution in order to understand if the plan will 
comply with federal and state air quality standards, as required by Forest Service regulations and 
the Clean Air Act.

The Forest Service has made no attempt to calculate the amount of dust that will be generated by 
the proposed open road system or any alternative.  The Forest Service should, at the very least, 
analyze the amount of dust that will be generated from the road system by using modeling and 
sample routes to inventory the particulate matter pollution for PM10 which will be generated by 
fugitive dust from ORVs on designated routes. This has been done for Bureau of Land Management 
projects (the West Tavaputs Plateau Natural Gas Full Field Development Plan, DEIS February 2008 
and the Enduring Resources’ Saddletree Draw Leasing and Rock House Development Proposal, 
FEA December 2007.)

Despite the fact that the DEA acknowledges that “[t]he majority of roads on the Williams Ranger 
District are unpaved" and that "[t]hese gravel and dirt roads [and cross country driving] are sources 
of fugitive dust in dry weather, especially when there is frequent vehicle traffic," the Forest Service 
failed to conduct a full-scale quantitative analysis of the air quality impacts in the planning area or 
model these impacts. DEA at 60. In addition, as part of the “hard look” requirement, NEPA 
demands that the Forest Service determine and accurately describe baseline air quality conditions, 
so that it, as well as the public, can fully understand the implications of the existing and proposed 
travel system.  Without preparing near-field, far-field, and cumulative air quality analyses, the 
Forest Service will not understand the level of the pollutants the road and trail network and its use 
will emit, thereby violating NEPA and its requirement that the Forest Service understand the 
environmental impacts of its plan.  In addition, the Forest Service must model pollution 
concentrations and dispersion in order to understand if this plan will comply with federal and state 
air quality standards and protect air quality related values.

The DEA’s “analysis” of air quality merely consists of conclusory statements that because cross-
country travel will be eliminated (except for within the large dispersed camping and motorized big 
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game retrieval corridors proposed) that fugitive dust will be reduced.  For instance, the DEA
indicates: “Alternative 2 (Proposed Action) would reduce the damage to plants from cross country 
vehicle travel. Plants would have the potential to be healthier and more resilient to climate change. 
The maintenance of (and possible increase in) plant cover would protect the soil from water erosion 
and wind erosion (fugitive dust). . . .  It also has the potential to reduce the amount of fugitive dust 
created on the District." DEA at 66; see also DEA at 21, 67, 68, 69 (containing similarly conclusory 
statements that the alternatives have the potential to reduce fugitive dust).  However, there is 
absolutely no analysis or science supporting the supposition that fugitive dust will be reduced, nor 
does the DEA acknowledge that drier seasons and continued drought conditions due to climate 
change may exacerbate wind-borne particulate matter pollution, even with reduced cross-country 
travel.  Additionally, the Forest Service has not explained whether fugitive dust will affect the Bull 
City area or Phoenix, which are both out of attainment for PM10. In order to fulfill its obligations 
under NEPA and to ensure its compliance with the Clean Air Act, the Forest Service may not 
merely declare that air quality in the planning area will be protected and comply with federal and 
state air quality standards without providing the results of dispersion modeling to confirm that 
conclusion.

It is eminently foreseeable that there will be increased air pollution from fugitive dust by adding 
motorized trails and increased use of the extensive existing road system as well as from motorized 
cross-country travel for game retrieval and in the dispersed camping corridors. ORV use has 
increased dramatically in the last several years and will likely continue to increase.  The 
environmental effects of these increases and measures to mitigate them must be discussed as 
compliance with NEPA necessitates.

The Forest Service must prepare a comprehensive emissions inventory, which includes fugitive dust 
emissions, and then model these figures in near-field, far-field, and cumulative analyses.  Without 
doing so, the Forest Service cannot know what impact these activities will have and whether it is 
complying with federal and state air quality standards.

7. Climate Change. The impacts of this project were not adequately addressed in the DEA in light 
of information available on climate change.

The DEA addresses climate change only by indicating that: 
1) continuation of current management could increase stress on plants and animals dealing with 

higher temperatures and long-term drought, which might be caused by global climate change 
(page 63); 

2) implementation of Alternative 2 would reduce the damage to plants from cross country 
vehicle travel potentially improving plant resilience to climate change (page 66); motorized 
vehicle impacts during a time of climate change may reduce the ability of some rare plant 
populations to adapt and survive (page 73);  

3) continuation of current management could lead to an even greater rate of weed introduction 
and spread if global climate change predictions are correct (page 90); and 

4) the reduction of bare ground would improve the ability of the forest to resist invasion by 
weeds during a period of global climate change (page 92).  
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This is vague, not specific to the plants and wildlife of the Williams RD, makes only cursory 
reference to the decades long drought conditions that have wrought havoc on southwestern forests 
and is inadequate analysis under NEPA.  We have, over the last decade in response to Kaibab 
planning processes, submitted hundreds of pages of comments addressing subjects ranging from 
grazing, recreation, logging, and fire impacts, and the need to identify areas for wilderness 
designation.  In addition, we have submitted hundreds of pages of comments as well as attached 
studies and references on the adverse impacts of motorized recreation on soils, wildlife, other
recreationists, and vegetation.  Because of the lack of analysis in the DEA given our prior concerns 
and information, we reiterate here our concerns raised during scoping and provide additional 
information. 

In 2009 Secretary Vilsack called for “making our forests more resilient to climate change.” Forest 
Service 2009b.  Recent studies provide important information about the impacts of climate 
disruption on lands like the Kaibab National Forest, as well as emerging new best management 
practices to employ in the face of climate change. See, for example, CCSP. 2009; U.S. Climate 
Change Science Program Final Report. 2008. Attached as Appendix F. The 2008 Environmental 
Protection Agency’s “Final Report,” specifically “identifies strategies to address management 
challenges posed by climate change for a subset of federally protected lands and waters.  These 
strategies can also be broadly applied to other lands and waters managed by governmental or 
nongovernmental entities.” We urge the Forest Service to include this information in the analysis of 
the alternatives in order to better address climate change. 

Climate change most likely will intensify the risk of ecosystem change for terrestrial and aquatic 
systems, affecting ecosystem structure, function, and productivity.  Forest Service 2008a:8. Climate 
scientists agree that human activities have led to elevated atmospheric concentrations of carbon 
dioxide (CO2) and other greenhouse gases that cause global warming, and observed concentrations 
are projected to increase. The potential ecological implication of climate change trends in the 
Southwest include: 1) increasing temperatures; 2) more extreme disturbance events, including 
wildfires, intense rain and floods, wind events, and drought; 3) reduced precipitation; and 4) shifts 
in the timing of snowmelt. The consequences of climate change are uncertain but may affect forest 
resources such as water, vegetation, and animals.  Forest Service 2008a:8.

Unfortunately, as emphasized in our scoping comments on the Proposed Action (Center for 
Biological Diversity et. al, 2008, attached as Appendix P), climate change has never been addressed 
at all in the Kaibab National Forest Travel Management planning process. Several federal entities 
have published studies on climate change that could easily have been utilized by the Forest Service 
to analyze the impacts of this project in the context of climate change. These recent studies include: 

1) U.S. Climate Change Science Program Final Report, Synthesis and Assessment Product 4.4, 
“Preliminary Review of Adaptation Options for Climate-Sensitive Ecosystems and 
Resources” (June 2008), available at http://www.climatescience.gov/Library/sap/sap4-
4/final-report/ and attached as Appendix G;

2) Committee on Environment and Natural Resources, National Science and Technology 
Council, “Scientific Assessment of the Effects of Global Change on the United States” (May 
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2008), available at http://www.climatescience.gov/Library/scientific-assessment/ and 
attached as Appendix H; and 

3) U.S. Climate Change Science Program, Synthesis and Assessment Product 5.2, “Best 
Practice Approaches for Characterizing, Communicating and Incorporating Scientific 
Uncertainty in Climate Decision Making,” (April 2008), available at 
http://www.climatescience.gov/Library/sap/sap5-2/public-review-draft/default.htm and 
attached as Appendix I.

These studies provide important information about the impacts of climate change on lands like the 
Kaibab National Forest, as well as emerging new best management practices to employ in the face 
of climate change. The June 2008 report, prepared by the Environmental Protection Agency, 
specifically “identifies strategies to address management challenges posed by climate change for a 
subset of federally protected lands and waters. These strategies can also be broadly applied to other 
lands and waters managed by governmental or nongovernmental entities.” This information should 
have been included in the analysis of the alternatives in order to adequately address climate change.

Observed and anticipated impacts caused by climate change may require more aggressive actions to 
protect, restore, and enhance ecological resiliency. Such actions could entail protecting migratory 
wildlife corridors by reducing route densities, physically decommissioning and eliminating routes in 
bottlenecks and other important habitats, and administratively designating protected areas, free from 
motorized use, to protect wildlife. Similar actions may be warranted to protect other forest 
resources, such as water quality. But without acknowledging the threat of climate change and 
building this threat into the agency’s analysis of impacts and consideration of alternatives, the 
Forest Service cannot make a reasoned and informed decision pertaining to motorized recreation. In 
particular, the Forest Service may be grossly underestimating the cumulative impacts of permitting 
an extensive motorized route system and, regardless, is failing to consider an increasingly dominant 
consideration for public lands management.

We believe that observed and anticipated impacts caused by climate change may require more
aggressive actions to protect, restore, and enhance ecological resiliency, as emphasized by Secretary 
Vilsack. Such actions could entail protecting wildlife migratory and movement corridors by 
significantly reducing grazing impacts, logging activities and route densities, and administratively 
designating additional protected areas, free from motorized use, to protect wildlife.  GCWC 2007, 
2007a.

An additional significant development occurred when, on December 17, 2009, Agriculture 
Secretary Tom Vilsack announced, "Our shared vision begins with restoration. Restoration, 
according to the Forest Service, means managing forest lands first and foremost to protect our water 
resources, while making our forests more resilient to climate change.” Forest Service 2009b.
Resiliency is the capacity to recover and return from a disturbance (whether natural or 
anthropogenic) to its pre-disturbance state and sustain ecosystem function.  Forest Service 
2008a:24; Herrick et al. 1999; Whitford 2002. Biological integrity, a key prerequisite for resilient 
landscapes, is the capacity of an ecosystem to support and maintain a biota that is comparable to 
that found in natural conditions.  Forest Service 2008a:23: Frey 1977; Karr et al. 1986. Secretary 
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Vilsack subsequently stated, “Developing a new [Forest Plan Revision] planning rule provides the 
opportunity to manage national forests and grasslands for the benefit of water resources, the climate 
and local communities.” Forest Service 2009a. The Forest Service (2009a) presented “Potential 
Principles” that could guide development of a new planning rule which include an emphasis on: 

� Restoration
� Conservation
� Improved resilience of ecosystems
� Watershed Health 
� Climate Change Response
� Species Diversity
� Wildlife Habitat
� Sustainable National Forest Lands
� Proactive collaboration
� Working Across Landscapes

This general guidance should be incorporated into all USFS planning and management, including 
the TMP.  Our concerns specific to resources include: 

Watershed. Watershed health is directly dependent on ecosystem resiliency. Jones et al. 
2000. Roads are key contributors to soil loss, watershed degradation and non-native plants invasion 
because of the abundance of exposed soil on roadsides and unpaved roads.  Forman et al. 2003. We 
submit that all these issues are inextricably relevant to the Williams Ranger District Travel 
Management Planning process and the reduction of road density as a major element in restoring 
ecological resiliency.

Watersheds and water quality applies especially: 
1) relative to the Clean Water Act’s anti- degradation policies (see 40 C.F.R. §§ 131.12(1)-(3)); 

and 
2) water quality impaired waters (see 33 U.S.C. § 1313(d))] See, generally, 33 U.S.C. § 1323 

(subjecting and requiring the Forest Service to comply with the CWA); FSM 2500, 2510, 
2520. 2530. 2540, & 2550 (providing watershed, water resource, and soil management 
policies, protections, and guidance).

Soil Impacts. In the Southwest, roads and associated activities are the primary cause of 
extensive arroyo cutting during this century. Bahre 1991. Vehicular traffic directly destroys 
biological resources by crushing vegetation and microbiotic crusts. The resulting soil compaction 
retards revegetation. In addition, inadequate maintenance of primitive roads in remote locations 
imposes significant ecological as well as monetary costs since poorly located or unmaintained roads 
often result in serious erosional problems. Moll 1996; Ketcheson and Megahan 1996. Since severe 
gully formation negatively impacts soils, vegetation, and archaeological resources, the most 
practical and economical long-term mitigation of these problems lies with road closure and 
revegetation. Moll 1996.
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In any event, NFMA prohibits management activities that cause permanent impairment of soils –the 
foundation upon which all life in the forest grows (16 U.S.C. §§ 472a, 512b, 1600, 1611-1614; FSM 
2500, 2510, 2520. 2530. 2540, & 2550 (providing watershed, water resource, and soil management 
policies, protections, and guidance); and FSH 2509.18 Soil Management Handbook).

Fugitive Dust. Information on fugitive dust is also necessary for understanding the likely 
contributions to regional climate change caused by this plan. We address fugitive dust more fully in 
section II.B. of this document.

Invasive Plants. In 2006, the Forest Service Chief identified invasive species as a primary 
cause of disruption in ecosystem function, reduction in native biodiversity, and degradation of 
ecosystem health across our forests and grasslands.  Forest Service 2006. Exotic plants dominating 
huge expanses of western land compete with or displace native plants. Exotic plants provide poor 
habitat for native wildlife generally adapted to utilizing native flora. Regarding native biodiversity, 
the long-term implication of exotic plant invasion is ominous. For example, studies of Idaho shrub-
steppe habitat shows that sites invaded by non-mycorrhizal exotic plants eliminated vesicular-
arbuscular mycorrhizae up to ten years.  Wicklow-Howard 1994. Without native mycorrhizal-
dependent plants, the fungal propagules may not be able to survive, and as a result the 
reestablishment of native plants is expected to be difficult. Possibly the most significant affect on 
arid and semi-arid biological communities relate to exotic plant invasions along road corridors.  
Davidson et al. 1996:111. 

Motorized recreation and motorized routes serve as corridors for exotic plant and disease invasions; 
invasions by exotic species constitute one of the four threats to the health of the National Forests. 
See also Exec. Order 13112, § 2 (Feb. 3, 1999), providing that all federal agencies will use relevant 
programs and authorities to prevent the introduction of invasive species, and “not authorize, fund, or 
carry out actions that it believes are likely to cause or promote the introduction or spread of invasive 
species ... unless ... the agency has determined and made public its determination that the benefits of 
such actions clearly outweigh the potential harm.” Disturbed surfaces provide ideal habitat and 
avenues for exotic plants pathogens and pests to spread, possibly resulting in drastic habitat 
changes.  Trombulak and Frissell 2000; Amor and Stevens 1976. For example, exotic plant species 
invaded logging roads in Montana forests at all elevations, and ultimately invaded adjacent 
ponderosa pine and grassland.  Forcella and Harvey 1983. In another example, exotic annual plants 
invaded a pipeline corridor within woodland, grassland and chaparral reserve in California and 
persisted as the dominant plants ten years after the disturbance.  Zink et al. 1995. 

Clearing of vegetation and soils during road construction, addition of roadfill, and grading of 
unpaved roads create areas of bare and deeper soil that allow exotic seeds to become established.  
Frenkle 1970; Trombulak and Frissell 2000; Gelbard and Belnap 2003:421. Road improvements can 
be considered a major agent of land-cover change converting natural habitat to roadside habitat that 
tends to be highly invaded and may act as a conduit for the invasion adjacent interior ecosystems.  
Tyser and Worley 1992; Forman 2000; see Gelbard and Belnap 2003:430. In addition, scientists 
suggest that exotic weed invasion might be prevented by restricting access on existing roads.  
Davidson et al. 1996:112.
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Large unroaded areas with low circumference-to-area ratios offer the best protection of arid and 
semi-arid ecosystems against wholesale conversion, and that maintaining and restoring their 
roadless character offers the most economical strategy for preventing the spread of introduced 
grasses to relatively undisturbed areas.  See Davidson et al. 1996:112. This underscores the 
importance to manage roadless areas responsibly and restore them where necessary.  Strittholt and 
Dellasala 2001; DellaSalla et al. 1999; Strittholt et al 1999.

Wildlife. The nation’s public lands, and especially the national forests, play a critical role in 
providing habitat and protection for hundreds of fish and wildlife species. The vast majority of the 
public has repeatedly made clear that it places a high value on the use of National Forest System 
lands for fish and wildlife protection. With a growing and sprawling population, resulting in the 
continued fragmentation of private lands, along with the unprecedented uncertainty created by the 
current climate crisis, the Forest Service must address the issues of global warming in conjunction 
with Travel Management Planning.

The Williams Ranger District provides critical linkages for wildlife populations between the 
Coconino, Tonto and Prescott national forests and northward to the Tusayan RD and Grand Canyon 
National Park. As pointed out in our Travel Management Rule Preliminary Route 
Recommendations from 2007, “Habitat fragmentation is the most serious threat to biological 
diversity and is the primary cause of the present extinction crisis,” a conclusion supported by 
several prominent conservation biologists. Wilcox and Murphy 1983; Meffe and Carroll 1997. 
Roads, both paved and primitive, constitute a major cause of North American forest habitat 
fragmentation.  Trombulak and Frissell 2000; Strittholt and Dellasala 2001. As global warming 
continues, wildlife connectivity will increase in importance to best ensure the persistence, even 
survival, for many species. This is especially relevant for forest located along the dramatic 
elevational gradients along the Mogollon Rim. In addition, roads significantly contribute to soil 
erosion, loss of vegetation and microbiotic organisms, and the invasion of non-native species. These 
impacts further reduce the native biodiversity and resiliency of ecosystems.

Restoration. Restoration, according to the Forest Service, means managing forest lands 
first and foremost to protect our water resources, while making our forests more resilient to climate 
change.” Forest Service 2009b. The extensive literature on the importance of intact natural habitats 
makes a compelling case for the potential role of roadless areas as refugia for native biodiversity 
and as areas crucial to forest integrity and function.  Strittholt and DellaSala 2001:1751. Equally 
impressive is the mounting body of evidence showing the ecological cost of roads. Strittholt and 
DellaSala 2001:1751; Havlick 2002:37-58.

Vehicular traffic directly destroys biological resources by crushing vegetation and microbiotic 
crusts and retards revegetation through soil compaction. Studies demonstrate that higher 
occurrences of adverse ecological impacts increase with higher road densities. Concern over this 
ubiquitous encroachment produced a large body of scientific literature describing the negative 
biological effects of roads, including direct wildlife mortality, changed animal behavior, increased 
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sedimentation of streams, degraded habitat, habitat fragmentation, and the spread of exotic species. 
Forman et al. 2003; Cooperrider and Wilcove 1995:53-54, 58.

A review of the literature underscores the importance to conservation of not building new roads in 
roadless or sparsely roaded areas and of removal or restoration of existing roads to benefit native 
biota. Trombulak and Frissell 2000:18,26. Sections of the biologically rich areas may also contain a 
network of rough jeep/ORV trails that impact natural resources such as soils and vegetation, and 
probably adversely affect wildlife species such as big horn sheep and mountain lion. This problem 
will certainly accelerate should such area remain open to mechanized access. Closure and active 
restoration of impacted areas would greatly facilitate ecological recovery. See Strittholt and
Dellasala 2001.

Secretary Vilsack advocates protecting forest resources, such as air and water quality. Without 
acknowledging the threat of climate change and building this threat into the agency’s analysis of 
impacts and consideration of alternatives, the Forest Service cannot make a reasoned and informed 
decision pertaining to these uses of forest land. In particular, the Forest Service may be grossly 
underestimating the cumulative impacts of these activities on watersheds, soils and wildlife. 

We urge the Forest Service to revisit the proposals and analysis in the DEA related to motorized 
recreation in light of climate change and the information we have provided previously and above.  

8. Wildlife – The DEA lists the potential impacts to species and acknowledges the existence of 
many studies on the impacts of motor vehicles to these species and notes there will be different 
impacts to wildlife from the three action alternatives due to the differences in cross-country travel 
for dispersed camping and game retrieval, as well as the proposed motorized trail system.  Forest 
Service 2010:95-96.

Unfortunately, the Forest Service did not adequately analyze the current and ongoing
impacts of motorized use on wildlife.  There are several, fatal problems with this lack of 
analysis. 

First, cumulative impacts are addressed through a basic two-step process: (1) the Forest 
Service catalogues the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects in the project area –
keeping in mind the importance of landscape connectivity and, therefore, motorized travel 
planning on other National Forests; and, then, (2) analyzes these projects in light of the 
proposed action and relative to the existing baseline condition of the environment. This 
hasn’t been done. While we agree that “the beneficial effects of actions taken under 
Alternatives 2, 3, or 4, even when added to the effects of past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions” would not result in adverse effects to species of concern.  Forest 
Service 2010:114.  However, beneficial effects rarely would result in adverse effects to 
species.  What is of concern to us, and to many members of the public, are the impacts of the 
adverse effects of the proposed action and alternatives.  While the elimination of cross-
country travel by most forest visitors and the closure of a single mile of road may have 
beneficial effects, the Forest Service cannot ignore the negative impacts to wildlife 
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associated with unnecessarily high road densities, especially on a less than forest-wide scale.  
There is no information on the route densities that currently exist in specific Mexican 
spotted owl or northern goshawk habitats, making it impossible to determine if the reduction 
of miles of roads open to the public are occurring in a manner that will improve habitat 
quality for this species.    

The designation of a motorized trail system and the construction of 2 miles of new
motorized route in Mexican spotted owl critical habitat and northern goshawk habitat should 
be analyzed in light of similar impacts in Mexican spotted owl and goshawk habitat located 
in the neighboring Travel Management Planning process areas along with the impacts of 
grazing, logging, fire, and vegetation management treatments, as well as the impacts of the 
current road system on these species. 

Second, the time frame established for the cumulative impacts analysis is unspecified. As the Forest 
Service should be aware, natural systems function on multiple time scales and impacts may persist 
for decades and, in some instances, centuries. NEPA requires disclosure of impacts, however short 
or long they may occur, and the Forest Service’s EA – and disclosure of impacts – should be 
modified accordingly to account for the true longevity of impacts. 

Third, simply because roads will be closed and motorized cross-country travel eliminated does not 
necessarily mean that impacts would be “beneficial.” Rather, it simply means that impacts could be 
less than under the existing management regime whereby cross-country travel is permitted. By 
spinning the effects as “beneficial” the DEA obscures the fact that impacts from motorized use may 
already have exceeded NEPA’s significance threshold. Thus, the closure of some roads and the 
elimination of cross-country travel, while welcomed, may not reduce impacts to insignificance. A 
proper analysis would compare the existing baseline condition of the environment to the magnitude 
of the effects – positive and negative – caused by a given alternative to properly inform and 
substantiate a defensible conclusion regarding significance and the acceptability of impacts. The 
current analysis is simply too conclusory and too unsubstantiated to provide a reasoned basis to 
conclude that impacts will, in fact, be insignificant. 

Fourth, as emphasized previously, even closed routes will remain on the landscape and continue to 
fragment and thereby impact habitat, in particular if motorized use, even though unauthorized, 
continues, or if the motorized big game retrieval exception is excessive or improperly exploited by 
motorized recreationists.

9. Invasive Weeds – under all alternatives, the current rate of introduction of new invasive weeds 
will continue. Invasive weeds have been described by the Forest Service’s former Chief Dale 
Robertson as one of the “four threats” to our National Forests.  The replacement of native browse 
species by non-natives is cited as one of the factors affecting mule deer on both summer and winter 
ranges.  Vehicles are known to spread invasive weeds and many of the routes being proposed for 
designation harbor invasive weeds.  The impact of the spread of invasive weeds will be significant 
under the proposed action because of the exemption to the ban on cross-country travel for motorized 
big game retrieval and therefore must be addressed in an EIS. 
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10. Cultural Resources – The analysis of the impacts of motorized big game retrieval considers 
only the impacts to the area of ground that could be covered by an off-road vehicle during a game 
retrieval trip and identifies that just 350 acres of forest land would be impacted each year.  We
strenuously disagree with this method of analysis.  All forest land within one mile of any open road, 
exclusive of Wilderness or other non-motorized areas, would be subjected to the impacts of 
motorized big game retrieval each and every year because hunters would be permitted to travel 
anywhere within the district that is within one mile of an open road.  Given that road densities will 
exceed 1 mile per square mile in all action alternatives and current road densities make it impossible 
to get more than ½ mile from a road, there is literally no section of the forest, other than Wilderness 
and non-motorized areas, that will be off limits to motorized uses.  Given the known violations of 
orders prohibiting motorized uses in Wilderness and non-motorized areas, we believe that very little 
of the Williams RD would be protected from the impacts of driving off-road.  Rutting throughout 
the entire forest is a possibility, which could lead to rill and gully formation, damaging 
archeological sites, potentially damaging archeological sites.  Even if only 350 acres of forest are 
impacted annually by motorized big game retrieval, it is impossible to determine which 350 acres 
will suffer those impacts.  We note that 97% of known cultural resources occur within 1 mile of a 
road in the Williams RD.  Forest Service 2010:119.  

11. For all resource issues, the impacts of motorized big game retrieval are purely speculative and 
not based on any scientific research as to the nature of the habits of off-road motorized vehicle 
users.  In our June 2008 scoping comments, we provided the Forest Service with scientific research 
on the habits of motorized vehicle users and the impacts of roads and off-road vehicle uses to game.  
Center for Biological Diversity et. al, 2008:22-25, 33. We ask the Williams RD to rely upon these 
studies rather than upon Forest Service estimates based upon Arizona Game and Fish Department 
estimates. We note that the EA states 90% of hunters participate in MBGR, based on a personal 
communication with Larry Phoenix of the Arizona Game and Fish Department in November 2009.

We ask the Williams RD to provide the public with some documentation of this communication and 
the basis for how Larry Phoenix has made this statement.  We are unable to find any studies or 
surveys which support the assumption that 90% of Arizona’s hunters use motorized vehicles to 
retrieve downed big game. This is perplexing given Arizona Game and Fish Department’s clear 
ability to survey hunters about preferences for motorized game retrieval.   

Given the ability of hunters to drive off-road vehicles to nearly every part of the forest and the 
uncertainty of the number of hunters who will participate in this activity, there are substantial 
questions concerning the scope and magnitude of the impacts caused by this activity indicating that 
impacts from motorized game retrieval may in fact be significant. 

12. Economic Impact  
We note that the economic impacts analysis focused solely on the impacts related to motorized 
recreation.  This analysis is insufficient for NEPA purposes and the Forest Service must analyze the 
impacts related to non-motorized recreation as well.  We have attached two spreadsheets (Appendix 
J and Appendix K) that show non-motorized recreation contributes $1million more to the economy 
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of communities surrounding the Kaibab National Forest. This spreadsheet, which can be used to 
calculate the impacts of motorized or non-motorized recreation, was developed by Dr. Kreg 
Lindberg and John Loomis and is known as the CORS Economic Impact Estimator.  We would be 
happy to provide additional information regarding this estimator and encourage the Forest Service 
to utilize this tool to investigate the economic impacts of non-motorized recreation. 

In addition to quiet, non-motorized recreation contributing significantly to local economies, 
protected public lands, those set aside for recreation, contribute to increased personal income to 
residents in surrounding areas. From Arizona’s SCORP:

SCORP page 60.

The Forest Service has failed to properly analyze the impacts of this project on income generated 
from quiet, non-motorized recreation in violation of NEPA.

C. The insufficiency of the Purpose and Need Statement has 
Lead to Inadequate Analysis

The Purpose and Need statement in the EA states:

� Amend the KNF Plan to prohibit motor vehicle use off the designated system
of roads, trails, and areas to comply with the Travel Management Rule.

� Reduce adverse resource impacts caused by roads and motorized cross 
country travel in order to maintain and restore the health of ecosystems and 
watersheds.

� Specify the appropriate uses of motor vehicles on the designated road system 
and provide explicit guidelines for dispersed camping and motorized retrieval 
of legally taken big game animals. 

Forest Service 2010:15.  We recommend that you adjust the purpose and need statement, as follows, 
to more accurately reflect the intent of the Travel Management Rule and the purpose of travel 
planning:

� the need to address degradation of environmental, social, and cultural resources associated 
both with user-created routes and currently designated roads, trails, and areas, as identified 
through Travel Analysis;
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� the need to — by way of a science-based analysis — “identify the minimum road system 
needed for safe and efficient travel and for administration, utilization, and protection of 
National Forest System lands” and identify roads that are “no longer needed to meet forest 
resource management objectives and that, therefore, should be decommissioned or 
considered for other uses, such as for trails”;

� the need to provide opportunities for motorized and non-motorized recreation within the 
carrying capacity of the land (minimizing damage to soil, watershed, vegetation, cultural 
sites, and other resources of the public lands; and minimizing harassment of wildlife or 
significant disruption of wildlife habitats).

� the need to adjust both the core transportation system and recreation travel network in light 
of funding limitations for maintenance, monitoring, and enforcement10; and the need to 
address public safety concerns, user conflicts, private property rights, lost non-motorized 
recreational opportunities, and impact to natural soundscapes and air quality that have arisen 
or might be expected to arise given recent trends in motorized use.

Specifically, we are concerned that our recommendation that routes not assigned a high value, or 
those assigned “low value/high risk” be decommissioned was not analyzed.  No roads are identified 
for permanent closure and decommissioning in this project, including user-created routes that have 
been identified through Travel Analysis. The DEA indicates that this proposal was rejected because 
it is outside the scope of this project.  Forest Service 2010:27.  

We adamantly disagree.  Even under the limited Purpose and Need Statement in the Proposed 
Action, the purpose of this project is to “improve the management of motorized vehicle use” in the 
Williams RD in accordance with the Travel Management Rule.  Forest Service 2010:27.  As we 
stated in our June 20, 2008 scoping comments, “effective travel management requires closing and 
reclaiming decommissioned and unauthorized routes to ensure resource protection, public health 
and safety, and the proper use of the forest’s authorized travel system.”  Center for Biological 
Diversity et al., 2008:31.

The deficiency of the Purpose and Need statement in the Environmental Assessment warrants the 
withdrawal of the current document and the release of an Environmental Impact Statement that 
addresses our concerns.  

III. Travel Analysis Process Report (TAP)

A. The TAP is Based on Several Flawed Assumptions

First, the Forest Service assumes that the increased number of ORVs in northern Arizona reflects 
the need to provide a motorized trail system on the Williams RD. This is an incorrect assessment.  
The increase in the number of ORVs in Arizona reflects a rapidly growing urban population and an 
effective advertising campaign by the ORV industry.  As populations increase, so too increases the 
need to protect rapidly shrinking wild and scenic places to which urban populations can escape the 
sights and sounds of urban life.  Also increasing is the need to protect watersheds and air quality.  
The 2008 Arizona State Parks Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) clearly 
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indicates that participation in recreation in of all types has increased in Arizona.  The SCORP also 
clearly demonstrates that quiet, non-motorized recreation has increased substantially more than 
motorized recreation.  As the table below shows, bird watching, hiking, and backpacking have 
increased more than off-road driving in Arizona. 

Arizona State Parks 2008:52. As the Williams RD acknowledges, ORV users will create trails 
illegally, disregarding the law and other forest user’s right to enjoy the forest and without regard for 
the environmental impacts of their actions. Forest Service 2010:61. This irresponsible abuse of the 
forest should not be rewarded by the designation of user-created routes in the Williams RD. The 
Forest Service has not analyzed the availability of ORV users to develop private lands for motorized 
recreation, away from critical watersheds, airsheds, viewsheds, and wildlife habitat that is not found 
anywhere in the state except on public lands.  Similarly, the Forest Service has not analyzed the 
availability of existing ORV recreational opportunities nearby the Williams Ranger District but not 
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on Forest Service lands.  There has been no demonstrated need to designate more than 1,000 miles 
of ML 2 routes for off-road vehicle use and develop a motorized trail system. 

Our research indicates that in Coconino County the number of vehicles registered as off-road 
vehicles with the Arizona Department of Transportation has not increased significantly over the past 
4 years.4 It is significant that between fiscal year 2009 and 2010 there was not a large increase in 
the number of vehicles registered as off-road vehicles because 2009 was the first year in which the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department implemented the OHV decal program, requiring registration of 
off-road vehicles. The requirement to register vehicles should have resulted in a large increase in 
the number of registered ORVs, yet the numbers are not significantly different from FY 2009 to FY 
2010.

Fiscal Year Coconino and Gila County 
Registrations

2007 10,156
2008 10,950
2009 11,517
2010 11,745

Note: less than 2,000 new registrations since 2007

Second, the conversion of roads to trails will result in a de facto road that will be maintained as a 
trail and will not in fact provide for a safer, more economical motorized route system.  It is, put 
another way, a bureaucratic reclassification with no change in impacts to Forest Service resources.
There will be a reduction in the amount of funds available for maintenance, which is already a 
fraction of what is needed (20%).  As stated earlier, the impacts of a road, whether classified as a 
road or trail and whether designated open or not, are the same.  Rather than artificially reducing the 
number of miles of system roads without actually reducing the impact of those roads, the Forest 
Service must develop a plan to identify and obliterate unnecessary roads to bring the road system 
within a manageable size for the district. 

Third, we agree with the Forest Service that “well maintained access roads allow emergency 
equipment to mobilize to an area at reasonable speeds without undue risk of having a vehicle 
accident en route.” Forest Service 2008c:27.  We also believe that the Forest Service cannot afford a 
well-maintained system in its current state.  Given than less than 20% of the roads in the Forest 
Service are funded for annual maintenance, the Forest Service must consider a substantial reduction 
in the number of roads in the system so that those roads that are used by the public can in fact be 
“well maintained.”  The designation of routes for motorized use will in no way alter the ability of 
emergency vehicles, including ambulance and fire vehicles, from traveling anywhere in the forest 

4 Point-in-time registered vehicle information by category is available from the Arizona Department 
of Transportation website: http://www.azdot.gov/mvd/statistics/registeredVehicles.asp.  Off-road 
vehicles are segregated by category and county.  See Category R for fiscal years 2007, 2008, 2009, 
2010. Attached as Appendix L. 
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where they have need.  However, by designating a motorized route system that is well beyond the 
ability of the forest to maintain, forest users will be located in areas where roads are not maintained,
and these unmaintained roads would prevent “rapid access” to fires, emergencies, or illegal activity 
without putting emergency workers at risk. 

In the Williams RD, most of the forest is within ½ mile of an open system road. Forest Service 
2008c:27. It is therefore nearly impossible to get more than ½ mile away from motorized recreation 
in the Williams RD.  Those seeking quiet and solitude will have a difficult time escaping the sounds 
of ORVs, which reduces the ability of these users to access the forest in a manner which they enjoy.  
The Forest Service should therefore consider a reduction in route density, rather than an increase in 
the number of motorized routes in the forest. The current system is unmanageable, unsafe, and will 
not improve the health of the forest or lessen user comfort.

B. The Forest Service Failed to Properly Identify the Minimum 
System in the TAP

We appreciate the amount of difficult work that has gone into the development of the TAP, and 
applaud the Forest Service’s recognition that the objective of the TAP is to “provide critical 
information for a road and motorized trail system that is safe and responsive to public needs and 
desires, conforms to the Forest Plan, is efficiently administered, minimizes negative ecological 
effects on the land, and takes into account travel management budgets” Forest Service 2010b:3. We 
would have preferred that original language from the draft travel analysis had been preserved which 
included additional important elements in the objective such as “ensur[ing] that existing developed 
road and motorized trail systems provide for user safety and convenience, … provide sustainable 
access, are affordable within current and future expected budgets, are administered in an 
environmentally responsible manner, are in balance with available funding for needed management 
actions, and are consistent with land management objectives." This more closely reflects the intent 
and objectives of travel management revision.

We are also pleased that the Forest Service recognizes that there “is an abundance of roads when 
you calculate the total of NFS system and unauthorized routes.  In many instances, there are parallel 
roads within ¼ - ½ miles of each other, often going to the same location.” Forest Service 2010a:14.
However, we do not believe the TAP correctly identifies the minimum transportation system as 
required by the TMR. The minimum system identified in the TAP identifies roads needed for 
administration and management, but does not properly address constraints imposed on 
administration and management by fiscal, enforcement, environmental or safety concerns. Nor do 
we see any explanation in the DEA explaining how these concerns were considered and how they 
impact the selection of an alternative. ML 1 routes are not included in the minimum system and 
have not been analyzed in Table B1 of the TAP, yet are retained as part of the designated system in 
all alternatives.

The Williams RD needs approximately $1.5 million annually for maintenance but receives 
approximately $368,000. Forest Service 2010a:11. There continues to be a serious disconnect 
between the Williams RD’s actual budget and the Williams RD’s needed budget to properly 
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maintain the proposed route network despite concerns raised about this issue during scoping. There 
is no alternative that proposed a fiscally responsible route system. 

Moreover, in accord with our recommendations that the Forest Service should consider alternatives 
designed to restore the environment – in effect, to remedy the harm caused by motorized recreation 
use, in particular the large number of user-created routes – the Forest Service should also consider 
whether the roads budget can and should be spent to upkeep existing routes or to restore the harm 
caused by motorized use. To the extent that these funds would originate from a different source, it is 
incumbent upon the Forest Service to explain where these funds would actually come from and 
whether they would be sufficient to restore ecological conditions degraded by motorized recreation 
use. Fundamentally, fiscal considerations entail not merely the maintenance of the designated route 
system, but management to deal with the user-created ghost-route system. 

We are, of course, sympathetic to the Forest Service’s fiscal and budgetary limitations. But the 
solution to addressing these limitations is not the authorization of unsustainable designated route 
systems. At the very least, the solution requires that the Forest Service address both the 
management of a designated route system as well as the restoration of the user-created ghost-route 
system and other impacts caused by motorized recreation use over the course of the last decades. In 
this way, the Forest Service can properly balance the desires of the motorized recreation community 
and the ecological needs of these important National Forest lands. 

C. Additional Concerns Regarding the TAP
Appendix B of the TAP lists all roads and their risk/access value rating. While this information is 
very valuable, we are unable to find the total mileage of each category of roads (Low Value/Low 
Risk, Low Value/High Risk, High Value/High Risk and High Value/Low Risk) tallied or compared. 
This information should have been readily available. We asked for the Excel spreadsheets 
associated with Appendix B and were required to FOIA this information. We have been attempting 
to calculate the mileages of Low Value/High Risk and Low Value/Low Risk routes with great 
difficulty and confusion.  We can not find evidence that the Forest Service considered value and 
risk assessments from the TAP in their proposal or analysis of the alternatives.

We do not understand how the Forest Service has adequately assessed the roads and made an 
informed decision on the open route system without calculating the mileage of the four categories of 
value/risk roads on the district. Lacking this information, the Forest Service does not provide
adequate rationale for the proposed open route system, therefore the DEA is unreasonable, arbitrary, 
capricious, and inconsistent with the Forest Service’s duties pursuant to Executive Order 11644, as 
amended, 36 C.F.R. § 212.55, NEPA, and the CEQ regulations. This represents a significant 
deficiency in the DEA. We ask that the DEA be withdrawn and that the Forest Service provide the 
public with a clear explanation of how many miles of roads on the Williams RD that are proposed 
for designation in each alternative are low value/low risk or low value/high risk. 

We have calculated the number of miles of low value/low risk and low value/high risk roads from 
the Appendix B Excel spreadsheet provided by the Williams RD to us on February 16, 2010 after 
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our FOIA requested was expedited.  We sorted the data provided by risk/value columns and found 
inconsistencies in the number of miles of roads listed as high risk. This raises two concerns: 1) in 
our calculations, the number of miles of roads from these two categories adds up to more than the 
total miles of roads that exist in the current system by a significant amount (at page 7, the TAP 
identifies just 1,700 miles of road, including user-created roads); 2) it appears that the low 
value/high risk routes have not been identified as routes that should be closed and decommissioned 
despite the fact they have been identified as causing resource damage and have little to no value.  

We are unable to determine the connection between identifying a road as low value/high risk and 
whether or not it was included in the minimum system or whether it was included in the proposed 
alternatives unless we go through the spreadsheets line by line. It is unclear what makes a route high 
value or high risk.  For example: route 105 with a GIS mileage of 8.264 miles and found on line 9 
of Table B4 of the TAP and on lines 14, 15, and 16 of Table B1 of the TAP appear to be the same 
route.  This route has “high” for all categories of value and risk.  This is clearly a high value/high 
risk route and is a proposed route in Table B5 of the TAP at line17.  

Another example: Route 168 is listed in Table B4 of the TAP on lines 45 and 46 as part of the 
minimum system and it has a length of 2.777 miles; route 168 is found on line 233 of Table B1 of 
the TAP with a length of 10.12 miles and 2 of 3 values are “high” while 2 of 4 risks are “high”.  We 
cannot tell if a portion of this route is part of the minimum system (the 2.777 miles) or if this route 
is ranked high value/high risk or some other classification for risk.  Route 168 is found in Table B5 
as a proposed route in the TAP for 2.777 miles.  However, it is impossible to determine from this 
information if this length of the road is ranked as high value, high risk, or any other rank. 

Another example: Routes 3271 and 3273 are listed in Table B5 as proposed open at lines 239 and 
240 with a combined length of just over 3 miles; they are not found in Table B4, the minimum 
system; they are listed as “high” for 1 of 3 values and “high” for 2 of 4 risks with a combined length 
of just over 3 miles.  It appears these are the same routes in both tables, but it is not clear if this 
route was given a high value rating or a high risk rating or some other combination.  Therefore, it is 
not clear why this route is proposed as open.

Another example: Route 9222b is listed as low for all values and high for 3 of 4 risks and is 
proposed as closed in the TAP at Table B6. It is clear that this is a high risk/low value route but we 
cannot determine if a route must be low for all value and high for a majority of risks to be included 
in the “recommend closed” table. 

Finally, route 9229a is 0.89 miles and categorized as low for all values and high for all risks.  
Routes 9229 is 1.35 miles, high for one value and high for two risks.  Route 9229X is 1.12 miles in 
length and ranked “high” for one value and low for all risks.  See Table B1 of TAP lines 1003, 
1004, 1005. Route “9229” is found in Table B4 as part of the minimum system on line 212 but is 
just 1.065 miles long.  Route 9229X is proposed in the TAP as open at line 536 and is listed as 
1.117 miles in length.  We cannot find route 9229 on any of the maps made available in the DEA, 
including the existing direction map so we are unable to determine if this route has been included in 
any alternative.  We cannot determine which part of route 9229 (A, X or just 9229) is included as 
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part of the minimum system.  Our concern about this route is valid however, because this route was 
part of the original proposed action and is found on the map of the proposed open routes as a road 
open to all motorized vehicles and as open in all alternatives. See Proposed Action Map 2, attached 
as Appendix M.

We believe that the Forest Service should have listed the overall route value/risk in Table B1 so the 
public could clearly see how the Forest Service determined which routes were high risk and which 
routes had high value.  We cannot determine how these determinations were made without spending 
an inordinate amount of time sorting and comparing the tables in the TAP analysis and going 
through the analysis line by line and then making a guess as to the value/risk rankings.  
Alternatively, it would have been valuable to include an additional column in Table B5 of the TAP 
that indicated whether the route was high value, low value, high risk or low risk. 

A map of the minimum road system should be provided to the public.

We are also very concerned that no ML 1 routes were included in this analysis.  While we 
understand that ML 1 routes are not going to be available for use by the public, this leaves a route
on the ground where the impacts to natural resources have not been identified.  The ML 1 routes are 
also subject to administrative uses and can be re-opened to public uses in the future.  We note that 
very few ML 1 routes are included in the minimum system table, which indicates those routes not 
included are not necessary to provide safe and efficient travel and for administration, utilization, 
and protection of National Forest System lands and therefore should be moved towards permanent 
closure, decommissioning and obliteration.

IV. No Action/Baseline
For Alternative 1, the “no action” alternative, the EA states:

…the “No Action” alternative was developed as a benchmark from which the agency 
can evaluate the proposed action and alternatives.  The “No Action” alternative 
would continue the current management of the District transportation system.  That 
is, this alternative would not implement the TMR; it would not restrict motor vehicle 
use or make any changes to the transportation system.  Motorized cross country 
travel would continue to be allowed, except in the areas currently closed to off road 
travel (see Map 2); existing roads would remain open and unchanged…Unauthorized 
routes would continue to be available for public use, and would likely increase in 
number.

Forest Service 2010:16. We are very concerned that the DEA does not respond to our specific 
requests regarding the No Action alternative and none of the action alternatives is responsive to our 
requests in this regard either.  In our June 20, 2008 scoping comments we recommended that the no
action alternative:
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…should be limited to the designation of current motorized system routes that are supported 
by prior NEPA analyses or decision documents that justify their inclusion on maps and in 
spatial database.

Center for Biological Diversity et al., 2008:10.  We clearly expressed our concerns about the 
identification of the “system” routes and the need to provide the public with some sort of 
documentation of this “system”: 

As part of its description of the “no action” alternative, we recommend that the Forest Service 
include a table identifying the specific documentation or evidence which supports the 
inclusion of all existing routes in the transportation system.  

…we request that the Forest Service determine the decision status of all of the putative system 
routes that we have identified in our recommendations, and provide this information to us 
prior to the release of the Draft EA or EIS.

Center for Biological Diversity et al., 2008:10.  We also asked that if this description of the “no 
action” alternative did not meet with the Forest Service’s concept of a “no action” alternative, that 
our “no action” be analyzed as an alternative:

Finally, to the degree that our description of a “no action” alternative limited to 
documented routes differs from the Forest Service’s conception of “no action,” we 
request consideration of an additional, separate alternative limited to documented 
routes as described above.

Center for Biological Diversity et al., 2008:10. Our request that the Forest Service accurately and 
completely describe the “system” of routes is supported by recent case law.  Ctr. for Biological 
Diversity, No. 06-cv-04844-SI, at 43-44 (N.D. Cal. Sept. 28, 2009. Although the current agency 
conception of “no action” may be technically accurate in that it reflects the current situation, we are 
concerned that it may not be the most useful baseline because cross-country motorized travel will 
end as a result of TMR implementation even if no additional routes are designated.  We made our 
specific recommendations regarding the “no action” baseline because, in our experience, forests 
which have adopted a current condition baseline with an allowance for cross-country travel have 
tended to describe all designation alternatives as a “net environmental positive,” thus rendering the 
analysis useless.  This has proven to be the case for the Williams RD DEA, as we have described 
elsewhere in this document.  

This deficiency of the Environmental Assessment warrants the withdrawal of the current document 
and the release of a new or revised Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact Statement 
that addresses our concerns.  
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V. Comments Specific to the Alternatives

A. 18 miles of Dispersed Camping Spurs
We support the use of spur routes for motorized dispersed camping and this option is preferable to 
the use of motorized corridors for dispersed camping.  However, the 2 miles of roads in areas with 
moderate to severe soil erosion and have potential for flash flooding or are near wetlands should be 
excluded from designation in the decision for this plan. Additionally, any spurs that occur in 
Mexican spotted owl or goshawk habitat should be excluded.

B. Route densities
In our scoping letter of June 2008, we raised concerns regarding the way route densities were 
calculated and the likelihood that the failure to include ML 1 routes and user-created routes into 
route densities calculations would lead to an underestimated analysis of the impacts on natural 
resources.  This issue has not been addressed in the DEA.  

A valid calculation of route density is key when analyzing impacts to resources.  We reiterate the 
concerns raised in our scoping letter and again ask the Williams RD to consider the impacts of all 
routes, whether designated as open or closed, upon wildlife and habitat and upon watershed quality 
when completing the environmental assessment or impact statement.  Using the total number of 
system roads in the Williams RD we calculate a route density of 2.02 miles/square mile.  We note, 
however, that this route density does not include user created routes, of which there are over 200 
miles in the Williams RD.5

C. Range of Alternatives

In understanding impacts, considering alternatives, and crafting a 
fiscally and environmentally sustainable route system, these 200 miles of user-created routes must 
also be addressed in route-density calculations. 

The Forest Service has failed to consider a reasonable range of alternatives designed to 
meaningfully protect the Williams RD’s natural resources, in particular clean water, wildlife, and 
wildlife habitat, and therefore is in violation of NEPA and the CEQ regulations.  Under all 
alternatives no unauthorized routes are rehabilitated, therefore they will remain on the ground 
leading to continued resource damage, which is not analyzed in the EA. The number of miles of 
motorized routes is not sufficiently different under the alternatives.  There is less than a 4 percent 
difference in the number of miles proposed open in the action alternatives. Route density in 
Alternative 4, the alternative that would most protect natural resources, is just 0.04 miles per square 
mile less than the other two action alternatives. 

The Forest Service has failed to provide any alternative that would offer the Williams RD the ability 
to analyze the impacts of a reduced motorized route network on wildlife, soils, watersheds, or other 
resources within the Williams RD.  There is no alternative which provides the Forest Service or the 
public with a road system based on the best available science (for example a system that would 

5 Including the user created routes would result in a route density of 2.28 miles/square mile. Well 
above the number accepted for watershed functioning properly.
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reduce route density to 1 mi/sq mi or less). The Williams RD has not presented a reasonable range 
of alternatives despite our submission of an alternative that represents the inclusion of the best 
available science that would offer natural resource protection while still allowing for public access 
and would meet administrative needs. 

We believe that none of the alternatives analyzed in the EA comply with the TMR 36 CFR part 
212.55(a) and Executive Order 11664 as amended, which requires the Forest Service to consider
and minimize the effects on natural and cultural resources, the need for maintenance and 
administration of roads, trails, and areas, the availability of resources for that maintenance and 
administration, nor part 212.55(b) which requires the responsible official to consider the effects of 
motorized use with the objective of minimizing damage to soils, watersheds, vegetation, wildlife 
and habitat.  

The elimination of the Wet Weather alternative is especially curious given that 9 out of 12 months 
of the year the Kaibab National Forest can expect snow or rain which makes the roads susceptible to 
damage, approximately ¾ of the Williams RD is covered by soils that have low bearing strength 
when wet, 52 % of the district has soils with a low re-vegetation potential, highly erodible soils are 
found on approximately 25% of the district, 93% of the district has a severe limitation for the 
construction and use of unsurfaced roads, and most of the roads in the district are ML 2, which are 
unsurfaced (approximately 90% of the proposed road system). Forest Service 2010:19, 57-58.

To ensure compliance with NEPA and the CEQ regulations, the Forest Service must:

1. Consider alternatives that would aggressively reduce overall route densities within 
acceptable science-based ecological limits across the entire Williams RD; 

2. Consider alternatives that would determine how best to physically close, decommission, and 
obliterate unnecessary or unacceptable routes, in particular unauthorized, user-created 
routes;

3. Consider alternatives that would not only reduce route densities, but entirely eliminate 
routes within key areas to protect environmentally sensitive watersheds and wildlife habitats 
and minimize user conflicts by establishing additional quiet-use recreation areas

We ask the Forest Service to develop and analyze an alternative that incorporates the above 
recommendations and thereby balances the needs of wildlife with the desire to improve quality 
motorized trail opportunities. This deficiency of the Environmental Assessment warrants the 
withdrawal of the current document and the release of an Environmental Impact Statement that 
addresses our concerns. 

1. No alternative permanently closes motorized routes
We are very concerned that no alternative analyzed will result in any miles of routes being 
permanently removed from the Forest Service road system.  In our scoping comments of June 2008, 
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we made specific recommendations on 144 routes, asking the Forest Service to close and 
decommission certain routes and to convert others to ML 1.  We disagree that Alternative 4 is 
responsive to our request that certain, specifically identified routes with resource concerns we 
identified be permanently closed and identified for decommissioning. Forest Service 2010:14.  We 
also disagree that our reasonable recommendations to permanently close specific routes and reduce 
route density to 1.0 mi/mi2 are beyond the scope of this project.  

In the Proposed Action, the “Desired Conditions” are to provide a system of National Forest Service 
roads, trails and areas that provide safe and efficient travel for administration, utilization, and
protection of Forest Service lands “while ensuring that the identified system minimizes adverse 
environmental impacts (36 CFR 212.5(b)).” Forest Service 2008:3.  In addition, a desired condition 
is a transportation system that is managed and sustainable, and is consistent with the Kaibab 
National Forest Plan as amended, specifically:

� Protect and maintain wilderness character and quality by focusing administrative effort in 
heavily used areas and along wilderness boundaries.

� Identify and protect areas that contain threatened, endangered, and sensitive species of 
plants and animals.

� Provide and manage a serviceable road transportation system that meets needs for public 
access, land management, resource protection, and user safety.

� Manage specially designated areas according to the enabling orders and protect their special 
qualities.

� Identify and obliterate unneeded roads

Forest Service 2008:3. There are a total of 11 bullets listed as parts of the Forest Plan that must be 
complied with. Inexplicably, in the DEA under the desired conditions section, only three bullets 
remain:

� Protect and maintain wilderness character and quality by focusing administrative effort in 
heavily used areas and along wilderness boundaries.

� Provide and manage a serviceable road transportation system that meets needs for public 
access, land management, resource protection, and user safety.

� Identify and obliterate unneeded roads

Forest Service 2010:7.  Of particular note is the asterisk on the last bullet, which indicates that 
“[r]oad obliteration projects are not proposed in this analysis.”  This was not included in the scoping 
document and we do not understand why this change has been made after we specifically identified 
routes that we recommended for decommissioning without explanation. 

The Purpose and Need in the DEA makes clear that reducing “impacts caused by roads and 
motorized cross country travel in order to maintain and restore the health of ecosystems and 
watersheds” is in fact part of the project.  Forest Service 2010:5.  We maintain that in order to 
comply with the Purpose and Need, the Forest Service must identify unneeded roads for obliteration 
and permanent removal from the Forest Service road system. While we agree that prohibiting cross 
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country motorized travel will go far towards protecting natural resources on public lands, reducing 
route densities is equally important in protecting natural resources and would greatly benefit 
wildlife.   The Forest Service must recognize the route recommendations submitted by us in June 
2008 would assist the Forest Service in meeting the desired conditions outlined in the Proposed 
Action and DEA, including protecting and maintaining Wilderness character, protecting areas that 
contain threatened, endangered, and sensitive species, and managing specially designated areas to 
protect their special qualities.  

The elimination of the fully developed and reasonable alternative we proposed is improper, 
arbitrary and capricious in violation of NEPA.

2. The exclusion of the wet weather alternative is not reasonable 
The Wet Weather alternative was rejected after preliminary analysis.  Forest Service 2010:26.  We 
note that this alternative was discarded because “First, this would not meet the need to ‘Reduce 
adverse resource impacts caused by roads and motorized cross country travel in order to maintain 
and restore the health of ecosystems and watersheds...’ Secondly, this alternative may apply 
seasonal restrictions to ML-2 roads unnecessarily; the Wet Weather Roads Policy is only applied 
when conditions warrant. Thirdly, the TAP identified the minimum road system needed for the 
administration, utilization and protection of the Williams Ranger District and incorporated a wide 
range of public input... Lastly, this alternative was not considered because the Wet Weather Roads 
Policy, which enacts emergency travel restrictions, is incorporated as a mitigation measure to the 
Alternatives Analyzed in Detail. ” Forest Service 2010:26.

We believe your rationale for dismissal of this alternative was confused and misinformed. This 
alternative would involve designating the Wet Weather Road, or “Backbone” system as the open 
road system.  This would not be a seasonal restriction. Rather, this would entail designating as open 
year round only those roads which do not negatively impact soils and other environmental 
resources. Therefore, the Wet Weather Alternative would certainly “Reduce adverse resource 
impacts caused by roads and motorized cross country travel in order to maintain and restore the 
health of ecosystems and watersheds.” Your lack of understanding about this proposed alternative is 
obvious with the statement: “There were 380 miles of road identified in the TAP as having resource 
concerns, and although not specified, it was implied that these concerns would not be mitigated by a 
seasonal restriction.” The Wet Weather system is the strongest alternative available and the 
resources impacted by the 380 miles of roads you site as of concern would be better protected under 
this alternative than the others proposed and analyzed. 

The 110-mile Wet Weather system consists of about 10 percent of the proposed road system. The 
Wet Weather alternative thus appears to be the most fiscally and environmentally responsible 
alternative offered and, as such, should not have been dropped from further analysis. Moreover, as 
we point out, the Forest Service failed to properly identify the minimum road system, thus this is 
not a plausible reason to reject this alternative. While this would be a major departure from the
current road system, that does not justify rejection from proper analysis a valid alternative that 
would provide the forest true protection from vehicle use. Forest Service 2010:26.  As we have been 
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told many times by Forest Service personnel across Region 3, comments on the NEPA process are 
not a vote; scientific analysis and sound information should be the guiding forces when government 
agencies are making decisions regarding public lands with such long-lasting consequences as will 
result from Travel Management Planning. 

This alternative would also be quite helpful as a standard to compare to the other action alternatives 
which have been proposed.  The Wet Weather alternative could also been used as a starting point 
from which to consider the addition of routes that would minimize impacts to resources and 
facilitate forest access.  

The elimination of this alternative from detailed analysis was improper, arbitrary and capricious in 
violation of NEPA. 

D. Failure to set appropriate sideboards and identify 
methodologies used in developing alternatives

The EA does not provide adequate legal or consistent science-based methodologies6 or “sideboards” 
indicating how the proposed open routes were screened and selected, or how these routes comport 
with legal protections afforded to watersheds, water quality, wildlife populations and habitat, and 
quiet use recreation interests.

Understanding the rationale behind the decision making process is essential to the public’s analysis 
as required by NEPA. As you are aware, NEPA prescribes a process, not a result, and it is therefore 
essential to provide this rationale to: (1) ensure that the NEPA process is meaningful and “foster[s] 
excellent action” (40 C.F.R. § 1500.1); (2) ensure that the Forest Service’s ultimate decision is not 
“arbitrary or capricious” (5 U.S.C. § 706(2)(A)) and thereby comports with the Forest Service’s 
legal obligations to conserve and protect the Williams RD (e.g., NFMA, ESA, CWA, NHPA, and 
Executive Order 11644, as amended); and (3) assist the public’s involvement in the travel planning 
process.

6 See 40 C.F.R. § 1502.24 (requiring the Forest Service to “ensure the professional integrity, including scientific 
integrity, of the discussions and analysis in [EISs],” and providing that the Forest Service “shall identify any 
methodologies used and shall make explicit reference by footnote to the scientific and other sources relied upon …”  
Additionally, the Data Quality Act directs federal agencies in “ensuring and maximizing the quality, objectivity, utility, 
and integrity of information, including statistical information, disseminated by Federal agencies” P.L. 106-554 § 515. 
Decisions made in minimizing damage to soil, watersheds, vegetation, wildlife, and habitats should incorporate and 
reference findings of relevant university, government, and other studies regarding the negative or positive impact of 
ORV use, automobiles, and roads. The Forest Service must describe what methodology and scientific information they 
used to determine how motorized routes could potentially impact natural resources on the Forest and how this 
information drove the project design criteria with respect to soils, watersheds, vegetation, threatened and endangered 
species, sensitive species, and management indicator species. The agency should cite all science-based decisions and 
provide a list of references from peer-reviewed publications from universities, government agencies, and other 
researchers. The Forest Service must describe how they used the best available science (or if lacking, whether they 
employed the precautionary principle) to make their decisions. Specific methodology for determinations should be 
given.
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We have explained in great detail our concerns about the methodologies used to identify routes as 
high/low value or high/low risk and how routes were included in recommendation as part of the 
minimum system in section III. C. above.

The failure to provide this rationale at this stage risks undermining the intent and purpose behind 
the NEPA process, not to mention adherence to the Forest Service’s related legal responsibilities, 
and compromises the Forest Service’s and broader public’s ability to reach reasoned and informed 
conclusions concerning the validity and acceptability of route designation decisions.

E. The 1,114 Mile Open Road System (1,514 including ML1) is Not 
Supportable and Does Not Reflect the Minimum System 

Conspicuously absent from the Preferred Alternative is adequate rationale for the proposed open 
route network. All action alternatives feature a total reduction of only 224 miles of road from the 
system (1,340 miles in the No Action Alternative; 1,114 miles open in the Action Alternatives). 
It is not apparent how the Proposed Action comports with motorized recreation designation criteria 
set forth in Executive Order 11644, § 3, as amended, and the TMR, 36 C.F.R. § 212.55, or functions 
as part of the “minimum road system needed for safe and efficient travel and for administration, 
utilization, and protection of National Forest System lands” required by 36 C.F.R. § 212.5(b). 

The proposed 1,305 mile Minimum Transportation System retains approximately 75% of the 
existing system consisting of roads classified through the TAP according to risks to cultural 
resources, soils, watershed and wildlife; and affording access values regarding range management, 
scenery and private property.  See Table B1 of the TAP. We are unable to determine how many of 
the 1,114 miles of proposed roads in all alternatives are “High Risk/Low Value” routes because that 
figure was not calculated by the agency. However, it seems evident that high risk/low value routes 
have been included. Keeping these unnecessary roads will result in continued environmental harm 
and an increase in maintenance backlogs, which already exceeds $43.5 million forest-wide. All 
“high risk/low value” roads identified through Travel Analysis should have been calculated, clearly 
identified and permanently closed. Moreover, the plan to convert 380 miles of currently open 
system roads to ML 1 roads rather than permanently close them is not justified in the TAP or the 
DEA and will not reduce the environmental impacts of these roads.

The Forest Service admits in the DEA that Alternative 2 (Proposed Action) will leave open a 
number of roads “that could be causing erosion and sedimentation. Many roads, that would remain 
open, follow drainages and/or are located on soils that have a moderate to severe erosion hazard. 
Some open roads are located on impaired or unsatisfactory condition soils. These roads could be 
evaluated for possible closure and/or relocation in the future as part of another analysis pursuant to 
the NEPA. If the roads are important for management or recreation access, then they could be 
improved with a hard surface and/or enhanced drainage features.” Forest Service 2010:65. The 
DEA does not explain why roads found to be of high risk to the resource have not been designated 
to be closed. The purpose of TMR and Executive Order 11644 is to identify and close roads that 
negatively impact environmental resources now in order to minimize adverse impacts to natural 
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resources, not to put off closure to some unspecified point in the future in an unspecified future 
NEPA process. 

It is unclear how the mandates of the Travel Management Rule and Executive Order 11644 were 
applied on the Williams RD and how the Williams RD ensured that the DEA, and ultimately the 
decision, accounts for the Williams RD’s site-specific ecological conditions and circumstances, or 
how the PA and DEA analysis was informed by the Forest Service and broader public’s collective 
on-the-ground experience and understanding of the Williams RD. At present, a decision to 
designate these routes is unsupported by any analysis or explanation. 

As we stated in our scoping comments, the Forest Service’s inability to properly identify, designate, 
and implement a minimum road system that is serviceable, meets the needs for public access, land 
management, resource protection, and user safety, and fails to address the serious problems 
implicated by the user-created route network is inconsistent with the Kaibab National Forest Land 
and Resource Management Plan.  

In short, the Forest Service provides no rationale for the proposed open route system, therefore the 
DEA is unreasonable, arbitrary, capricious, and inconsistent with the Forest Service’s duties 
pursuant to Executive Order 11644, as amended, 36 C.F.R. § 212.55, NEPA, and the CEQ 
regulations.

F. The Proposed Action Does Not Reflect Forest Service Budget 
Capabilities

By the Forest Service’s own figures, there are insufficient funds to maintain a 1,114-mile proposed 
road system, thereby risking public safety and causing natural resource damage. Existing funding is 
not adequate to address safety needs on even the primary roads. Forest Service 2008a:18. The
decision to not decommission any roads, convert only 380 miles to Maintenance Level 1, add 34 
miles of new road, leaving open 1,114 miles of roads does not comport with the fiscal realities as 
described in the TAP. 

The District has approximately 40% of all roads on the KNF, and could be expected to have 
available 40% of the KNF roads budget. The KNF usually receives about $920,000 per year 
for road maintenance; forty percent of this would be $368,000, or approximately 23% of the 
funds needed ($1.5 million) for needed annual maintenance of the existing road system, as 
shown in Table 3-1.

Forest Service 2010a:11. The current road system of 1,450 miles costs $1,401,860 to maintain, the 
recommended minimum transportation would cost $1,306,020 and the action alternatives are
estimated to cost $1,301,400. The action alternatives reduce annual road maintenance by only 
$152,000 or 10% Forest Service 2010:24. Because the Williams RD receives only $368,000 for 
road maintenance annually, 20% of what is needed, the action alternatives and minimum 
transportation system include 1,000 miles more than the forest has determined it can afford to 
maintain. 
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Using the figures above, which indicate the cost of annual road maintenance will be reduced by 
only 10%, the claim in the Direct and Indirect Effects analysis at page 64 of the DEA that the 
District, “could provide better road maintenance, with current funding levels, because there would 
be 25% fewer miles of road to maintain for public use,” is blatantly false and contradicts previous 
figures cited. The Forest Service continues, “It might even be possible to make road improvements 
to some open roads (i.e. hard surfaces and/or drainage enhancements).” We fail to see how the 
Forest Service will be able to accomplish such lofty objectives with a savings of only $152,000
while it plans to construct a new motorized trail system and has a forest-wide maintenance backlog 
that already exceeds $43.5 million. This fiscally irresponsible plan will result in an unreasonable 
transportation system that will be impossible to maintain, will result in continued natural and
cultural resource damage, and has no connection to reality presented by the Forest Service’s 
inability to enforce restrictions on the ground.

While, as pointed out in the TAP, a  “completely affordable road system may not meet all objectives 
of a minimum road system including access for administration, utilization, and protection of 
National Forest System lands” (Forest Service 2010:34),  the “availability of resources should be a 
consideration in designating routes for motor vehicle use.” Forest Service 2008:15. If, as the agency 
states, “scarcity of resources should not lead to blanket closures of National Forest lands to 
recreation users” (Forest Service 2008:15), complementary processes like the RAP and TAP 
provide an adequate, if not exhaustive, basis to determine which routes, based on resource risks, 
access and other values, should comprise the road system. That was, after all, the purpose of both 
efforts. It follows that affordability and a risk/value analysis should objectively determine the 
minimum transportation system.

From a fiscal perspective, it is clearly in the public, the national and the agency’s interest to reduce 
the extent of unnecessary roads and travel ways within the Williams RD. Without adequate funding 
to maintain the roads in the district on an annual basis, the most practical and economical long-term 
mitigation of these problems lies with closure and revegetation of non-essential roads. Moll 1996. 
The lengthy, time-consuming TAP provided relevant information identifying roads posing high 
risks to cultural, soils, watershed and wildlife values; and affording low access values regarding 
range management, scenery and private property. We strongly believe the District must credibly 
utilize this information to justify difficult, necessary decisions defining a minimum transportation 
system, particularly in the context of severely limited budgets and massive maintenance backlogs. 

Given the exigency of funding the maintenance of high value roads in a severely constrained fiscal 
environment, retaining within the proposed open system an unknown number of miles of  “High 
Risk/Low Value” roads seems ill advised if not irresponsible. While we commend the District’s 
initial closure of 380 miles of environmentally destructive roads, we believe all low value/high risk 
routes, based on the TAP, should be closed to motorized travel and an alternative should be 
analyzed that includes this recommendation.

We again ask the Forest Service to reduce the number of routes within the district to protect 
watershed and wildlife resources from the acknowledged negative impacts of unmaintained roads, 
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especially in areas where slopes exceed 15% and prevent roads or motorized routes in all wetland 
and stream areas. 

G. The Designation of User-created Routes is Not Justified
“These user-created routes often negatively impact the environment and other forest visitor 
experiences, largely due to noise. Possible economic impact to the Williams community is an 
issue.” Forest Service 2010a:22. Given this fact, there is absolutely no justification presented in the 
TAP or DEA to add 16 miles of roads to the designated road system (8 miles of formerly closed 
roads and 8 miles of unauthorized user-created routes). The DEA describes additional problems 
with user-created routes: 

Unauthorized user-created routes occur on all types of soils, including highly erodible soils. 
Many of these routes should be reclaimed in order to prevent soil erosion, sedimentation of 
downstream water bodies, and loss of vegetation and soil productivity. However, it is 
difficult to re-establish vegetation in many areas of the Williams District due to the semi-
arid climate and frequently erratic precipitation. In addition, many soils are inherently 
difficult to re-vegetate. The Terrestrial Ecosystem Survey rates soil types according to their 
potential for re-vegetation. Over one half of the District has soils with low potential for re-
vegetation. (at page 61)

And,
On the District, the current trend for the number of unauthorized routes has also increased.
Unauthorized routes have not been designed or constructed to Forest Service road standards 
and have not gone through the National Environmental Policy Act process. Unauthorized 
routes can damage forest resources, disturb wildlife, and can negatively impact forest 
visitors seeking a quiet and secluded recreation experience due to the noise that they make. 
A 2008 study (Forest Service) found that OHV traffic can adversely affect natural resources 
regardless of the type and equipment on the individual vehicle. This study looked primarily 
at the effects of cross country travel and user-created trails. It found vegetation was reduced 
by a minimum of 40 percent and was often completely eliminated. Soils were compacted, 
displaced or loosened, making them available for erosion by water. The ability of soil to 
absorb rainfall was reduced by half, while soil erosion was increased by more than a half. In 
the dust study, it was found that OHV can cause significant amounts of dust. Low volumes 
of riders could generate dust loads greater than 150 micrograms per cubic meter. As the 
volume of riders increases, the dust concentrations could move into the unhealthful range in 
forested locations where air circulation is inhibited. (at page 31)

The Proposed Action results in 1,114 miles of motorized routes. This results in a road density of 1.3
miles per square mile, but does not include the 380 miles of road left in limbo, designated ML 1 but 
not decommissioned. As we stated in our scoping comments of June 10, 2008, this route density is 
unacceptable. We ask again, that until route densities are reduced within acceptable limits, the 
Forest Service should not consider incorporating user-created routes or the creation of new routes. 
Instead, the Forest Service must take action to reduce route densities to within the one-mile per 
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square mile road density standard recommended by a coalition of Concerned Scientists in 2004.  
The Forest Service should calculate route density for all routes designated open to motorized use –
whether classified as a road or trail and must include ML 1 routes. User-created routes that are not 
designated for motorized use should be excluded from route density calculations only after they are 
decommissioned and obliterated. Until that point, these routes are still relevant to route density 
calculations. 

The five miles of the unauthorized routes which would be added to the system under all 
action alternatives that pass through critical habitat for the Mexican spotted owl should be 
excluded from all alternatives. While just two of the proposed five miles would be new 
construction, every mile of these proposed routes should be analyzed as if they were new 
construction because no NEPA has every been done for these routes and they were not 
designed or engineered to meet Forest Service standards and guidelines.  Nor were any 
consultations with the Fish and Wildlife Service ever conducted for these routes.  Nowhere 
in the EA is this acknowledged or the effects analyzed. There is insufficient information on
the route densities that currently exist in specific Mexican spotted owl and northern goshawk 
habitats, making it impossible to determine if the reduction of miles of roads open to the 
public are occurring in a manner that will improve habitat quality for this species. The 
addition of a new motorized trail system in Mexican spotted owl critical habitat and northern 
goshawk habitat should be analyzed in light of similar impacts in Mexican spotted owl and 
goshawk habitat located in neighboring Travel Management Planning process areas along 
with the impacts of grazing, logging, fire, and vegetation management treatments, as well as 
the impacts of the current road system on these species. In addition, the Kaibab National 
Forest Plan directs that road or trail building in Mexican spotted owl protected activity 
centers should be avoided.  See page 23 of the Forest Plan and page 3 of the DEA for this 
project.

H. The Designation of Currently Closed or Decommissioned 
Roads is Not Justified

Nowhere in the purpose and need statement nor in the listed objectives for the TAP, is there a call to
analyze opening currently closed or decommissioned roads. Currently, there are only 20 miles of 
closed roads on the District yet the agency is proposing to open 8 of them and proposing no closures
in the preferred alternative.  We strongly object to the District’s plan to open any roads currently 
designated as closed. The designation as open of currently closed roads or roads that have been 
decommissioned is not justified. There should be a high burden to demonstrate need for a road (high 
value in at least two categories) if it has already been officially closed, especially given the funding 
situation and the already oversized road system, however the direct/indirect effects of opening 8 
miles of closed roads is not addressed at all in the DEA. The project records that closed or 
decommissioned these routes should be reviewed, presented to the public, and the Forest Service 
should provide an explanation for what changed conditions warrant a decision to re-open these 
routes or what mitigation measures will be implemented to prevent future harm. 

We request that this deficiency be corrected and that the forest service specifically justify its 
proposal to open 8 miles of currently closed road.
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I. The Designation of a Motorized Trail System is Not justified
The Proposed Action states that 23 miles of existing NFS roads will be converted to motorized trails
(Forest Service 2008:7) and that 2 miles of new motorized trail will be constructed. While we 
believe that the conversion of roads to trails is generally preferable to the creation of new motorized
routes or the authorization of user-created routes, these conversions will present the Forest Service 
with significant issues that were not considered in the DEA.  These issues include: (1) less frequent 
maintenance and lower standards for trails than roads which could cause increased resource 
degradation; (2) underestimated wildlife and watershed impacts from motorized use if trails are 
excluded from road density calculations; (3) the false impression that maintenance backlogs are 
being reduced if trails are excluded from maintenance backlog calculations; and (4) financial burden 
of creating and maintaining this trail system. To address these issues, the Forest Service should 
include all motorized trails for purposes of calculating route densities, understanding environmental 
impacts, and complying with protective standards and guidelines. The Forest Service should also
track and ensure the maintenance of motorized trails in the same manner as roads.  

J. The Dispersed Camping Corridor Strategy is Not Justified
The TMR provides that the dispersed camping exception be invoked only for the "limited use of motor 
vehicles within a specified distance of certain designated routes." 36 C.F.R. § 212.51(b) (emphasis 
added). Regarding this topic, the preamble to the TMR further states: 

The Department expects the Forest Service to apply this provision sparingly, on a local or State-
wide basis, to avoid undermining the purposes of the final rule and to promote consistency in 
implementation.” 70 Fed. Reg. 68,264, 68,285 (Nov. 9, 2005) (emphasis added); see also FSM 
7703.11(4).

The Forest Service has previously said: 

[A] broad designation allowing dispersed camping along all or most designated routes is not 
consistent with long-term objectives for travel management. Direction from the Chief of the 
Forest Service indicates that the allowance of dispersed camping by general designation along 
roads and trails should be used sparingly (emphasis added). 

Reviewing Officer Recommendation, Sawtooth National Forest, Travel Plan Revision, Appeals #08-04-
14-0035-A215, #08-04-14-0038-A215, and #08-04-14-0039-A215, page 17.

Allowing forest visitors to drive 200 feet off-road along 220 miles of for dispersed camping is 
equivalent to opening up 10,670 acres, or about 4% of total acres on the District, to nearly unlimited 
motorized uses. Forest Service 2010: 48. The general dispersed camping provision in Preferred 
Alternative 2 significantly exceeds the Forest Service’s authority to designate motorized access for 
dispersed camping along corridors in compliance with the TMR and is not a sparing application when 
applied to approximately 20% of the district . Moreover, this provision does not meet Desired 
Conditions at described in the DEA, page 9:  “The District provides motorized dispersed camping 
opportunities consistent with the Travel Management Rule (and other direction), where safety issues, 
resource impacts, user conflicts or other management objectives are not of concern.” 
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As stated in our scoping comment letter, we oppose any broad exceptions that allow motorized cross-
country travel to camp or retrieve big game. In addition to enforcement difficulties, over time these 
exceptions will lead to a proliferation of unauthorized routes and wide swaths of impact, as motorized 
travel off a given road would not be prohibited at any point along most system routes. We have attached, 
as Appendix N, a satellite photo of a dispersed camping corridor in the Coronado National Forest where 
dispersed camping corridors are in use. This photo demonstrates the ineffectiveness of this approach and 
shows a clearly growing network of motorized routes in a riparian area. We have asked the Forest 
Service to designate camping sites and short routes to these sites to allow the continued use of these 
popular areas in a way that would protect fragile soils and vegetation.  Despite our request and the fact 
that most camp sites are within 100 feet of a road, the Forest Service plans to allow off-road driving for 
200 feet. We are supportive of using short spurs to access camping sites as described in Alternative 4. 

Many of the proposed camping corridors consist of roads which are described in the draft TAP as High 
Risk/High Value routes with specific high risk values assigned to heritage, soils/watershed, and wildlife 
habitat. Forest Service 2008c:38-39. Their high risk value should preclude designation as a camping 
corridor. 

We have commented extensively on the ill-advised plan to designate motorized corridors for dispersed 
camping and ask the Forest Service to refer again to our June 10, 2008 scoping comments. In the DEA 
the Forest Service admits that there will likely be significant negative impacts to the resource with the 
camping corridor and that the extent of such likely damage is unknown and there is no site specific 
analysis:

These corridors have not been cleared of resource concerns. It is not known how many areas 
have erodible soils, unsatisfactory condition soils, nearby drainages, or other soil/watershed 
concerns. It is likely that cross country motorized vehicle travel within designated camping 
corridors would cause compaction, erosion, sedimentation, loss of plant cover, and a reduction 
in soil/watershed stability, condition, and productivity. 

Forest Service 2010:65.  In addition, the Forest Service state’s that:

“OHV use can damage forest resources, disturb wildlife, and can impact forest visitors 
seeking a quiet and secluded recreation experience in the forest due to the noise and 
increase in dust that they create. A recent study has concluded that OHV traffic can
adversely affect natural resources regardless of the type and equipment on the individual 
vehicle (USDA Forest Service, 2008). The study looked at the effects of cross-country 
travel and user-created trails. It found vegetation was reduced by a minimum of 40 
percent and was often completely eliminated as a result of OHV traffic at the seven test 
sites (located in different vegetation types across the country). Soils were compacted, 
displaced or loosened, making them available for erosion by water. The ability of soil to 
absorb rainfall was reduced by half, while soil erosion was increased by more than a 
half. It was also found that OHV can cause significant amounts of dust. Low volumes of 
riders could generate dust loads greater than 150 micrograms per cubic meter. As the 
volume of riders increases, the dust concentrations could move into the unhealthful 
range in forested locations where air circulation is inhibited. Two other results from the 
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study indicated that sport-model OHV (lighter weight vehicles) cause as much 
disturbance as utility model vehicles (heavier weight vehicles).” 

Forest Service 2010:31. Two of the proposed 18 miles of spur roads to dispersed camping sites “have 
moderate to severe soil erosion hazard, are in an area with the potential for flash flooding, or are 
potentially near a wetland.” Forest Service 2010:66.

The Forest Service acknowledges that existing sites are readily apparent to the casual Forest visitor and 
are likely to continue to be “found” and used by future campers. Forest Service 2008:35. We reiterate: 
confining camping to previously disturbed, existing campsites as part of a designated campsite system 
would greatly reduce the threat of campsite proliferation and the consequent impacts to natural and 
cultural resources. We urge the Williams RD to abandon the camping corridor concept and adopt a 
district-wide policy of designated sites, including when necessary, designated routes to these sites as in 
Alternative 4. The lack of any site specific analysis in these proposed corridors and spurs must be 
corrected. 

We believe this deficiency of the Environmental Assessment warrants the withdrawal of the current 
document and the release of an Environmental Impact Statement.  

K. Motorized Big Game Retrieval
We do not support exceptions to the ban on cross-country travel for big game retrieval for any 
length of time except in the case for disabled hunters. We are not convinced that cross-country 
travel is necessary to meet the state’s big game harvest and management objectives.  The conclusion 
that “benefits of elk population management would exceed the damage to the vegetation, soils, and 
watersheds by vehicle use” is unsubstantiated and erroneous.

We submitted extensive comments regarding motorized big game retrieval (MBGR)  in our June 10, 
2008 scoping comments and ask the Forest Service to review that section of our comment letter. 
While it does appear that some of our concerns have been identified in the DEA, the level of 
analysis focuses heavily on the numbers of hunters who may participate in MBGR and does not 
adequately address our concerns regarding the impacts to natural resources.  

We again disagree that the evidence AGFD offers supports cross-country travel.  The MBGR 
exception has the potential to open up relatively secure habitat if hunters do not have to pack their 
game out by non-motorized means, has the potential to undermine the purpose of the TMR, and is 
not consistent with the TMR. Prohibitions on cross-country travel do not limit big game hunting, 
but simply imply that successful hunters will have to resort to traditional methods of game retrieval.  
We again ask the Forest Service to provide justification, providing full NEPA analysis, for each 
area open to MBGR under the TMR, the ESA, and the NFMA. We support Alternative 4 that 
prohibits motorized cross-country travel for MBGR. 

The only justification provided for the proposal to allow MBGR during elk hunting seasons is that 
these months are generally dry and “benefits of elk population management would exceed the 
damage to the vegetation, soils, and watersheds by vehicle use.” While extreme damage is caused 
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by cross-country travel during the wet season, it does not follow that cross-country travel during dry 
months will not also lead to substantial damage. In addition, the claim that the benefit of elk 
population management outweighs ORV use damage is unsubstantiated and erroneous. 

We ask that the Forest Service provide information on the mean daily temperatures at which meat 
spoilage occurs and information on the mean daily temperatures for the Williams RD during the 
times of proposed MBGR. Without this information, the public, nor the Forest Service, can 
determine if there is a legitimate, science and fact-based need for motorized big game retrieval. 

VI. Additional Issues

A. Developing a Travel Management Plan – Our 
Recommendations Were not Incorporated

We appreciate the Williams RD responding to our request to develop a Travel Management Plan by 
including a monitoring plan and mitigation measures.  While we feel these issues need to be more 
fully developed, we appreciate their inclusion.  

We do have concerns about the failure to respond to our recommendation that a “route restoration 
strategy” be developed and analyzed in the DEA.  See Center for Biological Diversity et al.,
2008:31.  We again make this recommendation and reiterate our concern that illegal, unauthorized, 
user-created and unnecessary motorized routes will continue to cause degradation of forest 
resources and will become a source of illegal motorized use after publication of the Motor Vehicle 
Use Map (MVUM).

Similarly, our request that the Forest Service develop an educational program explaining 
implementation of the TMR, the MVUM and the need to protect forest resources was not addressed 
in the DEA. See Center for Biological Diversity et al., 2008:32.  Nor was our request that 
consequences for illegal behavior be addressed in the Travel Management Plan.  It is our contention 
that only when off-road vehicle enthusiasts are faced with real, substantive consequences for 
violating federal laws protecting federal lands will enforcement become effective.  A recent poll by
Eastmans hunting magazine demonstrates that hunters believe ORV riders who venture into closed 
areas should be given significant punishment.7 We have attached a fact sheet on this poll as 
Appendix O. We ask that the Forest Service review the studies we submitted during scoping and 
include them in the analysis of the impacts of illegal ORV use in the Williams RD, which is 
currently lacking. 

B. Interface of TMP and Forest Planning processes
In our June 20, 2008 scoping comments, we specifically asked the Forest Service for an explanation 
of how the Travel Management Planning process would interface with the Forest Planning Process, 

7 More than 37% of poll respondents believed that violation of closure orders should result in the confiscation of the 
vehicle and loss of hunting privileges for one year and 32% felt the fine should be no less than $200 and include loss of 
hunting privileges for one year.
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which is currently undergoing revision throughout Region 3.  Center for Biological Diversity et al.,
2008:12. Our specific concerns relate to “tactical” Travel Management decisions were being made 
prior to the “strategic” Forest Plan decisions. We believe that tactical decisions could compromise 
or limit decisions more appropriately addressed through Forest Plan Revision.  

The Forest Service has failed to respond to our concern in the DEA.  For this reason the DEA is 
deficient. 

VII. The Forest Service fails to close unnecessary routes (High 
Risk/Low Value)

From a fiscal perspective, it is clearly in the public, the national and the agency’s interest to reduce 
the extent of unnecessary roads and travel ways within the Williams RD. Without adequate funding 
to maintain the roads in the district on an annual basis, the most practical and economical long-term 
mitigation of these problems lies with closure and revegetation of non- essential roads. Moll 1996. 
The lengthy, time-consuming TAP provided relevant information identifying roads posing high 
risks to cultural, soils, watershed and wildlife values; and affording low access values regarding 
range management, scenery and private property.  Forest Service 2010a. We strongly believe the 
District must credibly utilize this information to justify difficult, necessary decisions defining a 
minimum transportation system, particularly in the context of severely limited budgets and massive 
maintenance backlogs. While we commend the District’s initial closure and designation for 
administrative use 380 miles of environmentally destructive roads, we believe additional routes, 
based on the TAP, should be closed to motorized travel.

Giving the exigency of funding the maintenance of high value roads in a severely constrained fiscal 
environment, retaining within the proposed open system of “High Risk/Low Value” roads seems ill 
advised if not irresponsible. The TAP process provided information regarding each route’s access 
value and risk to natural and cultural resources. It stands to reason that roads with a low access 
value and high risk value would generally be excluded from the minimum transportation system 
given the criteria values. Why would the agency choose low access value roads that pose high risks 
to the forest’s resources? For example, the “Initial Minimum Road System” presented in the TAP 
and EA consists of 665 miles of System Roads and includes at least 90 roads, totaling over 63 
miles, with high risk/low access value as presented in the table below. Forest Service 2010a:12; 
2010:Table B-5).

Initial Minimum Road System (from Table B-5: Proposed Minimum System)
High Risk/Low Value (ranked high risk for at least one element)
Road Number Length
105RA 0.46
108D 0.51
108E 0.21
11H 1.06
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11P 0.21
122NA 0.21
12F 0.7
138B 0.11
139A 0.54
140HA 0.08
147C 0.55
161A 0.12
171E 0.32
2002 3.09
2086D 0.1
2091A 0.45
2099 0.21
2100 0.6
2102 0.86
2113A 0.53
2132 1.23
2141 0.37
2151 1.57
2183 0.91
2188 0.66
2210A 0.31
2220 2.87
2229 0.73
2453 0.77
2HE 0.17
2HM 0.12
3099 0.75
3105 0.97
3105A 0.67
3108 1.14
3108B 0.14
3225 1.28
3232 1.1
3235 0.5
3276 0.87
35C 1.14
38C 0.72
39A 0.62
39BA 0.28
44A 0.18
45C 0.16
45E 0.41
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56C 0.45
60A 0.54
6LA 0.09
6PB 0.07
71B 0.64
727B 0.55
746K 0.67
749 2.69
749B 0.96
74AB 0.72
75L 0.72
76BB 0.34
76CC 0.62
796A 0.97
7AA 0.08
7AB 0.45
7AC 0.08
9113 0.51
9153PA 0.76
9181EA 0.45
9187BA 0.72
9189EA 3.44
9189EH 0.29
9189F 0.67
9197MB 0.12
9198U 0.74
9113D 1.12
9227D 0.75
9227K 0.15
9228P 1.39
9228V 1.22
9521 1.29
9521P 0.42
9701B 0.43
9701K 0.68
9711FA 0.92
9712 1.18
9712C 0.16
9712E 0.32
9712F 0.68
9713A 2.19
9713AE 0.32
9713AF 0.48
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The Initial Minimum Road System comprises less than 60% of the Proposed Open System. While 
we were unable to decipher the TAP information provided though our recent FOIA request and 
develop a list all the routes and mileage in the Proposed Open System with a “Low Value/High 
Risk’ classification, this information should be made publicly available as soon as possible.

We urge the Williams RD, as an initial step, clarify how low access value roads posing high risks to 
Forest resources were selected for the proposed open system rather than close them entirely and 
plan for their revegetation. 

In summary, the objective rationale for the proposed minimum transportation system is not 
supported, and in fact is contradicted, by the Travel Analysis Report. Forest Service 2010a. The 
system does not adequately address resource protection and conservation objectives and is not 
sustainable under present or foreseeable budgetary realities.

VIII. Conclusion

While we cannot support the EA as presently constructed and we believe and EIS is warranted, we 
appreciate the Williams Ranger District staff’s work on this very important issue and hope that it 
will pay long-term dividends. The EA’s recommendation to close 380 miles of NFS roads to 
motorized recreation travel, eliminate cross-country travel, publish a motor vehicle use map 
(MVUM) depicting motorized designations, and initiate a logical and conservation-minded 
designated site camping strategy are accomplishments that comprise positive steps toward 
protecting forest natural, cultural and visitor experiential values. 

We again extend our appreciation to the Forest Service for the opportunity to provide these 
comments regarding the EA for the Williams Ranger District. Our intent in providing these 
comments is to work cooperatively with the Forest Service and the larger interested public to ensure 
that the Kaibab National Forest – as a public trust resource – is properly managed for the long-term 
public interest for the benefit of this and future generations. We look forward to working with the 
Forest Service as the TMR implementation process moves forward.

Please keep us apprised of any developments related to this issue or process.  

Thank you. 

Cyndi Tuell
Southwest Conservation Advocate

 
Kim Crumbo
Director of Conservation
Grand Canyon Wildlands Council
P.O. Box 1033
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Center for Biological Diversity
P.O. Box 710
Tucson, AZ 85702
ctuell@biologicaldiversity.org

Grand Canyon, AZ 86023
kcrumbo@grand-canyon.az.us

Daniel Patterson
Southwest Director and Ecologist

P.O. Box 172
PEER

Tucson, AZ 85702
swpeer@peer.org

Bryan Bird
Wildplaces Program Director
WildEarth Guardians
312 Montezuma
Santa Fe, NM 87501
bbird@wildearthguardians.org

Dave Holaway 
White Mountain Conservation League
President
PO 595
Lakeside, AZ 85935
daveholaway@frontiernet.net

Jane Steadman
Legal Analyst, Recreation Planning Program
The Wilderness Society
1660 Wynkoop St., Suite 850
Denver, CO 80202

213



GCWC, Center et al. Williams Ranger District DEA Comments – 03/09/2010                                          Page 57 of 60

References:

Amor, R.L. and P.L Stevens. 1976. Spread of Weeds form a Roadside Into Scierophyll Forests at 
Dartmouth, Australia. Weed Research 16:111-116.

Bahre, C.J. 1991. A Legacy of Change: Historic Human Impact on Vegetation of 
the Arizona Borderlands. Tucson: University of Arizona Press.

Belnap, Jayne “Impacts Of Off-Road Vehicles On Nitrogen Cycles In Biological Soil Crusts: 
Resistance In Different U.S. Deserts” Journal of Arid Environments (2002).

Belnap, Jayne “The World At Your Feet: Desert Biological Soil Crusts” Front Ecol Environ 2003.

Center for Biological Diversity et al. 2008. Scoping Comments for the Proposed Action of the 
Williams Ranger District, Kaibab National Forest. June 20, 2008. 60 pages.

Cooperrider, Allen Y., and David S. Wilcove. 1995. Defending the Desert: Conserving Biodiversity 
on BLM Lands in the Southwest. Introduction to biodiversity of BLM lands in the Southwest 
deserts. 148pp. Environmental Defens e Fund. 
http://www.edf.org/documents/404_PubsCatalog98.PDF

Davidson, Diane W., William D. Newmark, Jack W. Sites, Jr., Dennis K. Shiozawa, Eric A. 
Rickart, Kimball T. Harper, and Robert B. Keiter. 1996. Selecting Wilderness Areas to Conserve 
Utah’s Biological Diversity. Great Basin Naturalist 56(2):95-118.

Forcella, F. and S.J. Harvey. 1983. Eurasian Weed Infestation in Western Montana in relation to 
Vegetation and Disturbance. Madrono 30:102-109.

Forest Service. 1986. Kaibab National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan. 

Forest Service. 1995. Factors Supporting Road Removal and/or Obliteration. Kootenai National 
Forest Internal Memorandum 2500, Dated February 6, 1995.

Forest Service. 2001b. National Visitor Use Monitoring Results, Region 3: Coconino National 
Forest. August 2001.
http://www.fs.fed.us/recreation/programs/nvum/reports/year1/R3_Coconino_final.htm

Forest Service. 2008. Proposed Action for Travel Management. Williams Ranger District, Kaibab 
National Forest. 

Forest Service. 2008a. Comprehensive Evaluation Report: Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests. 
December 2008. http://www.fs.fed.us/r3/asnf/plan-revision/plan-set/ASNFs-CER-2008-12-11.pdf
Accessed January 15, 2010.

GCWC, Center et al. Williams Ranger District DEA Comments – 03/09/2010                                          Page 58 of 60

Forest Service. 2008b. Ecological Sustainability: Developing a Framework for Ecological 
Sustainability on National Forest Lands and National Grasslands in the Southwestern Region. 
Version 6.0—June 2008.

Forest Service. 2008c.  Draft Travel Analysis Plan, Williams Ranger District, Kaibab National 
Forest. 

Forest Service. 2009a. USDA Forest Service Launches Collaborative Process for New Planning 
Rule. Press Release No. 0620.09.  December 17, 2009. 
http://www.usda.gov/wps/portal/!ut/p/_s.7_0_A/7_0_1OB?contentidonly=true&contentid=2009/12/
0620.xml. Accessed January 17, 2010.

Forest Service. 2009b. Agriculture Secretary Vilsack Presents National Vision for America’s 
Forests. News Release No. 0382.09, August 14, 2009.  
http://www.usda.gov/wps/portal/!ut/p/_s.7_0_A/7_0_1OB?contentidonly=true&contentid=2009/08/
0383.xml

Forest Service. 2010. Environmental Assessment for Comment, Williams Ranger District Travel 
Management Plan. Williams Ranger District, Kaibab National Forest. 
http://fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5122686.pdf

Forest Service. 2010a. Travel Analysis Process Report: Kaibab National Forest, Williams Ranger 
District. http://fs.usda.gov/goto/kaibab/projects

Forman, Richard T.T.. 2000. Estimate of the Area Affected Ecologically by the Road System in the 
United States. Conservation Biology 14(1):31-35.

Forman, Richard T.T. 2000. The Ecological Road-Effect Zone of a Massachusetts (U.S.A.) 
Suburban Highway. Conservation Biology 14(1):36-46.

Frenkel, R.E. 1970. Ruderal Vegetation Along Some California Roadsides. University of California 
Press, Berkeley.

Frey, D.  1977.  Biological Integrity of Water: An Historical Approach.  Pp. 127-140.  In: 
Ballentine, R.K. and L.J. Guarraia (eds.), The Integrity of Water.  Proceedings of a Symposium, 
March 10-12, 1975, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, D.C. 

Grand Canyon Wildlands. 2007. Proposal for Garland Prairie Wildlife Habitat Area. New Special 
Area Designation Eligibility Form Submitted April 4, 2007 to the Kaibab National Forest.

Grand Canyon Wildlands. 2007a. Proposal for Government Wildlife Habitat Areas. New Special 
Area Designation Eligibility Form Submitted April 4, 2007 to the Kaibab National Forest.

214



GCWC, Center et al. Williams Ranger District DEA Comments – 03/09/2010                                          Page 59 of 60

Gelbard, Jonathan L., and Jayne Belnap. 2003. Roads as Conduits for Exotic Plant Invasions in a 
Semiarid Landscape. Conservation Biology 17(2):420-432.

Herrick, J.E., M.A. Weltz, J.D. Reeder, G.E. Schuman, and J.R. Simanton.  1999.  Rangeland Soil 
Erosion and Soil Quality: Role of Soil Resistance, Resilience and Disturbance Regime.  Pp. 209-
233.  In: Lal, R. (ed.), Soil Quality and Soil Erosion.  Soil and Water Conservation Society, 
Ankeny, IA. 

Jones, Julia A., Frederick J. Swanson, Beverley C. Wemple, and Kai U. Snyder. Effects of Roads on 
Hydrology, Geomorphology, and disturbance Patches in Stream Networks. Conservation Biology
14(1):76-85.

Karr, J. R. 1991.  Biological Integrity: A Long-Neglected Aspect of Water Resource Management.  
Ecological Applications 1: 66-84.

Karr, J. R., K. D. Fausch, P. L. Angermeier, P. R. Yant, and I. J. Schlosser.  1986.  Assessing 
Biological Integrity In Running Waters.  A Method and Its Rationale.  Illinois Natural History 
Survey.  Special 36 Publication No. 5.  Pp. 28. 

Ketcheson, Gary L., and Walter F. Megahan. 1996. Sediment Production and Downslope Sediment 
Transport From Forest Roads in Granitic Watersheds. Research Paper INT-RP-486. Ogden, UT: 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Intermountain Research Station.

Moll, Jeffrey E. 1996. A Guide for Road Closures and Obliteration in the Forest Service. San 
Dimas, California: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, San Dimas Technology and 
Development Center. 49 pages.

Strittholt, James R., and Dominick A. DellaLSala. 2001. Importance of Roadless Areas in 
Biodiversity Conservation in Forested Ecosystems: Case Study of the Klamath-Siskiyou Ecoregion 
of the United States. Conservation Biology 15(6):1742-1754.

Trumbulak, Stephen C., and Christopher A. Frissell. Review of Ecological Effects of Roads on 
Terrestrial and Aquatic Communities. Conservation Biology 14(1):18-26.

Tyser, R.W. and C.A. Worley. 1992 Alien Flora in Grasslands Adjacent to Road and Trail Corridors 
in Glacier National Park, Montana. Conservation Biology 6:253-262.

Wicklow-Howard, M.C. 1994. Mycorrhizal Ecology of Shrub-Steppe Habitat, pp. 207-210. In 
Proceedings (ecology and Management of Annual Rangelands. S.B. Monsen and S.g. Kitchen (eds). 
INT-GTR-313. USDA Forest Service. Intermountain Research Station.
Whitford 2002

GCWC, Center et al. Williams Ranger District DEA Comments – 03/09/2010                                          Page 60 of 60

Zink, T.A. M.F. Allen, B. Heindl-Tenhunen, and E.B. Allen. 1995. The Effect of a disturbance 
Corridor on an Ecological Reserve. Restoration Ecology 3:304-310.

215


	20100312_FormLetter_Names.pdf
	FormLetter_NamesFeb19.pdf
	FormLetter_NamesFeb20
	FormLetter_NamesFeb22




