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SECRETARY OF STATE 
State Capitol Exccutivc Tower 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007-2888 

(602) 5424285 

ANNE L. LYNCH 
h&W S" of slatc 

Fax: (602) 542-1575 

Res b."',-$ - i ' j  
March 20,1995 Rcsional ForestercS office 

Mr. Charles Cartwright MAR 2 3 1995 
Regional Forester,  Region 3 
5 17 Gold Avenue, S .W. 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102 

Dear Mr. Cartwright: 

The Forty-second Legislature of the State of Arizona has passed Senate Concurrent 
Memorial 1002 and filed it in our Office March 14,1995. The language in this resolu- 
tion stipulates that we send a certified copy of the Memorial to the President of the 
United States, the Chief of the United States Forest Service, to the Regional Forester 
for Region 3, and to each member of the Arizona Congressional delegation. 

Please find enclosed a certified copy of Senate Concurrent Memorial 1002. 

Sincerely yours, 

- JANEDEEHULL 
Secretary of State 
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State  of Arizona 
Senate 
Forty-second  Legi sl a t u r e  
F i r s t  Regular  Session 
1995 

FILED 
Jane Dee Hull 

secretary of state 

SENATE  CONCURRENT  MEMORIAL 1002 

A CONCURRENT  MEMORIAL 

URGING THE UNITED  STATES  FOREST SERVICE TO CONSIDER AND APPROVE THE AMENDMENT 
"ALTERNATIVE E" PROPOSED I N  THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE 
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS OF FOREST  PLANS  UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
FOREST SERVICE REGION 3 .  

To the Region 3 Forester and Ch ie f  o f  the  Uni ted  States  Forest   Serv ice:  
Your memor ia l i s t   respec t fu l l y   rep resen ts :  
Whereas, the  Southwestern  Region o f  the   Un i ted   S ta tes  Forest Serv ice 

has issued a Draft Environmental  Impact  Statement f o r  i t s  proposed amendments 
t o  current forest plans f o r  Arizona and New Mexico:  and 

Whereas, these  proposed amendments are  intended t o  estab l i sh   the   bas is  
f o r  ecosystem management I n  all of the   na t iona l   fo res ts  o f  Arizona,  focusing 
on the  Mexican  spotted  owl and the   no r the rn  goshawk i n   p a r t i c u l a r ;  and 

Whereas, an a1 t e r n a t i v e  known  as "A1 t e r n a t i v e  E" has  been considered 
in   the  Draf t   Env i ronmenta l   Impact   Statement ;  and 

Whereas, "A1 t e r n a t i v s  E" best   restores and susta ins  the  vegetat ion and 
a s s o c i a t e d   w i l d l j f e   h a b i t a t  across the  landscape,  best  reduces  catastrophic 
f i res ,   d iseases  and i n s e c t   i n f e s t a t i o n s  and best   susta ins  the economies  and 
c u l t u r e  o f  the  people who depend  on our na t iona l  forests; and 

Whereas, the  Uni ted States Forest  Service has i n d i c a t e d   t h a t   o f  all o f  
t h e   a l t e r n a t i v e s   p r e s e n t e d   i n   t h e  D r a f t  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 
" A l t e r n a t i v e  E" i s  the   a l te rna t ive   tha t   bes t   sus ta ins   the   ecosys tem and the  
array o f  species  depending on t h e  ecosystem, inc lud ing  the  Mexican  spot ted 
owl  and  the  northern goshawk: and 

Whereas. "A l te rna t i ve  E" b e s t   f u l f i l l s   t h e   m i s s i o n  o f  the  Uni ted  States 
Fores t   Serv i  ce. 
Wherefore  your  memorialist,  the  Senate o f  the  State o f  Arizona.  the House o f  

Representatives  concurring,  prays: 



S.C.M. 1002 

1 1. That   the   Uni ted-   States   Forest   Serv ice   se lect  and  implement 
2 "A1 t e r n a t i v e  E" proposed I n   t h e  Draft Environmental  Impact  Statement f a r  the 
3 proposed amendments o f  forest plans  United  States  Department o f  Agr icu l ture  
4 Forest  Service  Region 3 .  
5 2. That the  Secretary o f  S ta te  ef the State of Arizona transmit copies 
6 of t h i s  Memorial t o  the  President  o f  the United  States, t o  the Chief .  United 
7 States  Forest  Service. t o  the Regional  Forester for Region 3 and t o  each 

Member of the  Arizona  Congressional  Delegation. 

PASSED THE HOUSE t4RCZi 13, 1995, BY E FoLfxlwING WIE: 39 AYES, 16 NAYS, 

OF'F'ICE OF 'IHE -ARY OF STATE MARCH 14, 1995 
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Govcnun 
Pltt Symington 

THE STATE OF ARIZONA Commissioners: 
~ -"Imiutb T. Waadin, Tucson 

h h u r  Poncr, Phacnix 
NmiE Johnson, Snowflake 

Micbncl M. Golightly, Flagstsff 
Herb Gucnthcr, Tacna GAME & FISH DEPARTMENT 

2221 West Greenway Road, Phoenix, Arizona 850234399 (602) 942-3000 Director 
Duane L Shmufc 

Thomas W. Splding 
Deputy Director 

N0v-r 3 0 ,  1994 

Charles W. CartWright Jr. 
Regional Forester 
USDA, Forest Sexvice 
517 Gold  Avenue SW 
A1bUqU-r Nw 

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for 
Proposed  Amendmentsr to 10 National  Forest Land and Resource 
l&magement Plans (Plan Amsndmentr) in the Sou$hwestorn  Region 

Dear Mr. Cartwight: 

The  Arizona  Game  and Fish Department  (AGFD) and the New Mexico 
Department of Game and Fish (NMDGF) have reviewed the above- 
referenced DEIS and submit the following joint commentB for your 
consideration. The purpose of the Plan Amendments, as described i n  
the DEIS, i m  to incorporate  standards and guidelines for the 
Northern goshawk and  Mexican spotted owl  which will address the 
habitat needs of theme two species. In pursuing the sltates' fish 
and  wildlife  managemcsnt  rrsponsibilities, our agencies must  address 
the habitat needs of all wildlife species. By coordinating our 
review  of the DEIS, the two state wildlife  management  agencies in 
the Southwestern Region  hope to focus  attention  on the effects that 
this change in Forest Service management direction  will have on a l l  
wildlife species using  forested habitats both inside and outside 
spotted owl and  goshawk territories. We appreciate this 
opportunity to identify our issues and concerns related to the 
DEIS. 

Both agencies have provided commsntm on the scoping  materials 
provided prior to the release of the DEIS. Both agencies  have almo 
participated in the Goshawk Interagency Implementation Team's 
(GIIT) development of recommendationcr on which  Alternative D 58 
bamed. Some of the issues previously idmtif ied during the scoping 
procema are being  emphasized  again in these comments because we 
believe that they were not adequately addressed or evaluated in the 
DEIS. The AGFD has recently  provided comments on the Kaibab 
National Forest  Plan DEIS and believes that the Kaibab National 
Forest should be included  in this Regionwide analysis. 

The two Departments ssupport the concept of ecosystem management and 
the shift  in  emphasis  toward  uneven-aged  management and longer 
rotation ages. B o t h  Departments alsro agree  with the Forest Service 
regarding the need for 1) amending current Forest  Plans to reflect 
new information  on the habitat needs of Mexican  spotted owl and 
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northern goshawk, 2) clarifying the difference  between  standards 
and  guidelines,  and 3) deemphasizing  timber  production  on  steep 
slopes. 

However, the Departments  believe  that the DEIG does  not provide an 
adequate or accurate  analysis of the potential  impactst  resulting 
from imglemmtation of the various management alternatives.  This 
shortcoming  deprives the Regional  Forester of the opporlxnity to 
m a k e  an  informed  decision  regarding  Forest Service management 
direction. A summary of our major concerlzra is provided below. 
Specific  comments on the DEI$ can be found in  Appendix A. 

1. 

The proposed Plan  Amendments  would  impact  managrrment of 
existing spotted owl and goebawk territories. Despite the 
controversy  surrounding themanagement direction  for  these  two 
raptors, the DEI$ fails to analyze  potential  impact8 of the 
alternatives  on the number of breeding pairs or territories, 
population trends, or population  viability.  Although  adequate 
information  may  not exist to adeXrers these imauerr with a high 
degree of certainty, the absence of any analysis calls into 
question the Forest Service conclusion that implementation o f  
any of the management altemativm will  have  "no  significant 
ef fectn  on  the goshawk or spotted owl. If an  analysia had 
been  conducted, we believe a different  conclusion would have 
been reached. In addition, the DEIS management  alternatives 
are being evaluated without the benefit of recomendatione 
from the spotted owl recovery  team.  The  recovery  team is 
scheduled to relenlae a draft spotted owl  recovery  plan in the 
near future. The Departments believe that  review of this plan 
ier nececrsary before an  informed  decision on Plan  Amendments 
aan be made. 

Both agencies also want to insure that implementing  Region- 
wide wildlife habitat requirements geared toward meeting the 
habitat needs o f  two  species 40 not result in  significant 
adverse  impacts to a host of other species. An example is the 
potential  loss of important  wildlife  cover standards and 
guidelines  when they "conflict" with the needs of the goshawk, 
mpotted  owl or other Threatened,  Endangered or Sensitive (TES) 
spercis~. The existence of a goshawk territory does not create 
a conflict requiring  removal of wildlife  cover  standards and 
guidelinesl. The Departments believe that the loss of wildlife 
cover  standards an4 guidelines would have adverse impacta  on 
species such as turkey, tree squirrels, black bear, white- 
tailed deer, mule deer and goshawk. It should be made clear 
that  meeting the needs of TES species does not preclude the 
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consideration and incorporation of other species needs ax 
other wildlife  standards and guidelines in project  planning. 

Impacts to other  wildlife  mpeciem are analyzed according to 
whether implamentation of an alternative is expected to 
benefit  species  arrociated with late-successional foreats or 
those msociated with  early-successional forests. Impacts are 
then based on the antidpated percentages of early- or late- 
successional forests across the landscape. This is a 
dmplistic approach  that  can be mialeading. AB indicated on 
page 17 of the DEIS, loope species use both early- and late- 
auccessional  forests.  The currant mix of forest conditions 
aloo  will  affect  wildlife  habitat capabilities acrose the 
landscape over the time required to achieve the desired future 
condition. 

2. ate cumulative rff- 

The DEIS fails to adequately  describe the immediate and long- 
term affect8 of past management  activities on the ability of 
the Forest Service to 1) implement  management  alternatives, 2) 
achieve desired future conditionm, or 3) maintain wildlife 
populationrr while the  desired  condition is being purmued. The 
analysis of cumulative  effects is an important component of 
the environmental  effects  analysio required under the 
implementing  regulations of the National Environmental  Policy 
A c t  (NEPA) . 

3. e a$aencr of a monitorinu ~ l p ~  to evaluate the 84- - 
The DEIS standards  and  guidelines  do  not  commit the  Forest 
Selnrice to evaluating the impacts of proposed management 
activities on spotted  owls, goshawks or any other wildlife 
mpeciers. The  aasumptions  regarding  impacts to these fqmcies, 
other forest wilalifrt and their habitats need to be monitored 
and tepterf through a  long-term  commitment to carefully 
designed  management sxperimentts. These experiment8 would 
include  replication  of  treatment  and  control  areas  across the 
Region to provide a reliable  test of the assumptions made in 
the DEIS. This would be an example of the  adaptive  management 
approach preferred by both Departmantm. 

It1 
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4.  

5 .  

60 

7 .  

The GIIT recommendatiom are misinterpreted and  inaccurately 
portrayed  in the DEIS. For example, the GIIT recommendations 
were  described as being more reratrictive  with regard to 
prclscribedbuming, forage production,  recreationalactivities 
and land exchange option8 without any explanation of the basis 
for these conclusions. Our review of the GIIT recommendations 
(Alternative D) indicates that there woulci be no d i f  ferance 
between the Preferred Alternative and Alternative D with 
regard to these issues. 

of s"L"!m&ivea 

The specific  rationale, processes or models used to evaluate 
isslues and compare alternatives in the DEIS are not adequately 
explained, if identified at all. The Department@ suggest that 
the specific  criteria used to compare and  evaluate 
alternatives be clearly Btated in the tex t  or in appendices. 

The conservation of 'pp"tt+ owl and goohawk habitats is 
closely related to the conmemation of old growth forest 
ecosyatems. The preferzed alternative  in the DEIS has serious 
implications for the future of this ecosystem and for many 
other species that are atarrociated with old growth habitat 
characteristias. The proposed old growth atandad doss not 
incorporate  important  habitat  attributes or distribution 
requirementis  and fails to meet the rmcoarmtsndations o f  the 
Goshawk  Scientific  Committee (GSC) . Both sgenairs are 
concmed that the DE16 lacks a thorough analysis of the 
current status and projected futuro of old growth in the 
Region base4 on the identified  management alternatives. Both  
Dnpartments  continue to support the  deferral of old growth 
blocks currently meeting old growth utandardo and guidelines 
and are concerned w i t h  the potential for commercial timber 
harvemt within  existing allocated blocks of old growth simply 
because it isr deemed ~ourplusU on an rrcoeystem management 
area. 

Unclear i u a t i f i c a m n  o f  a monosed demonstration area 
Alternative F, the Preferred Alternative  establishes an 
ecosystem demonstration area in the mixed-conifer type on the 

t7t 
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Apache  National Forest. It is not  clear 1) why this Forest 
and habitat type are proposed, 2) what  response  variables  will 
be demonstrated, 3) i f  any experbsntnl deBign will ba used to 
produce  reliable  conclusions about the management  approach, 
and 4) how any conclusions  will be applied to future 
management direction. It io also  not  clear  how this 
management approach  can be incorporated  into  a  future  spotted 
owl  recovery  plan.  specific  concerns  relating to the 
developatant and  implementation of the demonetration  area 
proposed in  Alternative F were previously  identified  in the 
scoping  comments  provided to the Forest Service by AGPD on May 
26, 1994. Additional  concerns  relative to the damonatration 
area are provieled by the AGFD in  Appendix B. 

To avoid problems and conceme that have bean identified 
during  implementation  of the interim  goshawk  guideliness  over 
the last two years (see AGFD white paper, Appendix C) , all 
goals,  objectives,  standards and guidelines  should be stated 
in  clear,  preciere  and,  whenever possible, quantified terms. 
The Preferred  Alternative  does  not  deBcribe the desired future 
condition or residual  stand  condition following harvest in 
enough detail to evaluate the potential enviromental affecta 
ao requixml by the National Environmental Policy  Act (NEPA). 
The document  should  clearly dsacribe what is intended. This 
is necessary for public understanding  and for char direction 
to field  personnel. When alternative. vary from interim 
directives, the variation  should be clearly  identified. The 
analysis  should also be consistent  throughout the document. 
Appendix A includeer  specific  comments  relating to this isme. 

The Departments  believe that incorporating the management 
recommendations deocribed in  Appendix D into Plan Amendments for 
the ponderosa pine type  will address many of our concerns  regarding 
impacts to other species while also addressing the habitat  needm  of 
goshawks. Many of the recommendations  in  Appendix D reflect the 
recommendations of the GIIT, Both agencies  beliavrr that 
application of these recommendations outride goshawk  territories 
can enhance wildlife habitat across the 1antWcapa. However, our 
support for application inside and  outside  goshawk territories 
aependrr on the ability of the Forest Service, in  cooperation with 
the state  wildlife agencies, to monitor  implementation, changes in 
habitat  conditione and population  trends.  Monitoring  and  adaptive 
management are critical to achieving  desired  conditions. 
Furthermore, the extent to which the recommendations in Appendix D 
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can enhance, or be incorporated into, management direction f Or the 
spotted owl will depend on the contents of the opotted owl recovery 
plan. 

In summary, both Departments believe the DEIS pretsentrs an 
inadequate analysis on which t o  base a Regionwide management 
decision. Therefore, both Departments believe the DEIS sihould be 
withdrawn pmding its revision and the release of the spotted  owl 
recovery plan. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. If you 
have any questions or need additional information, please contact 
Dave Walker at (602) 789-3604 or Bob Wilson at ( 5 0 5 )  827-7827. 

Sincerely, /7 f l  

Arizona Game and- Fish Department 

New Mexico Department of Garme and Fiah 

CC: John R o g e r s ,  Regional Director, U . 8 .  Fish and Wildlife Service 

Attachments 
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APPSUDIX A 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL 
Alternative: A (page 6) 

Table 3 ehowa virtually no difference in the anticipated  effects of 
the erlected charactarimtics  between Alternative A (the NO Action 
Alternative) and Alternatives C and F (the Preferred  Alternative) . 
The primary reason for this is  that the NO Action  Alternative  would 
a...cOntinurs t h c r  atrat- of iesuing  Hexican spotted owl and 
northam goshawk management  direction  in tho form of Forest Sewice 
Manual direction." Since the Forart Service has  already stated 
that this strategy will not  continue past June 1995, implementation 
of Altarnative A does  not seem to be a feasible  alternative  and 
Should bo identified a6 SUCha The No Action  Alternative  should be 
reVisda 

Alternative C (page 7) 

1) The description of Alternative C states that the 
recowmendations found imUSpA, Fore& Service, Rocky  Mountain 
Forest and Range Experiment Station  Technical R e p o r t  (RM-217) , 
titled "~nagearent RecoouPPendations  for the Northern  Goshawk in 
the Southwestern United States," will be followed. "217 
calls for 2 0 t  of an  area to be in VSS 6. However,  Alternative 
C calls for a  nminimum of 15-20+aa in VSS 60 Thir does not 
follow REI-217 and can only be interpreted as a minlislrzm of 15%. 

2)  Although 15 to 20+% old growth is identified as the Hminimum,n 
anything above and beyond this amount is considered nsUrplusn 
and would be eubject to treatments  not  neceasarily aimed at 
enhancing old growth characteristics. The Departments 
recognize a  critical  difference between existing  and 
developing old g f O W t h a  Please  aee  Appendix D for recommended 
management direction on this issue. If the intent irr to have 
20% in VSS 6, as called for in RH-217, this percentage  should 
not be identified  am  a range or a8 a minimum. As mitten, 
these statements are contradictory  and  must be clarified. 

3) The landscape  scale for old growth allocation  needs to ba 
clearly defined. A l t h o u g h  old growth may be nsurplusn on a 
given ecoerysten management  area, the amount of old growth 
acrose an assessment area, a District 01 Forest may  be  deficit 
or of low  quality. 

178 
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Altern4tive D (page 7 )  

Although Alternative D iu described as differing from 
Alternative C in the percentage of an area in old growth (VSS 
6) I both altarnatives are described a81 meeting lRM-217'~ 
guidelines . Alternative D calls for 20% in VSS 6. 
Alternative C allowa for 151 in VSS 6. These statements are 
contradictory and misleading, and must be clarified. 

Alternative F (page 7 )  

Thr eone concept  described far the mixed-conifer vegetation 
type on the Apache National Forest does not maet the first two 
objectives for the Plan bendmente identified on page 3 of the 
D E S .  Specific aoncms relating to the develgpment and 
implamentation of Alternative F were prevfouarly  identified  in 
the scoping comments provided by AGFD on Hay 26, 1994. 
Additional  concerns  relative to Alternative F and the zone 
cwicept are provided by the AGFD in  Appendix B. 

Table 3 (page 10) 

1) VSS 4 and VSS 6 percantagem for Alternatives C and F are not 
COndstent with RM-217  (VSS 4 is 25 vs. 20% and VSS 6 is 15 
vs. 20%) and justification is not offered for the modification 
o f  recommendations by the GSC. 

Alternative D is depicted as producing "the least"  forage.  On 
page 14, under Forage Production, it is stated,  "Forest 
structures in vegetative structural stages VSS-1 and VSS-2 
increase the amount of sunlight reaching the forest floor and 
encourage increased  forageproduction.n  Alternative D has the 
sam0 percent in VSS 1 and 5% more in VSS 2 than Alternatives 
C and F. The "produce the least" label for AlteMatiVdt D is 
incornistent. Furthermore, canopy closures  in  older VSS 
ClaBm80 do not  differ  among  Alternatives C, F and D. 
Alternative D calla for canopy cloaures similar to those in 
Rn-217 and Altemativee C and F claim to follow REI-217. Thus, 
the description of Alternative D as it relates to forage 
production is misrepresented. 

3) Alternative D is  labeled  as  not  favoring  nearly-successionaln 
wildlife species, Asl pointed out in item 2 above, Alternative 
D calls for a larger percentage of an area to be in VSS 1 and 
2 (250 vs. 2 0 1 ) ,  which axe early succrsdonal vegetative 
stages. If VSS 3 is also conaidered  an  early-successional 
stage, the combined percentage for Alternative D does not 
differ from that for Alternatives C and F (both are 40%) .  
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Therefore, the "no" label for Alternative D is inaccurate  and 
aisleading and th ia  Alternative i o  again misrepresented, 

4) One bportant selected effect which va61 omitted from Table 3 
is the inpact of the alternatives on a l l  other Forest Service 
TES qmcias. We recomaend  adding this to the selected ef frrcts 
identified in Table 3 .  

5 )  The Departments  gueation the determination of "no significant 
effeetm" far spotted owl under Alternative P and goshawk under 
Alternative E, Alternative P contains no specific provisions 
for the prearervation of rpotted awl core areas or nest sites 
and Ganey (1994) has found that spotted owls avoid even 
selectively  logged areafs. Although Alternative E allows leas 
canopy  cover than recommended by the GSC in  RM-217, Table 3 
idantifiem "no mlgnif icant effects" to the goshawk from 
iraplmentation of tha alternative. 

VEGETATION 
Insect and Disease Risk 
Environmental Effects (page 13) 

Statemanta describing Alternativeo A, C and P are identical to 
those for Altarnative 0 ,  m.g.8 "Limitation or delay of insect 
and/or disease aiuppression play result in serious habitat 
fragmentation... Future pest dmnage and  fragmentation may 
occur if  diseasss supprerrsion activities are not  allowed." 
Despite the identlcai description, it is then stated that 
Alternative D poses a greater risk to insects and disease  than 

assigning a higher rirrk value to Altarnative D. It is not 
clear why Alternative D will Limit or delay  insect and/or 
disease supprweion more than the proposed action. In fact, 
Alternative D allow@ for 20% of an area to have even-aged 
treatments, specifically to address insect and disrame 
problams. Statements such as theae are misleading, 
miorepresent Alternative D and make it appear that the 
analysis war designed to support the Preferred Alternative. 

do AltmatiVes A# C md F. Table 3 also reflect@ this 

2)  Alternative  strategies for dealing with mistletoe  infected 
trees, such am buffers (sanitation  donuts) or girdling  and 
leaving aa snags, should be evaluated  in the DEXS. 

3) Dwarf miatletoe and forest insects are endemic species which 
carry out  valuable forest processes (nutrient cycling) and 
benefit  wildlife  epecies (Szaro and Balda 1979, Bennetts 

178 



Appendix A 
Novamber 3 0 ,  1994 
4 

1991). Witcheo broom formed by dwarf mistletoe  infections 
a r m  the primary source of nest  substrates used by spotted  owla 
(Fletcher 1994) 0 

Firs Risk/Fuel lroading 
EnvironaDent&l Effects (pages 12-13) 

Fire r isk  ratings were arsigned to each alternative. It is 
Unaeratood that fire risk factors are relative ratings and 
that a score of 2 .0  is legis risk than a score of 3 . 0 .  Aside 
from stating that these ratings are based  on allowable tree 
cutting and preacribed burning activities, thrwe is no 
explanation ar to how these scorea were derived and how they 
relate to fire risk for a given area over a given  time period. 
As such, these scores are subjective and memningless. 

2) Alternative D was rated as having a higher risk than any other 
Altarnative.  It is not clear why Alternative D is believed to 
limit prescribed burning and tree  cutting more than Rbi-217, 
which the proposed action claims to follow. In fact,  fire is 
a primary management  tool for Alternative D. Again, 
Alternative 0 seems to be misreprescmted. 

Forest Structure 
Affected Environment (page 13) 

The DEIS states that there ia spotted  owl and goshawk habitat 
outside the suitable  timber baae. The extent of such habitat 
should be quantified, i n  any analysis of population  viability. 

Environmental Effects (page 14) 

The criteria used to compare ecmystem sustainability acrosa 
alternatives are not  presented or dircuaaed. What is the 
basis for this comparison? 

Forage  Production 
Environmental  Effects (page 14) 

Forage  production depends primarily on tree denmity and soils, 
rather than the mix of succesmional  stages (late successional 
stageo can produce lots of forage) . Alternative D does  allow 
timber harvest (primarily  smaller size classes) and prescribed 
fire. These  management  activitiee would not  necessarily  occur 
at  decreased  levels under Alternative D. As mentioned 
earlier under comments on Table 3 ,  Alternatives A, C, F and D 

in 
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should prduce similar amounts of forage. Statements  in  this 
section, as well a8 in Table 3, mhould be revised accordingly, 

Under this mection, it is stated that individual and 
cumulative actions propoord for upcoming years %my af feet 
individual owls and their reproauction  but  will  not cause a 
loss of population  viability.. . and that these actionm are 
"not  likely to jeopardize the continued existence" of the owl. 
Without  providing the basim for these  conclusions,  allowing 
actions that might affect  individuals  and  their  reproduction, 
and actionr  that are nnot likelyn to jeopardize ita  existence 
seem inconsistent  with the goal of rsgcaciem recovery. 

2 

This section claims that "monitoring of management activities 
will  ultimately verify whether the Committee's recommendations 
need  adjustment or not. A detailed  description of the 
monitoring  scheae that is being (or will be) implemented to 
"verify* whether the GSC recommandationsl ara indeed achieving 
stated objectives muat be provided. As written, this claim ie 
vague, yet such a monitoring plan is essential to conserving 
productivcr goshawk habitats and viable goshawk population#. 
To our knowledge there is no monitoring plan in place to 
validate and aubs%qumtly adjust the GSC's recommendations. 

The analysis of each altarnative  indicates  that the forest 
ecoayster may be jeopardized by focusing on  late  successional 
conditions over 601 of the territory area. This is a 
confusing  statement  since  presettlement  conditions were 
primarily late  successional  and  obviously  sustainable. 

Alternative E (page 16) 

1) Under this alternative, it ia  stated  that some goshawk habitat 
may be adversely modified, "but  it is not  anticipated that the 
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modifications will affect long tiam northern gomhawk 
population ~iabflity.~ What iar the baais for th i m  statement? 
Unaubatantiated statements such as this are opinions. An 
avalwtion of the environmental consequences of managemnt 
actions on a Cateqory 2 species ahould be rigorouar and fully 
docxmntd. 

2) If Tabla 3 is correct, Alternative E will have 45 percent (not 
$St )  af the area in wlata-auccassionaln  foreat  conditione. 
These inconsistencies  need to be corrected. If T a b l e  3 is 
correct and the text ier incorrect, accompanying  statements 
regarding the impacts on spotted  owl  and  goshawk  habitat under 
this Alternative may need to ba revised. 

Other Wildlife (pages 16-18) 

The 80f vertebrate wildlife species associated w i a  late- 
succsssional  forests and the "nupber of specietsn using early- 
successional forests ahould be listed in appendicrs.  Since 
the ecological processem of these forests and their 
relationships to the 80 late-muccrsaional forert species are 
"poorly understooda, we believe it is wise to take a 
conservative approach toward  management of late-successional 
forest  structural  components until they are better understood. 

2)  The DEIS does not  address the problem of fragmentation of old 
growth forests. The propomd standarda and guidelines are 
vague and provide little  atasurance that old growth ecosystems 
will be eustained. The proposed guideline that old growth 
"will be distributed  throughout the forest" should be a 
standard and  should be presented in much more precise terms. 
The Departmants recommend that there be goals for maintaining 
and  developing old growth in each assessment area, each Ranger 
District and each Forest to insure a broad distribution of old 
growth across the landscape. 

3) The DEIS presents I no  standards or guidelines for old growth 
block sizes. Use of the IRn process "to meat  desired 
ecosystem  conditions"  is  vague  and  inadequate to prevent 
further fragmentation of exiating old growth. 

Table 6 (page 18) 

1) Table 6 is erroneously labeled T a b l e  5 .  

2 )  It  would be helpful if an  explanation  was  provided for the way 
these percentages were  derived. 

101 
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Alternative D (page 18) 

Given current forant conditions, it is hard to comprehend how 
w.,.early-~~cc~8sional mpecies would  under  any o f  
the alternatives. 

Attainment of Desired condition and Table 7 (page 18) 

1) It i8 atated that each alternative was  evaluated for ita 
potential to meet wildlife objectivee. T a b l e  7 compares and 
ratas each alternative as fair, moderate, good or high. No 
explanation is proviaed a@ to the criteria  or  rationale  used 
to evaluate  and rate each alternative. 

2) Tabla 7 rate8  Alternative D a8 wmod6!waten and a l l  other 
alternatives ata "godn in their ability to manage for multipla 
speciea. As discuacred  in the comments provided above, there 
i s  no w6taaon why  Alternative D should receive a lower rating 
than all other altsrnativea. The DEIS completely  avoids the 
discussion of forest density  on  wildlife  and  wildlife  habitat. 
The Departments  believa that Alternative D will better mart 
the needs of wildlife  that use dense  forests  than the other 
Alternatives and therefore ahould have  received a higher 
rating in Table 7. Again, thaaa subjective ratinga are 
misleading and inaccurate, If qualitative  judgements such as 
thear are to be used to evaluate  alternatives, *air basis 
must be factual and the process used to arrive st these 
judgemmta fully  disclosed. 

SOIL/WATER/AIR/VISUALS 
Environmental Effect8 
Alternative E (page 19) 

The last  sentence  in  this  section states: Wowever; the real 
differences  between  this  alternative  and the other 
altarnativss,  while  having  slightly more adverse impact  on the 
environment,  would  hardly be discernible  on the ground. Such 
unsubstantiated statements are common throughout thio document 
and exemplify the reason for concern over the lack of rigorous 
analysis in the determination of environmental  consequences 
resulting from implementation of managanent alternatives. The 
frequency of such statements calls into  question the moundne~is 
and  credibility of this document. 
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RECREATIOW/SPECfAL USE3 
Envirommtal Effects (page 21) 

Altarnative D is no mom reotrict'ive regarding reureational 
urnom than any other alternative. 

COMMODIm PRODUCTION/STA!FUTORY RIGHTS 
Mineral & Energy Resources-Effects on Statutory  Righta (page 22) 

Altunative D will not differ from alternatives A, C or F with 
respect to effects  on  statutory  rights. 

~ W N E R S H I P  ADYtJsTKmTs 
Environmental  Effects (page 24) 

There is no basis or explanation for the DEIS concluaion  that 
Alternative D would  have the highest  potantial for affecting 
land exchange options. 

ECONOMIC/RURAfr COMMUNITY 
Mineral and Energy Economics 
Enviromental Effects (page 25) 

Thio discussion  indicates  that all alternatives  will cause a 
reduction  in mineral and energy production. The section 
concludes that "while  the  effects of the alternatives are 
nearly  identical,  Alternative D would  have a slightly greater 
effect  followed by Alternatives A, C and F. Alternative E 
would  have  a  slightly lesser affect. How was this conclusion 
reached and  what  information was it based on? Such  sweeping 
concluaions are  simply  not  justified  without  explaining the 
process uaed to reach them. Again, as presented, they appear 
to be opinions and not the result of analyses based on factual 
information. 

Timber  Production  Economic  Effects 
Affected  Environment 
Jobs and Income (page 26) 

At the end of this section  it is stated that harvest levels of 
150 or 200 "BF per year  could result in  "additional  mill 
closures . . . Table 3 indicates  that the no action and the 
proposed  action will produce 200 MKBF and that  the social 
effects  will  "stay  same  as now." Table 3 and the quoted 
Statement are not  consistent  and should be clarified. It 
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would ?seem that these alternatives  should not %tay same" but 
"get worse,w as in Alternative D, which is projected to 
producr 150 "BF. 

Social Impacts 
Aifactd Environment 
Small Communities (pages 26 and 2 7 )  

The National Foreat Management A c t  ( N m )  was gasaerd in 1976. 
Hcwevar, this discussion states that  beginning in 1991, tiarber 
h m - t  "dropped dramaticallyu due in part to requirements of 
NFMA for  the northern goshawk. AEI Oar am we understand, this 
law ha6 not  changed  and  should  not have caused a sudden change 
in management  activitieer 15 years later. 

Appendix E 
Alternative Comparison of Standards and Guidelines 
Altemativer AEC(F) (Page@  91-94) 

Standards 

1) One standard is to conduct surveys in analysis areas prior to 
habitat-modifying  management  activities. However, surveys 
should not be driven only by management activitiea but also by 
the n e d  for better knowledge of the owl's distribution. 

2) The core  and  territory acre68 were  a  standard, not a  guideline, 
in the previoum scoping d o a m a t .  This standard has been 
supported in USFWS Biological opinions and should be liated as 
a standard.  Stand-modifying  activities (500 ac) and two  years 
of complete sumeye (whether  owls are located or not) should 
also be standards,  not  guidelines. 

Guidelines 

1) We recommend that the spotted owl breeding/rearing seaeron of 

time for juvenile  dispersal of rthe o w l .  Thir extended 
brreding/rearing  season mhould apply to vegetation modifying 
activities  outaide of the core management territory, and to 
management  activities  within 0.25 mile of the nest  site. 

2) Clarify the meaning of aforest matrixn. Specifically,  what 
would be the shape and s i z e  of the matrix zone? How would 
they be monitored? Who would  identify them? 

February 1 - Augumt 31 be extended to September 30 to allow 
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Anotherr guideline is to establish a management  territory for 
every pair of owla found. The sliss of the territory should be 
basad on available scientific  literature. Therefore, until 
th8 Rewvary Plan is available, Interim Directive 2 should be 
used. 

Provida juatification of created opening sizes of no more than 
two acres. 

The third paragraphunder Guidelines states, "Suitable habitat 
should managed.. . w The DepartItImtS question the need to 
manage areas currently identified as suitable for spottad 
owlm 0 
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The dammstration axea deecribed in Alternative F refers to six 
zones  in the mixed-conifer type on the Apache National  Forest  which 
vary in dope md aspect. T h m  Arizona Game and Fish  Department 
does not believe that the demonstration area rrflecta an ecosystem 
approach and has the following concerns  relative to its application 
ari k h m  Apache National Forrat: 

1) The document separates ths demonstration  area into six 
individual zonem. However, there is no discernable difference 
between propomed managamant strategies of Zonea 2 and 3. 
Tberr is similarly no difference betwean  management  strategies 
of Zoncrs 5 and 6. Rather than six zones, there are in fact 
only four zones, as follows: 

Zona 1 - 40% slope, north aspect 

Zone 2 - < 40% slope, n o m  aapect 

Zone 3 - > 40% slope, south  aspect 

Zona 4 - < 40% slope, south aspect: 

Natural Evolution Management Emphasis 

Unevenaged  Management  Emphaais 

Natural Evolution Management Emphasis 

4 0 4 0 %  Unevenaged  Management Emphasis 

The Desired Condition for Zona 2 is to manage the forest  using 
unevenaged silvicultural methods to achieve an all  aged, l a te  
seral forert condition  with  large trees, adequate  snags, down 
wody materials and multiple  stories.  Manage for 25 to 40 
percent of maximum SDI. 

The Desired Condition on 40-601 of Zone 4 is to manage the 
forest using  unevenaged  silvicultural methods to achieve an 
a l l  aged, lata seral forget condition  with  large trees, 
abquatr spags, down woody materials and multiple stories. 
The Desired Condition on the other portion of Zone 4 is to 
manage the forest  using  evenaged  silvicultural methods to 
achieve  moderatmly large trees, adequate  snagm, down woody 
material, and a ainglr storied  stand. Manage for 25 to 4 0  
percent of maximum SDI. 

2) Habitat  corridors are excluded from planning  and impacts to 
other habitat types, biodiversity and viable  populationr are 
not considered. 

3) The alternative  disregards the best scientific  evidence used 
to derive  Interim  Directive #2 for spotted owls  in  favor of 
implementing a etrategy w i t h  no protection for core areas, 
roosts, or even nest sites.  Alternative F may also be 
inconsistent with the Mexican Spotted Owl Recovery  Plan. A 
draft of the recovery plan is due in early December. Forest 
Service figures indicate  that  approximately 25-30% of spotted 
owl core areas  will  not be protected and will be available for 
silvicultural  management. In addition,  a  large portion o f  
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4 )  

5 )  

6 )  

spotted owl territories will also be available for 
silvicultural  management. The Department  continues to stress 
that a l l  spotted owl cores should be protected and included 
within the natural evolution armat that  are  unavailable for 
treataent. 

The alternative limits tha natural ranger of varlation to 25- 
408 SDI 

Hamy spotted owl neats occur on slopes < 40% (Fletcher and 
Hollis 1994). Alternative F pennits  treatment in these nest 
areas . 
Alternative P doer not identify any Standards and Euidelines 
for old growth within the proposed damonmtration area. The 
Apache-Sitgreaves Forests have indicated that approximately 
44% of the demonstration area will be managed for old growth. 
This figure is baed on  previously  allocated  old growth, 
invantoried old growth with =ores greater than 50 ,  special 
managemant areas, and slopes greater than 40%. The AGFD 
believes that allocating  all  special  management  areas and 
slopes over 408 ar  old growth, without  conducting  inventories, 
will  misrepresent  existing and future habitat conditions. 

This alternative  almo has the potential to promote patchiness 
and fragmentation of old growth by relegating standa to be 
managed for "natural evolution" to elopes greater than 409. 
The best growing sites, flat  slopes with deep soi18, would be 
allocated for timber hameat. A map of a l l  unavailable areas 
should be produced to address this concern. 



Note: This document  was prepared by Arizona Game and Fish  
Department i n  1993. The Forest Service conducted an extensive 
review of that document in 1994. Both  documents have been 
included in the planning record, but because of the ir  extensive 
s i ze  are not reprinted in the FEIS.  
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Mm8guI)Pt "endation. 

The following  management  recommendation@ for ponderosa pine are 
supportad by both the Arizona Game and Fish  Department  and the New 
Mexico Department of Game and Fi8h as a means of addressing some of 
the concerns identifid in our comments on the Forest Plan 
Amendnents DEI$. For additional detailed information on goshawk 
habitat managelpent recommendations for spruce-fir, mixed. conifer, 
an4 ponderosa pine  forests  not covered below, please refer to 
"217. For other forest cover types not covered in "217, euch 
as pinyon-juniper, use the latest scientific information, am it 
becomes available, to help in managing  goshawk habitat. 

Goshawk habitat includes the entire  ponderosa  pine, mixed conifer 
and  apruce-fir  forest cover types in the mouthwestern United 

pinyon-juniper) may be important, but the importance of those 
forest types remains unknown at this time. The intent of the 
following  recommendations is to sustain  approximately 40% of the 
landscape in old forest (large  old trees) through time. This will 
be aahieved by maintaining the existing mature (VSS 5) to old 
forest (VSS 6) structure acroms the landscape  until an average of 
20% of the landmcape  contains VSS 5 and 20% contains VSS 6. 

states . In addition, all other forest cover types ( i W t a - 8  

INVENTORY 

Standard: Search the entire  analysis  area,  during the goshawk 
breeding sioaeon, for neeting  goshawks before the habitat modifying 
project  begins. Two years of inventory are required. 

TERRITORY 

Establish a 6,000 acre management territory for all known 
goshawk breeding areas (one  breeding  area may contain  several nest 
sites). 

As per m-217, eetablish three 30-acre nesting  areas  that are 
currently  used or suitable for use by goshawks. Establish three 
30-acre  replacement  nesting  areas that will be managed to become 
available for use when the existing  nesting areas become unusable. 
Designate a 600-acre Post-fledgling  Family Area (PFA) that includea 
the six nest areas. Errtablish a 5,400-acre  foraging  area  around 
each PFA. If the foraging  area  recoPamQndations demcribd in the 
following  sections  are applied outside  goshawk  territories, the 
5,400-acre foraging area  designation would be unnecessary. 

If the three  replacement  nesting amaas cannot be located 
Within the existing PFA, designate a replacement PFA and  manage it 
to be available for use  when the replacement  nest areas become 
suitable for use. Map the boundaries of nest areas, PFAe, and 
foraging areas on USGS 7.5 minute  topographic maps and,  if 
available,  on a Geographic Information  System. 



MANAGEMENT SEASON 

No adverse  management activities are allowed  at  any tima 
in the neat area. If PFAs are occupied during the breeding season, 
management activities arm allowed Orom Oatobsr through the end of 
February. In unoccupied FFM, management activities are allowed 
from July tbrougb the end of February.  Management  activities are 
alloarsd yaar-round outsidr P F U .  

HABfTkT MAlUGEMENT OUTSfDE GOSHAWK PFA'S AND ACROSS THE LANDSCAPE 

standard:. Areas w i t h  high  mite  potential (due to elevation, aspect, 
Soils, hydrolagy rtc.) will be Mnsged according to the  conditions 
outlinmd in Table 1. For example, an area w i t h  a site index of 90, 
having a SDI of 355 and managed  at a 250 year  rotation will have 
565 of the landscape in VSS 5 and VSS 60 Alp0  apply the  standards 
and guidelinar  listad below for stand structure, land@  classified 
am unauitabla, canopy  covrr levals (~ablr l), forest age, reserve 
trem8, shortages in VSS 5 & VSS 6, hiding  and  thermal  cover  and 
old-growth, to areas outside of goshawk territories in ponderosa 
pine  forest cover type. 

The objective is to: 1)  sustain as much mature and old 
forest acroes the landmcape as possible, 2) provide future habitat 
for goshawk PFAs and improved  habitat for other forest wildlife, 3) 
allow for future expansion of wildlife  populations  into currently 
unoccupied but potentially suitable areas, and 4 )  to provide 
wildlife wvemtmt corridors. Additional  wildlife and acosyrstem 
benefits are expected  because of the longer  rotation  and  management 
at the group, patch, site and landscape  levels. Many high 
potential rites are located on north facing eloper and/or in 
drainages. Theee locations  provide both denser forest habitats 
(including Goslhawk P F U )  and movament  corridors. 

Low miters may not support the size  and  density of trees we would 
like. Conversely, high aiterr w i l l  exceed the growth that is 
daacribed by the GSC. The intent , therefore, is to grow aa  many 
large, 014 trees as poroiblr over time. 

STAND STRUcmTRE 

Follow  uneven-aged  management within and outside goshawk 
territories  with the option of managing  up to 20% of the area 
outside of PFAa in even-aged patches greater than 4 acres, but not 
to exceed 100 acres in rim. 

The  intent is to develop a mosaic of forest vegetation 
structural stages that are interspersed throughout the landscape. 
Also, this will provide flexibility for managers to address foreest 
health  issues,  consider  existing  even-aged  sitea  (stands)  larger 

In ." et, - \  
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than 4 aareec, manage urban interface areaa where fire management  is 
important, provide for wildlife habitat needs, and maximize 
biodivacaity. Becaua~e the Mvxernt proportione of VSS 5 & VSS 45 
(mature CULd old forrot) are in short supply, the intent is not to 
reduma this limited XBSOUTCI. 

'J!REAT"T IN LANDS CLASSIFIED AS UNSUITABLE 

-: Treatment in lands claaaified am mwuitablen and/or  "not 
cagabls" is allowed when the traatmmt is i n  a manner compatiblr 
with the roamon for the classification a d  will  maintain  and 
protect  wildlife values such am ponderosa pine  stringera,  fringe 
habitat, and ecotone#. Tha intent is to provide  an opportunity to 
restera firr to ttm rpcosymtm and not to permit commercial  timber 
hamest on erlopes great= than 408. 

CANOPY Com Efp.JAsm 
Vertical  projection is the standard for measuring canopy 

Convert densiauter maaeuremetnta to vertical  projection 
valuers by subtracting 1311 (Edminster,  in  prep.) until better 
information is available, 

cover . 

CMOPY COVER LEVELS 

Follow  canopy cover levels in Table 1, 
POF s ~ l l e r  trees in the 9 to 12 inch  5iZe  class, the 

deeired future forest condition ia to have groups o f  trees managed 
toward the 40% canopy closure, group structure,  and  distribution 
desired in thm VSS clasm 4 . ArearJ with low site potential  (Site 
Indiceo  lesm than 60) may not bQ capable of attaining the desired 
canopy  cloeurrs (408) but should be managed to attain the 40% canopy 
alosure wherever poraoiblar. 

Tr~eo in soma areas of VSS 3 and 4 have low live-crown ratios 
becauere of existing high tree denmities. To remedy the situation, 
canopy closure in VSS 4 may be reduced to 308 in areas outside the 
PFA and 408 in the post-fledgling family area where the average 
live crown ratio for a patch is less than 40%. In very dense VSS 
3 (i. e., greater than 120 square feet of basal area per acre) where 
the live crown ratio is low, a  gradual  reduction  (successive 
treatments) in tree deneity is necemary to provide for an 
intermediate crown closure on up to one half of the VSS 3 acres  in 
M assessment area. 

1u 
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The intent of the policy i e  to have variability in canopy cover and 
trma density at multiple scale. ( i .e. ,  group, patch,  and  site 
level) . How this variability at multiple scales is defined and 
applied on tha ground is still being discustoed between the Forest 
Service and the other wildlife  managemrent  agenciem. The AGFD has 
recently  crubpittd a proporal to address this issue in its comments 
on the Kaibab Forest Plan DEIS. 

Use ths best availabla  information to deternine deerired canopy 
cover am3 improve llaanageorent application. Also, use the best data 
available to deterarinrr which site, patch or group densitisrr provide 
th4 desired canopy closure. There is still disagrdsrrunent between 
the Departments and the  Forest Service on the design and 
implamantation of hmest prescriptions that will achieve the 
described canopy cover level. The Departments do not agree with 
the implememtation on the Kaibab National  Forest am described in 
the Kaibab National Forsat Implementation  and  Interpretation 
(KNFItI) Guidmlines (see AGFD white paper). 

v: The ponderosa  pine  landscape  will be managed under  a 
rotation age of 250 years. 

A 20-year entry fox silviculture treatmentsl is 
preferred. Tho intent is to have healthy forests w i t h  large, old 
trees with  old growth characteristics  interspermed through the 
areas. Healthy forerata have endemic levels of insects, disease, and 
soma decadence. On  aitss of lowe2 productive  capability  (estimated 
site index 60 or less), trees may have old-growth  characteristics 
but be unable to grow to the large VSS 6 dze. However, Bites of  
high productive  capability  (eetimated to be site indices of 80 or 
greater) are expected to produce VSS 5 L 6 acroes more than 40% of 
the aseeaament area. 

-: Leave 4 live reserve trees, 18 inchea DBH or greater in 
s i z e ,  per acre in VSS 1-4. 

c;uidelina: The standard applies regardless of the presemce of 
snags. The intent is never to remove resarve trees once they have 
been identified.  Reserve trees 18" DBH or greater  in s i z e  are 
generally  considered  "yellow pineom Reserve trees are never cut. 
The  intent of leaving reserve trees across the landscape is to 
provide: 1 ) large  old green trees, 2) large-quality  snags for the 
future to replace existing snags, and 3) future large down logs to 
replace the existing down logs. Snags  and  large down logs are 
critical  habitat  components for the survival of primary goahawk 
pray and for the maintenance of wildlife  species diversrity. 

184 '&C, 
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Ramarre trees are in  addition to the required  snags per acre. 
Reserve trees on one acre can not be used to make up for a ahortags 
on another acre. If more than 4 reserve trees exist, and VSS 5 L 
VSS 6 are limited, theta8 reaenm trees  will be managed am a group 
of  VSb 8 or VSS 6 and not as a VSS 1-4. 

SHORTAGES IN VSS S AND VSS 6 

-: fiaave all trraar of VSS 5 (18-24 inch dbh trres) & VSS 6 
(tree8 larger than 24 inches dbh) pire  when there is a deficit of 
theme VSS groups  in ths aaeressment area, An assessment  area  is 
gsnrsslly 10,000 to 15,000  acres in rrize. 

-t M-217 reaommmded having  approximately 40% of the 
landscape in VSS 5 's  and 6'80 For goshawk territories where there 
is a shortage of area containing VSS 5 's  and VS8 e'$, all trees 18 
inch- and larger dbh arm to remain, In rarm instances  when  forest 
health is an extreme problem,  treatment is allowed. General 
treatnmt to control  insect  and  disease is not a valid  reason to 
hsrveot large tree# in deficit  situations, Because the current 
proportiom of VSS 5 & VSS 6 (mature and old forest) are in short 
supply, the intent  is not ta reduce thio limited resource. 
Selecrtion of asrrsssmmt areas mhould be based on ecological 
criteria and should not bm designed to make large trees available 
for harvest. 

REPORTING VEGETATION DATA 

-t Use the 6 class vegetative  structural  stage (VSS) system 
published in "217 for reporting  tree frequency data  in your 
project f fle . 

Display the VSS dietribution  by  site  capability  (low, 
site  index <60; medium, site index 60-80; high, site index >80)  in 
project documents.  Also show current VSS distribution, VSS 
distribution  immediately aftor treatment, and the desired future 
VSS distribution. The intent is to use a consistent  communication 
tool between t h m  Regional Office, Forests, sister  natural resource 
agencies, non-goverrrPPental  organizations,  and other interested 

analyais area affected by a project, show the current VSS 
distribution, the propoered VSS distribution by alternative 
immediately after silvicultural  treatment is completed, and the 
desired VSS distribution. If the VSS distribution is lowered below 
the parcantage recommended by the GSC, document why the deviation 
occurred and how the deviation  will reach the desired distribution 
famter than alternatives  not  selected. 

partieer In addition, for each goshawk territory within an 

In 
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OLD-GROWTH 

Tseabmnts in  old-growth  (whether  demignated,  allocated, 
01: unclasrrified) are limited to tree 'thinning from below' and use 
of fire to control regeneation. 

I. Management in, Allocated  Old-growth 

Prior t o  any t r e a t ,  deternine the VSS distribution within areas 
already  allocated an old-qwowth. Acres in each VSS class  within 
allocated  old-growth w i l l  be applied to the overall VSS 
dimtribution  in  goshawk territories or analysis aream. Treatments 
to adjuet VSS distribution  will occur outside  allocated  old-growth. 
Existing blocks of allocated  old-growth  will be maintained  where 

Treatmmts in allocated old-growth will be deaigned to enhance the 
old-growth  attributes described above and will be limited to the 
following: 

Existing  old-growth - For not at-risk old growth, thin from below, 
< 5" dhh an8 use prescribd burning. For at-risk old growth, thin 
from below, < 12" dbh and use prescribed burning. "At-riskn 
implies serious  imminent  ecological damage, not merely the presence 
of mistletoe or insects. 

Developing old-growth - thin  from below, < 12" dbh and prescribed 
burning . 
Developing  old-growth is distinguished from existing  old-growth  by 
having, on  a  stand  basi0,  fewer than 14 treem/acre 2 l S n  dbh. In 
managing developing old-growth, priority will be placed on 
maintaining those components  that are hardest to replace. 

they occur. 

IM 
" 
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11. l4maqpmmnt in Unalloaatd 014-growth 

A. If blocks 2 100 acres of old-growth exist, allocate these as 
existing ald-growth Ma manage them according to the strategy for 
allocated axisting old-growth described in section I. 

B. If blocka 2 100 acres of old-growth do not exist, allocate 
blockp of 100 aarms or more by combining exiating blocks and 
adjacmnt developing old-growth. Manage theoe areas under tha 
strategy for allocated developing old-grouth described in ssction 
I. 

Management action8  outaide of theme guidelines  will be proposed by 
the Foreat Sewice only in tha ovmt of impending catsrtro hic 
eventa and w i l l  bQ precded by an intaragency  coordination maek T ng. 
The purpose of the meeting will be to explain the need for the 
action, projrrcrt obja.Ctives, project design and potential 
alternatives to meet the project  objectives. 

These rraommendationr do not replace or superarda exiarting 
agreements on nanageppent of old-growth rerached during  settlement of 
Forest Plan appeals. 

Treatmants are limited  in old-qrowth because of 1) the ecarcity of 
old-qrwth, 2) the uncertainty  that the unique habitat attributes 
of 014-growth aan be raprduced ailviculturally, and 3) the length 
o f  time necessary for the devmlopmat of old-growth. Old-growth ir 
being maintained to retain  old-growth  characteristics for a variety 
of wildlife species and to consearve already scarce old-growth 
throughout the Region. The intent is to maintain  all  exirrting 
allocated blocks of old-growth, to allocate old-growth where it has 
not yet bean allocated and to enhance old-growth attributets in 
aream of developing old-growth. 

Old-growth Attributrrs in Ponderosa Pine Type Are: 

A. General attributes: 

Large, old,  yellow-bark trees; wide,  long, smooth plates; heavy 
limbs; flat crowns; 2 18" dbh (2 14" dbh at  low  sites) ; most trees 
over 200 years old (Thomaon, Walter G, 1940), A growth rate 
classification of southwestern ponderoea pine. J. For, 38:547-553). 
Poor sitem MY not wow trser with all of these characteristicar. 

B. Desired  Future  Condition: 

1. 2 snags/acrcr minimum (snag - 2 18" dbh, 2 30' tall) 

2. 3 downed logs/acre minimum (downed log = 2 12" diameter, 2 8' 
long) 



4. All" and maintain at least the Ll@ ainiBuuP area requirement 
as allocated old-growth par section I above. 

The intant is that all old-growth attributes identified above will 
be present in VSS 6, VS6 5. rrhould have moat of thess attribute# 
prmsmt and im intended to provide alZ of  these attributes in 
situation8 uhere site capabilities will not allow achievement of 
the dbh idmtifid for VSS 60 



I 

. .. 
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ROBERT BIGANDO, AICP 
Director 

DEC 1 3 1994 

ROBERT J. MAWSON, CBO 
Deputy Director 

G I U  COUNTY 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  DEPARTMENT 

December 1,1994 

Mr. Charles W. Cartwright, Jr. 
Regional Forester 
U,S.D.A. - Forest Service 
517 Gold Ave., S.W. 
Albuquerque, NM 87 102 

RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STAllMENlX - PROPOSED FOREST 
PLAN AMENDMENTS - MEXlCAN SPQTTED OWL ANDNORTHERN 
GOSHAWK 

Dear M r .  Cartwright: 

I am presenting the following comments on behalf of Gila County, Arizona. 

After reviewing the draft E.I.S., we conclude that alternative 'Ctt does nat 
represent the best alternative. 

Although we support the continued use of the I.R,M. process for site specific 
project decisions, we feel that the full value and effectiveness of this process is negated 
by a minimum allocation of 15 - 20% old growth and a prohibition against steep slope 
harvest, along with a prohibition of management activities for prolonged periods in 
cumulative "asides of critical habitat. 

Management activities should be dictated by their effect on the long term health 
of the forest ecosystem. Especially in  steep slope areas, a prohibition of any management 
activities will contribute to a build-up of fuel and leave the slopes sustxptiile to insect 
infestation,  increasing the danger of lass of these areas to WildfiE, with subsequent 
destruction of wildlife habitat and increased run-off and soil erosion, 

It is our position that Alternative " E  provides the greatest economic h e f i t  to 
forest  users and ensures the long range sustainability of the forest resource by best 
protecting the ecosystem while having no  significant adverse effects on either the 
Mexican Spotted Owl or Northern  Goshawk. 

149 South Broad Streel, Sdte A, Globe, Arizona 85501. Phose 602-425-u)93,425-2611 
714 &uth Beeline Highway (P. 0. Box 2297). Paysan, Arizona 85547. mane 602-474-9274 

FAX: Globe 602-425-0829. Payson 602-474-0802. T. D. D. Number 602-425-0839 

Sol 



Page Two 

Citing Tables 1 and 3, as well as the text of the draft E.LS., we note that 
Alternative "E" offers the lowest risk for both insect/disease infestation and the 
OccUTence of wildfires. 

The  vegetation stnrctural stages, compared with the other alternatives, favor 
earlier successional stages, but allows old growth allocation if e supporting a 
sustainable and healthy ecosystem. 

Flexibility in silviculture methods and determination of MS.0. standards and 
guidelines, as well as the ability to conduct management activities, when wmanted, on 
steep slopes and in critical habitat are also important features of Alternative " E  which 
will allow for improved sustainability of the resource and improved ecosystem health. 

Of significant importance to Gila County is the fact that Alternative "E" would 
result in increased forage production,  increased timkr production, inc& income and 
increased jobs while having on either tbe Mexican Spotted Owl or 
the Northern Goshawk. Thus the continued threat to local economies, the loss of 
customs and culture, and the accompanying social problems would be minimized while 
still protecting the two species and providing for a health ecosystem. 

. .  

Gila County sincerely urges the adoption of Alternative "E", and appreciates the 
opportunity to submit comments. 

GlLA COUNTY DEVELOPMENT 

cc: Ron Christensen, Supervisor, District I 
Pete Shurnway, Chair, Eastern Arizona Counties Organization 



La Paz County Board of Supervisors 

Post Ofice Box C 
Parker, Arizona 85344 

(602) 669-6115 TDD (602) 669-8400 Fax (602) 669-9709 

November 7 ,  1994 

Mr. Charles W. Cartwright, Jr. 
Regional Forester 
U.S.D.A. Forest Service 
517 Gold Avenue S.W. 
Albuquerque, NM 871 02 

RE: Comments  on  Draft Environmental  Impact  Statement for Region 3 Forest 
Plan Amendments 

Dear Mr.  Cartwright: 

La Paz County, Arizona, hereby offers  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement (DEIS) for  the proposed Region 3 Forest Plan amendments  related to  
management of the  Mexican  spotted owl (MSO) and northern  goshawk.  Our 
interest in the Region 3 Plan amendment DEIS stems  from our growing  concern  for 
and awareness of  how decisions made by federal  land and resource managers can 
impact  rural  lifestyles and  socioeconomic  stability. We  firmly believe that 
ecosystem sustainability,  biological  diversity and healthy  resource use-based 
communities are not  mutually exclusive. In the case of the Region 3 amendment 
process, the Forest Service has a very  unique  opportunity to  select a management 
alternative  which provides for maximizing resource usage within certain parameters 
while enhancing the  habitat needs of the  target species. 

In reviewing  the DEIS, it became evident that  Alternative E must be selected as the 
"environmentally  preferred  alternative" IS per 43 CFR 1500 et. seq. It not  only 
provides the best strategy for the long  term conservation of  the MSO and goshawk, 
but also addresses some  very  critical  forest  health issues which have  plagued the 
Forest  Service in this region. It has been well documented that our southwestern 
forests are severely at  risk to catastrophic loss from  fire and insect  infestation due 
to  decades of fire suppression activitim. This risk to the  natural  environment 
extends to the  human environment, including  life and property, at  the  urbadforest 
interface.  Alternative E would reduce this danger and, therefore, ensure ecosystem 
sustainability  while  minimizing  risk to Communities adjacent to  forested areas. 

Implementation  of  Alternative E also has other  very  beneficial  environmental 
effects. It would  improve forage availability, reduce soil erosion, increase surface 

Gene Fisher Joan Bighead Greg Upton Dan Field 
astrict 1 District 2 District 3 County Administrator 
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and subsurface water supplies, enhance air quality, and generally restore the health 
of  the ecosystem. 

An additional advantage to  selecting  Alternative E is that it will create at  least 
1,400 more  jobs and will generate millions of more dollars in revenue than the other 
alternatives.  This is critical to  providing the necessary support for our  rural 
communities and preserving local customs and culture, 

However, the  most  important aspect of Alternative E in terms of the environmental 
analysis is that it consistently  rated the best in almost  every  criterion  evaluated by 
the Forest Service in the D E S  Therefore, it must be  selected in the Final EIS. To 
not  do so would make a mockery of the National  Environmental Policy Act process 
and  would  not be in the  best  interest  of  the  forest or the people who depend on it 
for food, fiber, recreation and spiritual renewal. 

We request that  the Forest Service asbign the highest  priority to  ecosystem 
sustainability in Region 3 by selecting and implementing  Alternative E. 

Gregory Q, UNon 
Chairman 



Mr. Charles  Cartwright,  Regional Forester 
USDA Forest Service 
517 Gold Avenue SW 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102 

Dear Mr. Cartwright, 

On behalf of myself and the Eagar Town Counci1,pleaee 
accept t h i s  letter am public comment regarding the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement to amend Forest Plans 
throughout the region. 

We live only a mile or BO from the National Forest. Aa 
a resu l t ,  most of us spend considerable time on the forest 
hunting, camping, wood hauling, having family cook-outs, 
etc. 

We believe that for a healthy foreat, based on paat 
practicea of the Springerville Ranger Dirrrtsict, that  
'Alternative E be selrated in the f i n a l  EIS. *ea8 that 
have been managed approximately the same as 'Alternative E', 
have more wi ld l i f e ,  better timber stands, and lese disease 
than amas that have not been managed a t  a l l .  

I f  you are ever i n  out area, I would like to accompany 
you onto the forest and discuss thee@ issues on-Bite. Thank 
you for your aonrrideration. 

myQr 
GRP:km 

cc: John Rogers, Fkegional Director USFW8 
Jack Ward Thomas, Chief USFS 

TOWN OF EAGAR m 
p.0. Box 1300 Eager. Arizona 85925 (602) 3334128 174 South Main Street 

,r- 

I -. 
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BILL R. WILLIAMS 
District I 
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County Manager 
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New Mexico 

Torrance County 
OFFICE OF THE COUNTY COMMISSION 

P.O. BOX 48 
ESTANCIA, NEW MEXICO 87016 

Phone 304-2410 OR 384-2254 
FAX# 304-5294 

November 1,1994 

Arthur S. Briggs 
USDA Forest Service 
Land Management  Planning 
517 Gold Avenue, SW 
Albuquerque, New  Mexico 87102 

Dear Sir: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment  on  the draft envimmcntal impact 
statement for amending  ten  national  forest  plans in the  Southwcstem  Region. 

As a Torrance County Commissioner, my concerns are both environmental and 
economic. I have studied all alternatives  offered, and find that  alternative E is, while 
too restrictive to allow significant  economic growth, the preferred  alternative. 

Thank you, 

Torrance  County Commission 

xc: Frank Martinez 



COUNTY OF OTERO 
lo00 NEW YORK AVENUE. ROOM 101 

ALAMOQMIW, NEW MEXICO 88310-6935 

November 30,1994 

BY FAX AND REGULAR 

Mi. Charles# W. Cartwright, Jr. 
Regional Forester 
USDA Forest Sewice 
517 Gold Ave., SW 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102 

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear M r .  Cartwright: 

i .. , 
I ;  

The fbuowing comments are based upon our experience  with  land  management  policies that directly 
impact the citizens of Otero County.  Our  comments are directly  applicable to the land management 
policies of the Lincoln National Forest, but may have general application to other Forests in the 
Southwest  Region.  Otero  County favors the  adoption of Alternative E for the following reasons: 

1. Fuel 8ccurrm18tion would best be r e d u d  This summer, the "Bridge Fire" caused the 
evacuation of the fourth largest community in this  County,  Hundreds of people  were 
forced from their homes. In addition, there are many "in-holdings"  within the Lincoin . '  
National Forest boundaries. Homes in these weas face  increasing risk as he1 is 
allowed to accumulate from a policy which prohibits timber harvest. An alternative 
which does not minimize fuel accumulation wiU be interpreted as a  deliberate policy 
of reckless endangerment threatening the  lives  and  property of citizens.  Appropriate 
action will  be taken in case of the adoption of an alternative  other than "E*" 

! 

2. The Lincoln  National  Forest's  health is generally  poor.  Infestations of bark beetles 
and  mistletoe  result in the  death of many mature trees. Alternative E would  help in 
improving  the  general  condition of this forest. 

3. The  White Sands Forest Products  Company  is one of the few industrial  employers in 
this County  which  pay  decent  wages to their workers. The timber  harvest programs 

. 
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proposed by Alternatives A, B, D, and F, make the continued viability of -this 
company questiomble. Alternative E mi g h t  allow some timber harvesting in the 
Lincoln  National  Forest and ensure  that this company and the jobs that  it  provides 
Survive. 

. .  
, !  

4. Access to Forest Lands for all purposes hunting, camping, hiking, O W  use, fuel 
wood gathering, etc., will best be served by Alternative E. 

5. Cattle mising is a &jor industry in this County.  Alternative E increases forage not 
only for cattle but for wildlife. 

6. We believe that  Alternative E will create the best  habitat for dl species of wildlife. 
A land  management policy based on two species is likely to have unforeseen  and 
disastrous impacts on other kinds of plants and animals. 

aero County is an intervenor  in  the case of Coalition of Counties v+ U.S. Fish and  Wildlife &mice 
concerning the listing of the Mexican Spotted Owl as an endangered species. We request  that all 
work concerning changa proposed by this Draft E.I.S. be suspended until the  Federal District Court 
has made its determination. 

Sincerely, A , h  

I Otero County Manager v 
I DW:sjb 

m 

I .. . " 



November 30, 1994 

Char1  es Cartwright,  Regional  Forester 
USDA Forest  Service 
517 Gold Avenue, SW 
A1 buquerque, NM 87102 

Dear Mr. Cartwright : 

I am writ ing t h i s   l e t t e r  because o f   t h e  concern and i n t e r e s t  I have  on the   D ra f t  
Environmental  Impact  Statement (DEIS) t o  amend the  Forest  Plans  throughout  the 
region. I have read some information  regarding  the DEIS and I want t o  urge  the 
Forest   Serv ice  to   p ick A1 te rna t i ve  E t o  amend these  Forest  Plans. It seems t o  
me t h a t   A l t e r n a t i v e  E does more for the  people and t h e   f o r e s t s   f o r   t h i s   r e g i o n  
than any o the r   a l t e rna t i ve  

I be l ieve   t ha t   A l te rna t i ve  E provides  the  best  range  forage, will re tu rn   t he  most 
money t o  Counties f o r  schools and roads, and will best  reduce  the r lsk  o f  f i r e  
burning down people's homes. 

Most o f  a l l  I t h ink   t ha t   A l te rna t i ve  E does more f o r   t h e  ecosystem than any o f  
the  others and people  are a b i g   p a r t  o f  t h a t  ecosystem. By p i ck ing   A l te rna t i ve  
E, the  Forest  Servlce has the chance t o  do what's r i g h t   f o r   t h e  people, and 
improve the ecosystem for species. 

Thank you. 
4 

Sincerely, 

JACK A. BROWN 
State  Representative 

JAB: f d  

m 
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Attn: Chip Cartwright 
Regional Forest Supenisor 
USDA Forest  Service  Region 3 
5.17 Gold  Ave., SW 
Albuquerque, NM 87102 

Dear M r .  Cartwright: 

BOARD OF supERvIsORS 
OF APACHE COUNTY 

P.O. Box 428 

November 29, 1994 

We are writing to COmMent  on the Draft Environmental  Impact  Statement to Amend the  Forest  Plan. 
As part of these comments, we include the following: 

H8 

Apache  County's original comments 

USDA Forest  Service,  Southwestern  Region. Changing Conditions in Southwestern 
Forests and Implications on Land Stewarhhip, U.S. Government Printing Office, 1993 
(attached and incorporated). 

USDA Forest Sewice, Southwestern  Region. Forest Health RestormSon Initiative: "Our 
Choice to Make", 1993 (attached and incorporated). 

Cooper,  Charles I;. "Changes  in  Vegetation, Structure, and Growth of Southwestern  Pine 
Forests Since White Settlement", Ecological Monographs, 30 (2), 1960 (attached and 
incorporated). 

Kauhann, Merrill  R., William H. Moir, and W. Wallace  Covington. "The Status of 
Knowledge of Old-Growth Forest Ecology and Management in the  Central and Southern 
Rocky  Mountains and Southwest", USDA Forest Service General Technical Report R"2 13, 
1992 (attached and incorporated). 

USDA Forest Service. Fire and Forest Health: Southwestern Region, 1992 (attached  and 
incorporated). 

Gordon,  Christine, D. Moore, G, Snider, and A. Thd. Economic Impact Assessment of the 
A k n a t i w  io the Soutlnvesr Region Forest Plan Amendment. Silver City: Western New 
Mexico University, 1994 (attached  and  incorporated). 



Our cornmwlf~ reflect a concern  that  the  current  preferred  alternatives will adversely  impact 
Apache County’s economy, tax base, and culture. In response to these problems,  and in accordance 
with the  letter  and  intent of Presidential  Executive  Orders 12866 and 12372, the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act, $401 and 3 USC $301, and the National Environmental Policy Act, §4332(C), we 
request  that you: 

attach our comments to the proposed rules throughout  the  remainder of the  process 

a respond in writing  point by point to our  comments on the  Draft EIS 

0 coordinate with  Apache  County the mitigation of adverse impacts proposed  changes to the 
forest plan  would have on our custom  and  culture,  economic stability, and tax base. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. We look forward to your written  response, and 
to coordinating  with  you  amendments to forest  plans which protect  both  ecosystems and  people, 

Sincerely: 

Arthur N, Lee, Chairman 
Board of Supervisors of Apache  County 
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the following: 

Alternative E generates  at least $37 million dollars more in income per  year than the 
other  alternatives. 

Alternative E creates  at  least 1,400 more jobs than  the  other  alternatives. 

Receipts  generated from management  activities to poor rural Counties  far schools and 
roads that  depend on these receipts to maintain their schools and roads are maximized by 
Alternative E. 

The custom and culture of the citizens of Arizona and New Mexico will be best protected 
by Alternative E. 

Alternative E is the only one which ensures the restoration  of the health of the 
overall forest ecosystem. 

Alternative E affords  better protection of the human environment than A,C, D, or F. 

Alternative E best ensures that the Forest Service  assigns the highest priority to 
ecosystem sustainmrbility. 

Alternative E is the alternative supported by the environmental effects analysis. 

With these comments,  in conjunction with those attached, Apache County recommends 

In the record of decision, Alternative E should be identifled us the "Environntmtally 
Preferred"  ulternative  per 43 CFR 1500 et seq. 

We Recommend the integration of the Chiefs Forest Health  Initiative and the 
Southwest  Region's  Forest  Heulth  Restoration  Initiative as the compelling  and 
immediate  management  direction. At a minimum, incorporate this initiative as an 
evaluation criteria for each alternative considered in the Final EIS. 

We request that the Forest  Service  immediate&  reduce the catwtrophicflre risk lo 
private  property a@cent to  anlVor fully surrounded by USFS land Alternative E is 
the on&  alternative  that  willprotect more than 250,000 homes currently at risk to fire 
in the Southwest Region  generally artd approximate@ 11,300 homes at risk in and 
around the Apache-Sitgreaves Forest. 

We recommend that the entire  landscape be availuble for multiple-use  management, 
and that it be managed for the maximum benefit of present and future generations of 
Americans as called for in the National Forest  Management Act (1 6 USC 51 604); the 
Forest Administration Organic Act of 1872 (1 6 USC J475); and the Multiple Use- 
Sustained Yield Act of 19 76 (1 6 USC 8528). 

We  request that an Environmental Impact Statement be done on each forest in 
accordance  with c u e  law as  developed in State of California v. Block (690 E, 26 753, 
1982). 

iit 



Apache County, Arizona 
Comments  on the Draft  Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 

To Amend the Forest Plan 

Alternative E ensures better ecosystem sustainability than Alternatives A,C,D, & F 
by reducing risk to catastrophic loss from fire, disease and insect infestations 
significantly more than the other  alternatives. 

Alternative E best  improves forage availability by reducing  tree  densities,  thus  more 
closely  restoring  the  forest to a pre-settlement  condition. 

Alternative E best reduces long term sail erosion by increasin_a  the  ability of understory 
growth  such as grasses to regenerate. 

Alternative E increases the availability  of surface and  underground  water  runoff to 
streams  more  than  the  other  alternatives. 

In the long  term,  Alternative E best  enhances  air quality. 

Alternative E increases  the  overall  scenic  beauty and visual  qualities of the  forests by 
creating a more  pre-settlement  park like atmosphere. 

‘Alternative E best  reduces the risk to insect  infestations  and  disease. 

Alternative E is the best alternative to ensure  habitat for all naturally  occurring  wildlife 
species. 

Alternative E best  provides for the long term conservation of Mexican Spotted Owl 
and Northern Goshawk habitat. 

Alternative E best attains the  Desired Future Condition of Forests in the Southwest 
Region, particularly the Apache-Sitgreaves Forest. 

Alternative E will  produce  the  most and highest  quality  forage for livestock and wildlife. 

Access to Forest Lands for whatever  purposes  will  be  strengthened by Alternative E (i.e. 
hunting,  camping,  and fuel wood cutting). 

Recreational and special  use  restrictions will be minimized by selecting of Alternative E. 

Development of mineral  and  energy resources arc best  provided for by Alternative E. 

Timber  production is optimized by Alternative E, thus improving local economies and 
reducing risk from catastrophic fire. The  best the other alternatives can offer is status- 
quo,  which is leading to the  demise of the  timber  industry and increased risk to 
catastrophic  fire. 

Alternative E is the only alternative  that  realistically  retains  the  timber  industry,  the 
primary tool for  conducting  tree management activities in the  forest. 

Ht 



COCHISE COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
1415 W. MELODY LANE, &%E, ARIZONA B5Ew3-3ooo (602) 432-8450/8451 

FAX 432-9428 

November 30, 1994 

Director of Land Management  Planning 
USDA Forest Service 
517 Gold  Avenue,  Southwest 
Albuquerque,  New  Mexico  87102 

Re: Draft Eavironnwmtal Impact Statmotant - hendment of Forrat 
Plans (Proposed) 

Gent Semen : 

I would first like to thank you for  soliciting  comments from 
Cochise County in the  above  regard.  Please  note  that  in  providing 
comments, I will  attempt  to  summarize  the major points  within  the 
Draft EIS (DEIS) to ensure  overall  understanding on the part of 
those individuals  copied on this  responsive  letter. 

metract: A preferred alternative  and four (4) other  alternatives 
are described  in  Betail  within the DEIS and  compared for the 
amendment of forest  plans  in  the Southwestern Region  (Arizona and 
New Mexico) to include  northern  goshawk  and  Mexican spotted owl 
Uirection.  Alternative B as described  in the  Scoping  Report was 
dropped.  The  various  alternatives  are as follows: 

Alternative A: This alternative  is  the no action  alternative as 
required by the National  Environmental  Policy Act 
regulations. 

Alternative C: This  alternative  amends  the forest plans with new 
standards and guidelines.  This is the Forest 
Service proposed action. 

Alternative D: This alternative  amends forest plans using 
standards and guidelines  suggested by the  Goshawk 
Interagency  Implementation  Team. 

Alternative E: This  alternative amends forest plans using 
standards and guideline8 suggested by Applied 
Ecosystems, Inc. 

Alternative F: This  alternative  sets up an ecosystem  demonstration 
area on the  Apache  National  Forest;  otherwise it is 
like  Alternative C which is as mentioned  above is 
the Forest  Service preferrecl alternative. 

214 
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The Forest  Service preferred alternative  (Alternative F) would 
incorporate  Mexican  spotted  awl and northern  goshawk  management 
direction  into  forest  plans through the forest  plan  amendment 
process.  Old  growth  standards and guidelines would be the same for 
every national  forest in the Southwestern  Region. A specific  old 
growth  allocation  (minimum of 15 to 20+%)  and old growth  block size 
would be  determined  during the site specific Integrated  Resource 
Management (IFW) analysis  conducted  for  specific areas. In areas 
where  existing  old  growth was surplus to identified ecosystem 
needs, the best would be allocated to old  growth.  All  existing  old 
growth  would be retained in areas where the old  growth age classes 
were deficit.  Additional  lands  will  be  allocated and managed for 
future old growth  where  needed to meet the minimum 15 to 20%. 
Unevenaged  silvicultural  management  will  be  emphasized over other 
methods. The option of using  even-aged  silvicultural  methods  would 
be  determined in the IRM process during the site specific  analysis 
for projects  implementing  forest  plans.  Mexican  spotted  owl 
guidance  would  follow the direction  stated in Interim Directive #2 
plus  dispersal  habitat  considerations.  Northern  goshawk  guidance 
woulU  follow  that  which  is  presented in the report  Management 
Recommendations for the Northern  Goshawk in the Southwest U.S. 
Steep  slope  harvest  would  not be allowed. This alternative  relies 
on the IRM process to make the site specific  project  design 
decisions. 

This  alternative  would  also  allow for  fhe establishment of a 
demonstration  area on the Apache National  Forest to t e s t  an 
adaptive ecosystemapproach to management of the mixed-conifer type 
(i.em, primary  Mexican spotted owl  habitat). 

Alternative E is patterned  after  Scopfng  Report  comments  received 
from Applied  Ecosystems, Inc. (an8 is also  being supported by the 
Coalition of Arizona/New Mexico Counties for Stable  Economic Growth 
and is the reason I am Bescribing it here as well).  Mexican 
spottea owl standards and guidelines  follow Interim Directive #2, 
but define small core and territory acreages (core areas 300 t o  400 
acres; territories 750 to 950 acres). The northern goshawk 
standards  anU  guidelines are similar to those in Alternative F, 
except there is less VSS class 4-6 acreage and canopy coverg in the 
non-nest  portion  of the territory.  Old growth would be allocated 
as 10 percent of the area with no specific block size minimurn 
defined. Steep slope logging  would be allowed for reasons other 
than timber production.  Alternative E also includes the addition 
of standards and guidelines to guide ecosystem planning, to address 
forest  health  concerns  and to guide implementation of  other 
standards  and  guidelines.  This alternative relies on the IRM 
process to make the site specific project design  decisions. 
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As way of specific comments from Cochise County on the DEIS, since 
implementation of management standards and  guidelines for Mexican 
spotted owls and northern goshawks will primarily affect forest 
structure on lands  classified as suitable for timber harvest and 
given the fact that  little, if any, timber  harvesting occurs on 
those portions of the Coronado National Forest that  are  located 
within the County, planning  staff  is of the opinion that the 
specific  management standards and guidelines proposed  under  either 
Alternative F or Alternative E have  limited  applicability to 
Cochise County and as such no comments will be offered in this 
regard. We  do  thank you for soliciting our input  and  would 
appreciate  being  appraised of any final  dispositions  regarding this 
proposed Forest  Plan  amendment. 

If you have any questions,  please contact me at 432-9450. 

. Vlahovich 
Plan  Committee 
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UNITED  STATES ENVlRONYENTAL PROTECTION  AGENCY 
REGION IX 

75 Hawthorne Btrrlt 
$an Francisco, CA 94101 

NOV 2 8 1994 

NOV 1 8  1334 
Charles W. Cartwright, Jr. 
Regional  Forester 
Attn:  Director of Land  Management 

USDA Forest  Service 
Southwestern  Region 
517 Gold Ave., SW 
Albuquerque, NM 87102 

Dear Mr. Cartwright: 
The Environmental  Protection  Agency (EPA) has  reviewed the 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement (DEIS) for the project 
entitled Amendment of Forest Plans i n  the Southwestern Region - 
Worthern Goshawk and Hexicran Spotted Owl Diroetion, Misolha and 
Mew HeSiao. Our  review is provided pursuant to the National 
Environmental  Policy  Act (NEPA), Council  on  Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and Section 309 of 
the Clean A i r  Act. 

Resource  Management  Plans (LRMPa) in the southwestern  region, 
except Kaibab National Forest, to include  current  northern 
goshawk and  Mexican  spotted  owl  direction. The  Kaibab  National 
Forest is currently  developing  a  separate EIS for a significant 
forest  plan  amendment  which will address the habitat needs for 
theme two species. The preferred  alternative  amends the forest 
plans  with  new  standards  and  guidelines per the regional Forest 
Service  Interim  Directive X2 for the Mexican spotted owl (ID #2) 
and the  report atManagemerit  Recommendations for the Northern 
Goshawk in the  Southwestern U.S.nn (RM-217). In addition,  an 
ecosystem  demonstration area on the  Apache  National  Forest  will 
be created. 

Planning 

The US Forest Service proposes to amend the Forest  Land 

We commend the Forest  Service for their effortr to amend the 
LlWPs to include the current  northern  goshawk  and  Mexican spotted 
owl direction. Of special  nota is the  proposal to set  up an 
scosyetem management  demonstration  area on the Apache National 
Forest. Given  the  growing focus on and efforts to implement 
ecosystem  management, we believe  it is imperative  that ecoaymtem 
management  be based on  sound  science. Thus, we  applaud  efforts 
which  will  teat  management  techniques and verify  ecosystem 
management  aaaumptions. 

National  Forest LFUW on October 2 0 1  1994. Some of these  comments 
are  applicable to the proposed action  and are incorporated by 
reference. A copy of our Kaibab  letter is enclosed for your  use. 

EPA provided DEIS comments  on the Amendment of the Kaibab 



- 

Based upon our review, EPA has classified this DEIS as 
category LO-1, Lack of Objections-Adequate (See attached "Summary 
of the EPA Rating Systemww).  Our detailed comments are enclosed, 

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS. Please 
send  two  copies of the FEIS to this  office at the same time it is 
officially filed with our Washington, D.C. office. If you have 
any questions, please call me at (415) 744-1584, or Laura Fujii, 
of my staff, a t  (415)  744-1579. 

sincerely, 

9 

David J. Farrel, Acting Chief 
Office of Federal Activities 

Enclosures: Kaibab NF comment letter, 6 pages 
EPA Rating System, 1 page 
Detailed Comments, 1 page 

94-325 
MI002276 
filename: SW"PAM.END 

cc: USFWS, Phoenix, AZ 



1. The DEIS  states  that  the  Regional  Forester  could  make the 
decision on  the  Kaibab  National Forest's LRMP amendment  in 
combination  with  the  decision to amend the  southwestern  region 
LRMPs ( i . e . ,  issue one Record of Decision (ROD), pg. 3). To 
avoid  confusion  and ensure an  orderly NEPA process, we recommend 
that separate RODS be  issued for the  two LRMP amendment  actions 
(Kaibab National Forest LIRMP amendment,  Southwestern  Region LRMP 
amendments) . 
2. It is our  understanding  from  the DEIS (pg. 24) that  current 
practice precludes land exchanges within Mexican spotted owl or 
goshawk habitat even if the exchange improves owl/goshawk 
management. The DEIS states  that  guidelines do not specifically 
preclude such land  exchanges. We recommend the Forest Service 
use the  current  amendment  action to reexamine the existing 
practice and to clarify  and  improve LRMP direction regarding this 
issue  and  policy  regarding  base-in-exchange  lands. 

3. The FEIS should  include a short  description  of the 
Integrated  Resource  Management  analysis process. 



SUMhIARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS MID FOLLOW-UP ACTION 

Environmental Impact of the Action 

LO-Lack of Obiections 

The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the proposal. 
The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be accomplished with no 
more than minor  changes to the proposal. 

EC-Environmental  Concerns 

The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order  to fully protect the environment. 
Corrective  measures may require  changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation measures that can reduce 
the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce  these impacts. 

EO-Environmental Obiections 

The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to provide  adequate 
protection for the environment.  Corrective  measures may require substantial changes to the preferred  alternative or 
consideration of some  other  project alternative (including the no action alternative or a new alternative). €PA intends to 
work with the lead agency to reduce  these impacts. 

EU-Environmentallv Unsatisfactorv 

The  EPA  review  has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are 
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of environmental quality, public health or welfare. EPA intends to work with the lead 
agency to reduce these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected  at the final EIS stage,  this proposal 
will be recommend for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). 

bdepuacv of the ImDact Statement 

Category  1-Adesuate 

EPA believes the  draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred  alternative  and those of 
the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection is necessary, but the 
reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information. 

Cateaorv  2-Insuficient Information 

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should be 
avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA  reviewer  has identified new reasonably available  alternatives 
that are within the  spectrum  of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce  the  environmental impacts of the 
action. The identified additional information, data,  analyses, or discussion should be included in the final EIS. 

Qteaorv 3-Inadeauatc 

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental  impacts  of the action, 
or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the  spectrum  of  alternatives 
analyzed in the  draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant environmental impacts. 
EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude that they 
should  have full public review at a draft  stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EJS is adequate for the  purposes of the 
NEPA andlor Section 309 review,  and  thus should be formally revised and  made  available for public comment in a 
supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts involved, this proposal  could be a 
candidate for referral to the CEQ. 

*From: EPA Manual 1640, "Policy and Procedures for the Review of  Federal Actions Impacting the Environment." 



COALITION OF ARIZONA! 
NEW MEXICO COUNTIES 

LE ECONOMIC 

December 1, 1994 

Chatks W ,  Cartwright, Jr., Regional  Forester 
USDA Forest  Service 
51 7 Gold Ave., SW 
Albuquerque, NM 87102 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement,  Amendments of Forest  Plans  (Proposed) for the 
Southwestern  Region 

Dear Mr, Cartwright, 

These  comments are being  submitted by the Arizona Counties of Apache, Cochise, Gila, 
Graham,  Greenlee, La Par, Mohave, Navajo and Yavapai and the New  Mexico  Counties  of 
Catron, Eddy, Harding,  Hidalgo,  Lincoln, luna, Sierra,  Socorro und Torrance as members  of the 
Coalition  of  Arizona/New  Mexico  Counties  (Coalition).  The population of  the  combined 
membership is 704,245. 

INTRODUCTlON 

The counties  in the Coalition  have  been  adversely impacted by the  Region's  efforts to 
protect these two species. We have closely followed  the  listing of the  Mexican Spotted owl 
and the  guidelines to protect  the Northern  Goshawk.  Our  own  research along  with  the 
findings of the  Region  indicate  that  the  listing of the MSO was unwarranted, 

We commend the Region's  effort to draft an EIS that addresses  the  issue  of  proper 
ecosystem  management, We feel thct Alternctivz E %st p t ~ c t s  +he two species cnd the 

rmnagement  practices to site-specific  planning, 
GIlAlr.1 vmlull forest haalth. The forest plans need to have the flexibility to apply the  best 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 
CHAPTER 1 PROJECT SCOPE 

B. Purpose and Need For Action 

Existing  Condltion: Forest  Planning  has  undergone  significant  changes  since  the  forest 
plans for the  Region  were  developed,  Court  decisions and policy directives  from  the  forest 
Service  Chief clearly state  that these  plans  are  programmatic and are  not  intended to 
supersede  site  specific  planning  requirements, As such,  specific  guidelines do little  to  improve 
the  management of the  Forest  Lands. 

If this  trend  were  followed  through  to  its logical conclusion,  the  Forest Plans that  are 
intended  to be programmatic will become so specialized as to  become site  specific  for all 
management  actions. 

The issue of  even-aged  management is a perfect example of how  forest  plans  have 
been improperly  viewed.  While  there is reference to this  form of timber  management  there 
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Coalition of Countles Comments on Regional Plan Amendments 
has been little  on  the  ground  implementation.  Regardless  of  the  adoption  of  the  proposed 
amendments, each proposed  action will have to undergo  analysis to determine  the  impact 
on  the  overall  forest  health, The change in forest  plans will not  eliminate  the  need  to  do  even- 
age management  under  some  circumstances. 

Your description  of  the  existlng  condition  recognizes  the  erroneous  assumptions  about 
forest plans and describes  in  the  desired  condition  the  need make specific  decisions  based 
on the Integrated Resource Management  process.  However,  all  of  the  proposed 
amendments do little  to  correct  the  problem. 

Desired Condition: There  are  assumptions made for  the protection of  the MSO and 
Goshawk that are not  based  on  science. This will create  the  situation  where we will be 
managing  the  forests  to  protect  these  species  in a manor  that  places  other  species and the 
overall  forest  health  in  jeopardy, 

Of the  alternatives, E creates  the  most  flexibility  for  the IRM and site specific and 
ecosystem  planning to  take place. 

C. Proposed Action 

The proposed  changes and additions to the  forest  plans  are  being  driven by the  false 
assumption that  the  Mexican  spotted owl and  the Northern  goshawk need  protection, The 
Forest  Service has presented  the  argument  that  the  Mexican  spotted owl is not  threatened. 
Litigation has been  initiated to delist  the  Mexican  Spotted owl. Therefore,  management 
standards and guidelines  this  specie  ore  premature and should be delayed  until w e  have  a 
court decision, 

CHAPTER 2 AUERNATlVES 

D. Forest Service Preferred Alternative 

The  Forest  Service preferred  alternative is F, It may be a good  idea  to  limit  application of 
thls management  scheme to a demonstration  area, However,  this is an invitation to 
protracted  litigation  from  timber  and  livestock  industries,  counties and environmental  groups. 
There needs to,be a  resolution to  the issue  Region-wide. (See last  sentence  in  comment  on 
Chapter 1, C, Proposed  Action.) 

CHAPTER 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

1 Vegetation 

I n s e c t  and Disease Rbk 
It is apparent  that  Alternative E provides for the  best  protection  from  insect and disease 

risk. Not  only  should  the  relatively  small  areas  set  aside for timber  harvesting be treated but 
also  other  areas  of  the  forest.  The  objective  should be the  management of the  entire  forest 
ecosystems  to  insure  their  sustainability. 

Since  alternatives A,C,D and E do not  provide  sufficient  protection for the forests 
Alternative E should be the  selected  alternative. 

Fire Risk/Fuel loading 
The  Forest  Service  should be attempting to return the Southwestern  Forests to  conditions 

as closely resembling  the  pre-European  settlement  condition as possible. As in  the  above 
comment  this  should be forest  wide,  not  just  in  areas targeted for  timber  harvesting. 

Alternative E provldes  for  the  best  management  practices  to  reduce  the risk of habitat 

1 2 
lt2 



Coalition of Counties  Comments on Regional  Plan  Amendments 
replacement  fires.  Since  these types of  fire  events pose significant risks to both  Mexican 

Forest Structure 
spotted owls and goshawks E is obviously  the  best  alternative. 

As stated  previously,  all  forest  lands  should be managed  to  achieve  the best  sustainable 
condition possible.  The  analysis  using  only  lands  classified  as  suitable for timber  harvest 
neglects  the fact that  Mexican spotted owls and goshawks  use  lands  outside  of  timber 
harvest  areas, 

The stated  desired  future  condition is Yo  maintain  spotted owl and goshawk habitat 
somewhere  over  the  landscape  continuously,"  In  order  to  achieve  this  there  has  to be the six 
stages  of  forest  development  present.  Attempting to  have  the  forests  in VSS class 6 overall  to 
meet  the  arbitrary  standards advocated by the Fish and Wildlife  Service will ultimately  render 
the forests  unsuitable  for  the two birds and severely impact  the  habitat  needs  of  other 
species. 

Since  the  overall  objective is to,  *continue a sustainable  forest  ecosystem"  alternative E 
should be the  alternative  implemented. The percentage  of  structural  stages  in  suitable  timber 
base closely  resemble  what  would  exist  in a pre-European type forest and provide  for a 
sustainable  harvest  of  timber.  The  other  alternatives  fail to  achieve  the  stated  objective, 

Forage Production 

Forage  production  benefits  not  only  the  domestic  and wild herbivores  but also the 
Mexican  spotted  owl  and  goshawk.  Without  adequate  forage  the  prey  base  for  the  two birds 
will diminish.  Alternatives A, C, D and F create  potential  harm  for  the  two  species.  Therefore, 
in  the case of  the  currently  listed  Mexican  spotted  owl  the  these  alternatives  would be in 
violation  the  Endangered  Species Act,  Alternative E provides  for the  greatest  forage 
production and therefore  should  the  choice  for  implementation, 

Mexican S p o i t e d  Owl & Goshawk 
For both the Mexican spotted  owl and the  goshawk  alternative E provides for best long 

term  survivablltty and habitat  retention, By posing  the least risk to ecosystem  sustainability  than 
other  alternatives. For alternatives A, C, D and F, the DElS states  that, Loss of  ecosystem ' ' sustainability will also mean loss of habitat  and  threaten  population  viability, There is a risk that 
the  management  guidelines  may  facilitate  the  decline of conditions  they  are  designed to 

~ save," 
The Coalition  believes  that for both  the  protection of  all  species and the  economic 

survival of the  rule  economies  alternative E should be chosen for implementation, 

Other WildlHe 

Table 7 Inaccurately  reflects  alternatlve E per  the  text for the  other  categories, In the 
appropriate mix of early and  late  successional  forest  type  alternative E should  rank  high. 

If the  natural  condition  of  Southwestern  forests  contalns  fragmentation  then E would  best 
achieve  this  condition, This analysis is only directed at harve$ttable  timber  areas.  In  order to 
present  an accurate  portrayal  of  the  habitat  suitability,  the EIS should  show  the  comparison to 
the  forest-wide  condition. This would mean  describing all of  the  available  habitat  outside of 
harvestable  timber  areas. 

Considering  the risk to  the  Mexican  spotted owl, goshawk,  all  other  species  and  the  entire 
forest  ecosystems from alternatives A, C, D and F, alternative E is the  only  viable  option. 
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Coalltlon of Counties Comments 8n Reglonal Plan Amendments 
, Soll/Wcrter/Air/Visuals 

Studies  by  Covington & Moore indicate  that  the  current  conditions of the  Southwestern 
ponderosa  forest  have  caused a significantly  decreased  the  water  yield. If alternatlves A, C, 
D and F maintain  the  current  conditions  the  trend  towards  water  yield  reduction will continue. 

Because  of  the  increase  in  large  wildfires  with A, C, D and F air  quality will be diminished. 
The baring  of  significant  tracts  of  land  from  climax  fire  events will result  in  delivery  of  soil and 
ash into  the  stream  systems.  Reduced  flows from the  current excessive vegetation  cover 
adversely affect water  delivery to  the  riparian  areas  thereby  harming  those  ecosystems, 

Large  burned  areas will destroy soil productivity and present  a bare and blackened 
landscape, 

The analysis  presented  in  table 8 does not  accurately  present  the  resulting  Impacts on air 
and water  quality,  water  delivery,  soil  productivity, and visual landscape quality.  Alternative E 
wlll in  the  long  term  return  the  forests to a more  naturally  functioning  system.  This will increase 
delivery and  proper  timing for water and increase  water  quality.  Riparian  oreas and humans 
uses of water wlll benefit,  Alternative E is the  best  alternative to achieve  better  air, soil and 
water  quality, and water  delivery. 

Recreation/Sewices/Access 

Transportation System Access 

the  more  active  management will more than  offset  the  negative  effects, 
While  alternative E will "slightly  increase"  the  open  road  miles,  the  benefits  derived  from 

Recreatlon/Special Uses 
The  Forest  Service and Environmental  organizations  have advanced  the  idea  that  tourism, 

through  enhanced  recreational  opportunities, can replace or augment  the  economies 
Impacted by the  reduction of timber  harvesting.  Alternative E is the only alternative  that will 
allow  for  the  further  diversification of local economies  through  enhanced  recreational 
opportunities, 

Commodity Productlon/Statutory  Rights 

Mineral and Energy Resources 
The effects on statutory  rights and commodity  production  are best protected by 

alternative E. The implementation of any  of  the  other  alternatives will dramatically  increase 
resource  development  and  therefore  litigation  and  appeals. As stated  above,  alternative E's 
benefit to the  long  term  ecosystem  sustainability  well  offsets  any  negative  impacts  from 
commodity  development, 

land Ownership Adjustments 
Land  ownership  adjustments  are a significant  concern for the  county, local and tribal 

governments,  Any  reduction  of  private  land  holdings  within  these local areas  impacts  the  tax 
revenue  producing  capabilities.  Alternative E provides  for  the  least  impact  to  this  issue  of 
concern and therefore  should be the  alternative  selected  for  implementation. 

Timber Production 
The  analysis is restricted to lands  classified as suitable for timber  harvest,  This again  ignores 

that  fact  that  there is significant  spotted  owl  habitat  outside  of  those  areas,  In  order  to  return 
the  forests to sustainable  ecosystems  substantial  amounts of timber are going  to  hove  to be 
removed, All alternatives  excepting E allow too  little  harvesting  to be effective  management 
options, 
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Economlc/Ruml  Community 

Mineral  and  Ener$y  Economics 
The loss of $265,000 a year for the  two  states is a  significant  impact.  However,  the  stated 

loss only  reflects  tax  or  royalty  revenues.  The  analysis is deficient  in  that  it does not  include  the 
loss of circulating  dollars  in  the  private  sector and the  revenues generated from  the 
businesses and services connected with  mineral and energy  production, 

Timber Production  Economic Effects 
It is obvious  that  Alternative E will provide  for  the  best  timber  management  flexibility of all 

the  alternatives,  It also provides  for  a  higher  level  of  economic  sustainability.  Unless  the  timber 
industry  has at least  this  minimum  level of production,  much  of  the  management  infrastructure 
in  the  form  of  manpower and  machinery will be lost to  the  Region. 

Considering  the  vast  amount  of  vegetative  manipulation  necessary for a return to a 
sustainable  ecosystem  the  Region  cannot  afford  the loss If the  timber  industry,  In  the  national 
and international  setting  timber  production is being  diminished.  While  the  Regions  timber 
production is a "drop  in  the  bucket"  there is a cumulative effect. That  economic  cumulative 
effect is not  analyzed in the DEIS. 

The cumulative  effects  of  other  agency  proposals,  i.e.  rangeland reform, have  not  been 
included in the  analysis,  There is also no internal  cumulative  effect  analyzed  for  the  impacts 
presented  in  the DEIS, 

Social  Environment 
The  adverse social effects  that  have  already  occurred will not be easily  remedied by any 

of  the  alternatives.  However,  alternative E provides for a stabilizing  long  term  sustainable 
economy.  One  of  the  chief  factors of social  stability is predictability,  Glven  a  predictable 
economic  environment  many of the  small  communities  would  regain much of the  lost  stability 
over  time. 

land Use Policies 
The statement  that  "other  county  plans  are  similar  (to  the  Catron  County  Comprehensive 

Plan)" is totally.erroneous,  While  there  are  a few counties  In  the  region  with  similar  plans to 
Catron  County,  they  are  in  the  minority. This section is totally  inadequate  and  reflects a lack of 
effort  on  the  part  of  the  individual  Forests  to  comply  with 36 CFR 219.7(c). 

The  Region is well  aware  that  even  Catron  County  type  plans  and  ordinances do not  seek 
to restrict  traditional  federal  and  state  regulatory  authortty  over  public  lands. This is reflected  in 
Catron  County's and the  Coalition's MOUs. The generalization  pOf'tray8d on page 31 of the 
provisions of the  ordinances does not  even come close  to  describing  what Is in  the  Catron 
County Land Use and  Policy  Plan and Ordinances, 

There  are  numerous  provisions  in  Catron  County's and other  counties land use plans that 
are  consistent  with  provisions  in all of the  alternatives,  On  the  other hand  there  are few 
inconsistencies  which can be mitigated or eliminated, 

For the reasons  above  the DEIS is dangerously flawed and  it is doubtful  that a declslon 
based on  this  sections  analysis  could  survive  judicial  review.  This  section  needs  a total revision 
and  it is strongly  suggested that  before  the  final is issued that  intense  consultation  with  the 
effected counties be initiated, 

Alternative E comes  closest to achieving  consistency  with  county plans, policies and 
ordinances. 

Payments/Recelpts to Counties 
Alternative E creates  the  least impact  on  the  payments  and  receipts  to  countles.  There is 
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Coalltlon of Countiee Comments on Regional Plan Amendments 
no  analysis  to indicate how  the  two  states and counties  would  replace  the  lost  revenues. This 
is another  area  that requires  a  more  in depth cumulative  impact analysis.  There is no 
reference  in  the DElS of  the effect these lost revenues  would  have on the  circulating  dollars  to 
businesses and services  that  contract  with  and  supply  county  and  local  governments. 

CONCLUSION 

If the  objective is to  "continue  a  sustainable  forest  ecosystem*  then  alternative E is the 
only  viable  alternative. The mandates  for  the  Forest  lands, to provide  for a continuous  supply 
of timber  for  the  American people and water  for  agricultural purposes, are  still  in effect under 
the  Organic  Act,  Management  for  other  purposes  has  not  been  legislated by congress. 

The DElS Is deficient  in  several  key  areas,  Prlmarily in the  analysis  of  economic,  social  and 
county  land  plans,  policies  and  ordinances. We have  repeatedly  requested  compliance  with 
36 CFR 21 9. The failure  to  do so has created these  deficiencies. 

We understand  the  difficult  position  the  Region is in and as  in  the  past, we offer  our 
assistance  in  creating  a  document  that will provide  Information by which  a  wise and informed 
decision can be made. 

Sincerely, I 

Howard  Hutchinson, at the 
direction  of  the  Board 

xc: Board  of  Directors 
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NQvember 29, 1994 

Mr. Charles  Cartwright,  Regional  Forester 
USDA Forest  Service 
517 Gold Avenue SW 
Albuquerque, NM 87102 

RE: Proposed Amendment of Forest Plans, Draft EIS. 

Dear Mr. Cartwright: 

Greenlee  County  wishes to thank you for the opportunity to 
comment  on the Proposed Amendment of Forest Plans, Draft EIS and 
for being  included  on  the Draft EIS mailing  list.  We also 
request  that  all  future  planning documents or  decisions be 
forwarded to Greenlee  for  our  review  and  comment.  We trust that 
the  comments  below  will  be  given  appropriate consideration given 
that the proposed changes have the  potential of effecting 
unnecessarily  oppressive  and  possibly  devastating  changes to 
Greenlee  County's  social  and  economic  structure. 

The  Forest  Service has proposed  five  alternative  amendments to 
its  Southwestern  regiona1,forest plan. Each of t h e m  amendments 
propose that  National  Forests  in  the  Southwest region should be 
managed  with a desired  future  condition  which will purportedly 
preserve the  Mexican Spotted Owl (MSO) and Northern Goshawk 
habitat. The  former  bird  has been listed as a threatened 
species. However,  the  Northern  Goshawk is not only not  threaten 
or endangered, but has been refused listing by the U.S. Fish & 
Wildlife  Service. 

Although it would be  appropriate  to  question the wisdom of the 
very  premise of the  Draft EIS and preceding interim directives, 
Greenlee  County  will  limit its remarks to the adequacy of the 
statement and the merits of the alternatives discussed.  These 
comments  will first address  some  inadequacies of the EIS and then 
give  treatment to the merits of the  alternatives. 



EQUACY OF TBE DRAFT EIS 

Initially  Greenlee County is  pleased  that the USFS has  attempted 
to address planning aspects  which  have  historically  been 
inadequately  dealt  with o r  ignored  altogether,  i.e.  economic, 
social and cultural  aspects.  Likewise  the  County  is  commends  the 
USFS in  pointing  out  that all of the alternatives will have 
potentially  devastating  effects on the  entire  spectrum  of  human 
activity  in and around  the  effected  communities.  The  effects 
range  from  decreased  county  public  revenues  to loss of private 
sector jobs and may  include  the  increased  risk of depression, 
aubstance  abuse,  and  domestic  violence  which  are  often  associated 
with  devastating  changes  to  basic social fabric  and  economic 
stability. 

However,  Greenlee  County  believes  that  the EIS is  grossly 
inadequate in its  analysis of individual,  community,  regional  and 
even  international  social  and  economic  effects. For example,  the 
Draft EIS suggests  that timber harvest  from  the  southwestern 
region  is a mere ltdrop in  the  bucket" in national  market. see EIS 
pg 27. However  the EIS f a i l s  to  recognize  the  reality  that 
environmental  pressure  has  forced  substantial  portion of timber 
to be provided by foreign  suppliers  thus  driving  up the  cost  of 
all wood related  products  and  services  from  writing paper to 
homebuilding  for  United States  consumers.  This  cost increase 
does have an effect on urban dwellers and rural communities 
alike;  however,  no  mention or analysis of such  effects  is 
addressed in the EIS, 

More importantly,  the EIS treats many of  the most devastating 
socio/economic  effects as water under the  bridge and suggeste 
that  the USFS has no obligation to or intention of addressing any 
of the  -problems that have already been created  by MSO and 
Northern Goshawk management. a EIS pg 2 4 .  The EIS should 
treat  the  pre-MSO  management plan as the "no action1! alternative 
and  thereby establish a true  and  legally  appropriate  baseline 
against which  to  judge all other  alternatives.  However, the EIS 
treats  this  reality as a historical given and the EIS does not 
even offer a pre-MSO management  alternative. 

Additionally,  the  socio/economic aspects of the EIS are woefully 
deficient  in analyzing the  impacts any of the  alternatives  will 
have on  education  funding  in  the  affected  counties. T r u e ,  the 
EIS gives  Some  estimates of how  much  money  each  county may loose, 
it does not address, however, what impact  such loses may  have on 
county  school districts. EIS pgs 31-35. 

The EIS does  not give the  reader any of the  data or information 
underlying  the  report  and does not even  give  citationa to where 
such  information may be  found.  It is quite easy  to  make bald- 
faced assertions of what a community  is or may  become  after a 
decision is made or offer  sweeping generalized sophistry as a 
substitute f o r  real  analysis.  However, if the  intent  is to 
inform the  public and solicit  their  involvement,  the EIS should 
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supply  or  at  least cite the  underlying  data  and  thereby  subject 
it to  public  scrutiny  and  analysis.  This  is, of course, much 
more  difficult  and  time  consuming  but it is also  much  more  honest 
and  in  keeping  with  the  intent of the  philosophy of government in 
the  sunshine and the  laws  that  have  been  enacted  to  further  this 
philosophy. 

The  Draft EIS makes  reference  to  the E I S  prepared  for  the listing 
of  the MSO as well as to information  sathered  concernins the 
listing  of  the  Northern  Spotted Owl. These  other documks point 
to disturbing  and  I1life-threatening1l  effects  caused by spotted 
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owl  management. ee EIS pg 28. However, as with  the  Northern 
Spotted Owl and the MSO EIS,  the  forest plans amendment  Draft EIS 
sweeps  such  significant  human  concerns  under  the  rug  like so much 
rubbish, once  again  elevating  the  status of an  animal far above 
the status of humans.  This  callous  disregard  for  the  human 
condition  is of grave  concern  to  Greenlee  County  and  its 
citizens. 

It is inconceivable  to  Greenlee  County how the  USFS can  select as 
its preferred alternative any alternative which does not  maximize 
the  possibility of attaining  its  stated  objective and desired 
future  condition.  Yet  that is exactly  what  has  occurred in the 
Proposed Amendment  of Forest Plans,  Draft EIS.  The  stated 
desired  condition is that  all  forest  plans  be  up to date  with  the 
latest  information on the  habitat needs for  the two apecies  and 
establish guidelines consistent  with  this  information. As 
outlined below, with  respect  to  every  environmental  consequence 
analyses  in  the Draft EIS, Alternative E presents  the  lowest risk 
and higheat  benefit to Southwest  regional forests and to MSO and 
Northern Goshawk habitat, However, in complete  disregard of its 
own information, USFS has  selected  Alternative F as  its  preferred 
alternative. EIS pg 8 .  

The  Draft EIS addresses  various  environmental issues and  suggests 
likely environmental effects and  ranks  the  comparative  costs and 
benefits  of  each.  These  comparative  rankings are addressed below 
and  illustrate a clear  preference  for  Alternative E. 

Insect  and Disease Ri& - "Risk  from  damage  to  habitat  condition 
from  insect and disease  agents  is  ranked  by  alternative from 
highest  risk to lowest risk as follows: D , C , A , F ,  and E." EIS 
pg 12. The EIS also points  out  that  increased  management 
activity  would  result  in  fewer catastrophic losses than in the 
other  alternatives. u. Thus Alternative E is the  best 
alternative. 

Fire Risk/Fuel Loadinq - The  risk  that each  alternative  would 
produce a habitat  replacement fire was given a comparative 



numerical  value; 1 equalling low r i s k ;  5 equalling  high risk. 
Alternative E has a risk  rating of 2.0. The  preferred 
alternative  creates a 50% higher  risk  that  all or substantial 
portions of the MSO, northern  goshawk  habitat will be burned to 
the ground. EIS pgs 12-13. Perhaps a pre-MSO management 
alternative  would  have  produced a comparative risk of 1.0, 
Unfortunately,  such  and  alternative  was  not  analyzed. 

t Structure - Although  the E I S  suggests  that the USFS's 
preferred  alternative  may  provide  some  short  term  advantages, ItIn 
the long run, the  probability of ecosystem  sustainability would 
be  the  highest in Alternative E." EIS pg 14. 

Forest Prodirt&Q - IIAlternative E would  provide  the  greatest 
potential for forage  production.lI EIS pg 14. 

It should be pointed  out  that if there is no forest, there will 
be no MSO or Northern Goshawk habitat.  It is immaterial  whether 
the  habitat  burns  to  the  ground or is obliterated  by  disease 
and/or  insects. 

lcan Ssotted Owl - Although  Alternative E provide 
sliahtlv less quality  habitat  conditions, . . . [a111 the 
alternatives are consistent with the  Endangered Species Act 
requirements for protecting and enhancing  Mexican  spotted  owls 
and their  habitat."  (emphasis added) EIS pg 15. Furthermore, 
"This  alternative [E] presents less risk to ecosystem 
sustainability  than  the  other  alternatives.11 &gg EIS pg 16. 

Northern  Goshawk - ttLoss of ecosystem  sustainability  will  also 
mean lose of habitat  and  threaten  population  viability." EIS 
pg 16. "This  alternative [E] presents less risk to  ecosystem 
sustainability than the other alternatives.tt u. 

Wildlife - The EIS points out  that today's forestt is far 
more dense and disease  invested  than  the forest of the 1 8 0 0 ' ~ ~  
a EIS pg 11-12. However,  the  best  the EIS can do to dihscredit 
Alternative E is  to  suggest  that  Alternative E' higher  timber 
harvests  may  not  be as advantageous as the  other  a1ternativea.I' 
gg~= EIS pg 2 8 .  Unfortunately,  the EIS does not address the 
possibility of creating  other  endangered species or environmental 
irregularities  by  implementing  single species management for one 
or two  birds. 

The EIS is tragically short on details  with  respect  to  these 
issues and  Greenlee  County  finds  that  both  the analysis and  the 
data  are lacking. Nevertheless,  Greenlee  County  believes  that a 
pre-settlement  condition  on  Southwestern  forests  creates the best 



possible  conditions  for  viable  and  sustainable  soil,  water, air 
and  visual  qualities.  Such a pre-settlement  condition  can and 
should include  thinning  by  commercial  harvesters.  While  Greenlee 
County disagrees with  the EIS analysis,  even  the EIS points out 
that  any  disadvantages of Alternative E, "while  having  sliuhtlv 
more adverse impact  on  the  environment,  would  hardly be 
discernable  on  the  ground." EIS pg 19. 

Human Uses: 

In addition to creating a more viable and  healthy,  long-term 
ecosystem,  Alternative E also provides  the  best  opportunity for 
preservation of the  most  important  element of the Southwestern 
forest  ecosystem - Humans.  Every  remaining  aspect of the EIS 
analysis  favors  Alternative E. This  is  primarily  because 
Alternative E is the  only  alternative  which  even  begins to 
suggests  what  land  users  have  known for generations,  namely  that 
the  environment is in  its  best  condition  when it is managed for 
production  and  that  the  human  environment  is  in  its  best 
condition  when  the  environment  is  managed for production. Human 
use and environment  are  essential,  indispensable elements of the 
Southwestern  forest  ecosystem,  Only  Alternative E seems to 
recognize  this. 

Each of the  remaining  issues  in  the EIS including 
Recreation/Sewices/Access; Commodity  Production/Statutory 
Rights;  and  Economic/Rural  Community  iseues  are  best served under 
Alternative E. In  fact  the EIS suggests that  the other 
alternatives will  likely increase the  demand  for social 
assistance  at a time  when  the  ability  to  delivery such help is 
steadily decreasing.  Surely it cannot be t he  policy of the USFS 
to  create a welfare  class  out of previously  industrious, hard- 
working  Americans.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act (NEPA) 
requires that  human  issues  be  considered  and  given  Dome  effect  in 
the  decision  making process, not merely mentioned  and discarded. 
Greenlee County believes  that NEPA requires such  consideration 
becawe Congress has legislatively  recognized t ha t  the  human 
environment  is just as important  as  the  biological  environment 
and that human iseues  and  concerns should not be relegated to a 
lower priority  than  plants and animals. 

CONCLUBION 

Greenlee County is gravely  concerned  that the USFS would, in the 
face af its own  analysis, prefer an  alternative  which does not 
offer  the best opportunity to reach its desired fu ture  condition. 
Such a preference  suggersts that the USFS is being inappropriately 
influenced by special  interest  groups who are more  concerned  with 
their  own  agendas  than  what  is  best for  Southwestern  forest 
ecosystems. By doing so, the  USFS makes  itself a puppet for so- 
called  environmental groups who  threaten  future  litigation  rather 
than  fulfilling  its  obligation  to aslure future production 
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through a multiple-use and sustained yield policy as required by 
federal law. 

Greenlee County believes that Alternative E is clearly the best 
alternative for achieving appropriate MSO and Northern Goshawk 
habitat and allowing some consideration for human activities and 
concerns. 

By selecting Alternative E, the Forest Service has the  chance to 
do what is right for the people and improve the ecosystem far 
species. 

for 

cc: Arizona Congressional Delegation 
Governor Fife Symington 
Forest Supervisor John Biddle 
Clifton District Ranger Frank Hayes 
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November 29, 1994 

Mr. Charles W. Cartwright, Jr. 
Regional  Forester, Southwestern Region 
USDA Forest  Service 
517 Gold  Avenue, SW 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102 

Re: Draft EIS, Amendment of Forest Plans (Proposed) 

Dear  Mr. Cartwright: 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS, 
Amendment of Forest  Plans (Proposed) regarding northern goshawk and 
Mexican spotted owl direction. 

Numerous citizens of Arizona have contacted  me  concerning the Draft 
EIS and its implications  for future recreational  access to Region 3 National 
Forests.  The  majority of the comments address the following: 

Page 20, the Environmental Effects - Recreation Opportunities: The 
following passage is a direct quote from the Draft EIS: "However, 
recreational  special  events like motorcycle racing and off-road vehicle use 
will also be affected by operational  restrictions or permit  elimination." 
This language is vague and ambiguous, no distinction is made between 
motorcycle  racing and everyday off-highway vehicle use. Permit 
elimination is an extreme measure which should be  a last resort. Other 
alternatives, such as nest  avoidance, or conducting the event outside of 
nesting season should be explored  first. 

The author chose to use the archaic vernacular of "off-road vehicle 
(ORV)," rather than off-highway  vehicle (OW), this statement should be 
clarified.  The  majority of land management agencies are now using the 
term "off -mway vehicle". O W  refers to vehicles which travel off of 
paved surfaced  roads, implying that they travel on existing designated 
roads or routes (which is a sustainable activity). ORV implies that the 
vehicle travels off  of roads,  conceivably, cross country (generally, not a 
sustainable activity). Perhaps the EIS is actually referring to vehicles 
traveling off of roads? It is not  clear what exactly is being addressed here. 

MANAQING AND CONSERVINQ ARIZONA'S  NATURAL,  CULTURAL  AND  RECREATIONAL RESOURCES FOR THE BENEFIT OF THE  PEOPLE 



Page 20, RecreatiodServicedAccess [Issue 51 - Transportation SystedAccess (27): 
The third paragraph referring to the 15,000 miles or low standard, high clearance road 
that will be closed to use or obliterated to protect  resource values like spotted owls and 
northern goshawks. I am aware that most of these roads were identified for closure in 
the RATM process as far back as 1986. However,  the  public is concerned over the 
perception that the Forest  Service regards high  clearance,  low standard roads as a low 
priority. These are just the type of roads many  visitors to Region 3 Forests seek out for 
dispersed recreation in order to avoid  overcrowded, developed recreation sites. Some 
people contacting me have indicated that they were not aware of the RATM process, 
The public places  a high value on motorized/mechanized access to the back country. 

I would agree that resource  concerns such as watershed protection,  wildlife habitat 
enhancement, riparian improvement and Mexican spotted owl and northern goshawk 
should be addressed. Many times these issues can be addressed through mitigation and 
avoidance rather that outright closure. If possible,; the Forests should reassess some of 
the roads scheduled for closure and examine them  for values such as those identified 
in the primitive-roaded recreation opportunity spectrum. 

The  Arizona O W  Fund is a viable  resource  available to Arizona National Forests. 
1993 and 1994 marked the first two years that the Arizona O W  Program provided 
monies to various entities (including several Arizona  Forests). The program is 
multifaceted and assists land managers in development of OHV opportunities, 
mitigation of O W  damage and O W  education programs to name just a  few of the 
eligible funding areas.  Arizona  State Parks looks forward to a long and prosperous 
relationship with  the Arizona  Forests. Through this partnership we will continue to 
serve the public and protect Arizona's natural resources.  Ecosystems management 
should include strategies to include access  for people in harmony with the 
environment. 

These words written by  Dr.  Rene  Dubos, a world-renowned microbiologist and 
founding member of the Natural Resources  Defense  Council  really capture the essence 
of the Arizona OHV Program: 

"True conservation,  means  not only protecting  nature  against 
human misbehavior but also  developing human activities which 
fawor a creative,  harmonious  relationship  between  man and . 

nature. " 

This is a legitimate goal for environmentalists, conservationists and  land 
managers such as the Forest Service and Arizona  State  Parks. 

Sincerely, 

Terry  Heblin 
OHV Program Coordinator 
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ER 94/661 
Albuqurrqua, New Mexico 87103 

December 5, 1994 

Charles W. Cartwright,  Regional  Forester 
US. Department  of  Agriculture 
Forest  Service 
51 7 Gold Avenue SW. 
Albuquerque, New  Mexico 87 102 

Dear Mr. Cartwright: 

The US.  *Department  of  the  Interior  has  reviewed  the Forest Service Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement (DEISI for  Amendment  of  Forest  Plans  (Proposed). 
The DElS proposes  alternatives for the  amendment  of  forest  plans in the  Southwestern 
Region t o  incorporate  standards  and  guidelines  for  the  management  of  the  Mexican 
spotted  owl  (owl)  and  the  northern goshawk (goshawk). We provide  the  following 
general  and  specific  comments  on  the DElS for  your  consideration. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 
Definition  and  differentiation  of  the  terms  "proposed  action" and "preferred  alternative" 
would  assist in the  reviewer's  assessment of the  alternatives. 

The  document lacks proper  literature  citation,  There are numerous  references 
regarding  forest  pathogens,  forest  disturbances, forest succession  and  the  status Of 
populations  that  should  be  cited. 

The  proposed  amendment to  the  forest  plan  is  premature with regard t o  owl 
management.  On  July 7 ,  1994, the U.S. Fish  and  Wildlife  Service (FWS) provided the 
Forest  Service  scoping  comments  on  this  document. FWS comments  informed  the 
Forest  Service  and  expressed  concern  that  the  Forest  plans  amendment, to  incorporate 
standards  and  guidelines  for  the  management Qf the  owl,  was  being  developed  without 
the  benefit of recommendations  forthcoming in the  Mexican  Spotted  Owl  Recovery 
Plan  (Recobery  Plan).  None  of  the  five  alternatives  under  consideration in the DElS 
currently  include  provision  for  incorporating  the  recommendations  forthcoming in the 
Recovery Plan. The  proposal  of  amendments  prior to release  of the  Recovery Plan 
precludes  development  of  alternatives that include  and fully describe  specific owl 
management  guidelines that will be  contained in this  Recovery Plan. Consequently, 
the  management  standards  and  guidelines  described  for  each  of  the  proposed 
alternatives  do  not  constitute  an  adequate  range  of  alternatives  nor  accurately  reflect 
attendant  environmental  consequences. 
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With the exception  of  the  "no  action"  alternative,  all  alternatives  specify  continued  use 
of  the  current  Interim  Directive #2 IID2) guideline, which  was  identified as an 
inadequate  existing  regulatory  mechanism  and a factor  contributing to the  listing 6f the 
owl. The DES does  not  clarify  how  conflicting guidelines within 102 and the  Recovery 
Plan may be  resolved.  Continued use of 102 does not  constitute  an  appropriate 
revision  of .the standards  and  guidelines  for  management  of  the owl  and  owl  habitat. 
Therefore,  alternatives  that  contain ID2 as the basis  for owl  management do not 
constitute viable  alternatives  and  should not be presented in any  other  than a no action 
alternative.  Accordingly, it is our recommendation  that  flexibility be maintained that 
will afford  coordination  of  standards  and  guidelines  contained in this DEE with those 
management  recommendations that will be presented in the forthcoming  Recovery 
Plan. 

There is inadequate  analysis of the  potential  effects  of  the proposed  alternatives to  the 
owl  and  the  goshawk. Repeated statements  of  "no  effect,"  "minor  effects  to habitat," 
and "no loss of  population  viability" are not  substantiated  by  any  data  presented or 
referenced in the DEIS. This  precludes  independent  corroboration by the  reviewer. 
References t o  population  viability  analyses  (PVA) for the  owl  and  goshawk  should be 
supported by proper  citation,  data  presentation  and  discussion;  however, in the case 
of  the owl, the  data  required  for  such  analyses are not available  and no  PVA's are 
known to  have  been prepared. A PVA  requires  estimates  of  survivorship  and  fecundity 
over  time,  neither  of  which is currently  available  for  the  owl.  The FWS is  aware  of 
only one PVA completed  for  the  goshawk in the  southwest (see "Population viability 
analysis  of  northern  goshawks  on  the  North  Kaibab Ranger District,  Arizona - Final 
Report," Arizona Game and Fish Department 1993). These results  indicate  that, 
depending on  the range of parameter  values  tested,  the  simulated  goshawk  population 
may experi'ence either  rapidly  declining or rapidly  increasing  population  trends.  The 
lack  of a plan for monitoring  owl and  goshawk  habitat  and  population  trends in the 
DEE may result in management  unresponsive to  changes in these  trends. In summary, 
the absence of  data  and  the  unsubstantiated  declarations of no effect  do not constitute 
the sufficient  detail  necessary  for  discussion of alternatives. A cumulative  effects 
analysis  should also be completed  for  each  of  the  alternatives  under  consideration. 

The DElS adequately  addresses  goshawk  habitat  requirements in only  one  of  the 
proposed  alternatives.  The  recommendations  developed by the  Goshawk  Interagency 
Implementation  Team (GITT) are only  incorporated  into  Alternative 0; however, the 
DElS evaluates  Alternative D as the  least viable  management  alternative.  The GITT 
recommendations  should be incorporated  into  other  alternatives,  particularly  the 
preferred  alternative,  as  well,  and  environmental  consequences  comparatively 
analyzed. 

The DElS does not address the  anticipated  changes to  forest  habitat  types in great 
detail,  nor  does it adequately  describe or consider the  effects of the proposed 
management  approaches to  plant  and  other  wildlife species.  Federally-listed,  proposed, 
and  candidate  species  should be individually  addressed in the  "Affected  Environment 
and  Environmental  Impacts"  section. It is inadequate to  address  potential  impacts  on 
terrestrial and aquatic  ecosystems  on  all  but one National  forest across t w o  States  by 
a two-paragraph  disclaimer in the DEIS. 

tw 
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The alternatives  presented in the DEE apportion  percentages  of  the  forest bass to 
various  vegetative  structural  stages (VSS). However,  there  is  no  discussion  of  the 
biological  validity  of this approach,  nor  are we  aware  of  any  data  from  forest ecology 
literature  supporting  any  of the specific VSS allocations.  The  proposed  allocations are 
derived  from  calculations  of  the  proportion  of  time a forest  stand  spends in each  seral 
stage. This  method  may be appropriate  where  each  stage  accurately  reflects its 
successional phase. However, two assumptions  used in the VSS calculations are 
inappropriate and effectively  distort  (increase)  the  landscape  percentages  allocated to 
early  seral stages: 1) use  of a 20-year period for the  time required for  establishment 
of seredlings and 2) the  short  time  (about 50 years)  allotted  for a stand t o  abide in old- 
growth  condition. We recommend  the use of VSS allocations  that  incorporate the 
actual  period of time a stand  spends in the earliest  seral  stage. For ponderosa  pine  and 
xeric  mixed  conifer  vegetation  types,  this  entails  use  of a 10-year period  for  the - 

grass/forb/shrub  stage  and  the  allocation  of  no  greater  than 4-5 percent  of the 
respective  vegetation  type on the landscape t o  this stage. In addition, we  recommend 
that longer  periods  of  time  be  allotted to  the  old-growth  stage  and  the  effective 
rotation age be extended  from 200 years to  at  least 250-300 years. The  allocations 
of seral  stages should,  perhaps more  appropriately, be  developed from a rigorous 
examination  of  the  landscape  distribution  of age/size  classes and  the  patterns of 
disturbance  regimes in natural  ecosystems. In addition,  some statements in the DES 
reflect  biologically  unsubstantiated  assumptions  and  criteria  used in the  evaluation  of 
forest  succession  and  effects  to  plant  and  wildlife species.  Examples are: 

in the  long  term,  the  sustainability  of  the  forest  ecosystem  may  be 
jeopardized by focusing  on  late-successional  forest  conditions over 60 
percent  of  the  [goshawk]  territory area. (page 16, Alternative 0) and 

this alternative  is  slightly  over-balanced in the  later  seral  stage 
vegetation.  (page 18, Alternative Dl. 

Forest  pathogens are discussed  throughout  the  document only in terms of "risk"  to 
forest  habitat.  The  repeated  premises  that  insect  and disease events are above  natural - 
endemic levels are not  quantified or referenced so as to  permit  evaluation  of  historical 
baselines  and  current  and  desired  future  conditions.  Assessments  of the effectiveness 
of insect  and disease treatments are not possible without a clear  description of 
conditions  and  the  methods  to  treat or control  pest  epidemics.  Insect  and  disease may 
play a role in the  disturbance  ecology of forests  comparable to  that  of  fire  events  and 
their  suppression  may  result in ecosystem  responses  similar t o  those  of  fire 
suppression. In the absence of descriptions  of  objectives  and  management 
approaches, we are left  with  the  conclusion that insect  and disease treatments  are 
merely  reactive  responses to  symptoms of ecosystem stresses. 

Alternative F proposes  a  demonstration area for  "ecosystem  management."  However, 
the DEE should  clarify  why  this area was  selected  and  describe  the  experimental 
management  approaches to  be demonstrated  and  the  experimental  design to be 
utilized. 
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The FWS recently  reviewed the Proposed Amended  Kaibab  National Forest Plan. 
Review of that document  and  the  review  of  this  document  indicate a number of 
inconsistencies. It is unclear  whether  the  Forest  Service  intends t o  revise the Kaibab 
Plan to be consistent with the  Regionwide Plan Amendments.  Clarification as to the 
Forest  Service's  intention  regarding  these  differences  is needed. 

PECIFIC COMMFNTS 

Paae R Table 1 ,  Comoarison  of  Detail  Alternatives  for  Selected  Char.teristics. For 
alternatives C and F, this  table  states  that  steep slope (40 percent  plus slopes) timber 
harvest is "not allowed," but page 41, under comment  number 8 ,  states: ". . 
forested areas over 40 percent will not be harvested t o  solely meet  timber  production 
objectives, but could  be  harvested  if  the  desired  condition  of  the  ecosystem, as 
determined in the IRM process, to  meet other  objectives  warranted  doing so." The 
DElS requires  clarification  regarding  steep slope logging  and what  constitutes the 
"other  objectives"  that  would  make it warranted. 

Paae 12. ChaDter 3, Affected Environments  and  Environmental ConsaQ,mces. FirQ 
Risk/Fuel  Loadinq. Statements  on page 1 2 ,  "Fire Risk/Fuel Loading," page 14, second 
paragraph, and page 19, fourth paragraph,  assert the proposed  alternatives  would 
result in decreased  levels  of  prescribed fire and  fuel  loading  treatments.  We  disagree 
with the assessment that managing for owl and  goshawk  habitat  precludes  proactive 
management  tools  such  as  prescribed  fire  and  understory  thinning  treatments. In 
general, w e  consider  these  management  approaches  necessary to  correct  the  additive 
effects  of  fire suppression  and  overstory  tree  harvest  and  the  results to be  beneficial 
to  owl  and  goshawk  habitat. 

Pane 14. C m t e r  3. Affected Environments  and  Environmental C o n s e a u e n w  
Mexican S a m d  Owl.  The  statement  that  asserts  "Harvested  suitable  habitat  has  not 
generally  been  degraded  since  the owl was listed" is incorrect.  The  actions  submitted 
to  date for formal  consultation, under the Endangered  Species Act,  have  resulted in the 
estimated  incidental  take  of 36 owls,  which  indicates  that  adverse  habitat impacts 
have  occurred. 

The  "environmental  effects"  section  at  the  end of page 14, indicates  that  all 
alternatives  follow 102 and  other  guidance  provided by the FWS per its biological 
opinions. We wish  to  point  out that the reasonable and  prudent  measures  provided in 
the biological  opinions are project  specific, are  designed to  minimize  "take" only, and 
are  limited in extent  by  the law. These  reasonable  and prudent  measures  do  not 
represent  the FWS recommendation  on  spotted  owl  management;  rather,  they are in 
response to  specific  proposed  Forest  Service  action. We do  not believe that ID2 is an 
adequate  management  prescription. In addition, the  adoption  of  conservation 
recommendations  provided  by  the FWS has not been  uniform  across  the  National 
forests  of  the  Southwest Region. 



5 

91 ADsendix E, Alternative  Comaarison  of  Standards/Guidelines.  Mexican 
S o o t t e r d l  (Alternatives A and C) second aaraaraoh. The  sentence which states, 
"Establish a management  territory . . . for every pair of Mexican  spotted owls found" 
should be corrected  to require the establishment of a territory for all pairs and 
confirmed singles, 

I 91. Mexican S m t t a O w l  (Altern_atives A and C), third end fotlrth  oaraaraob. 
It is unclear what  is  meant  by ". * . adverse  stand or habitat  structure  modifying 
management  activities."  What  determines if  the  management  activity  has  an 
"adverse" effect on the habitat? It appears this  is a very  subjective  guideline and 
definitions may depend on  individual  interpretation. 

Pam 91. Mexican Ssattsd Owl (Alternatives A and C). sixth Daraaraoh. Management 
territory  site  was  moved  from a "standard" in the  Scoping  Document  to "guidelines" 
in this DEIS. We recommend  that  the sizes of  management  territories  should be stated 
as a "standard." 

Pane 91 Mexican  Snottsd Owl (Alternatives A and C), seventh aaraaraah. We do not ' 

agree with the  statement, ' I .  . . suitable  Mexican  spotted owl habitat  should  be 
managed t o  produce  multi-storied  canopies . . . .'I There is  no  need  to  manage  to 
produce what already has  the  attributes  of,  and  is  defined as "suitable." 

Pam 91. Mexican  Saotted Owl (Alternatives A and C), ninth saraaraah. Management 
of "dispersal/foraging  habitat" as described  inappropriately  combines  habitat  types. 
Although  foraging  activity  may  occur in a variety  of  habitat  types and age/size  classes, 
it is erroneous to  depict  the guidelines  developed for dispersal  as the  management 
objective  and  desired  condition  for  foraging  habitat,  particularly near or within occupied 
home ranges. The  conditions  outlined are derived from  the "Dispersal  Habitat Rule" 
and  specific  only t o  dispersal  habitat. 

ae 92. Mexican  Saotted Owl (Alternatives A and Cl, first aaraaraah. The  guideline 
that ". . . the shapes and exact  sites of  management  territories will be  determined  by 
the  biologist . . .I' is of concern.  The  factors  used in determining  the  site  and shape 
of  territories  should  be as rigorously  defined as  possible  given  the  variability  occurring 
across the landscape. In addition,  a  standard  should  specify the time  period  an 
unoccupied  territory  will  be  managed as a territory.  Once a territory has been 
established, we recommend  maintaining that territory as long  as  the  habitat is suitable 
for  breading  owls. 

Pans 92. Mexican  Seotted  Owl  (Alternatives A and C), second  mraaraoh.  The 
guideline t o  limit adverse  habitat-rnodifying  management  activities in a territory to less 
than 500 acres  is also of  concern to  us.  Again, it is unclear what  is  meant by ". . . 
adverse  habitat-modifying  management." This guideline  does  not  take  into 
consideration  the  present  condition  of a territory,  nor  the  habitat  modification  that  may 
have  already  taken  place  within  the  territory. 

L 



6 

P a m  104. A-x E, Abrnat iva  Cornoarison  of S t a n d a r d s / G w i d e l i n m a t i v Q  
E. There is not  enough  detail  presented in the standards  and  guidelines  on how this 
alternative would affect  owls. We would prefer t o  see all owl core  areas  included in 
Zone 1 and  deferred  from  treatment. A detailed  analysis  of the effects to the ow l  
under this alternative is needed. 

Summarv  Comments 

It is our opinion  that the DEIS does  not  provide  an  acceptable  alternative  far  the 
conservation  and  recovery  of  the owl and  the  goshawk  nor  does it provide  sufficient 
analysis of ‘the effects  of  the  alternatives  on  these species. As we  stated earlier in this 
letter and in this regard, we recommend  that measures be taken to incorporate the 
management  recommendations of the draft Recovery Plan and  provide a more detailed 
and  adequate  analysis  of  the  effects of the  alternatives  under  consideration. 

Thank you for the  opportunity  to  review  and provide comments  on  this DEIS, Should 
you  have  questions about these  comments or need  additional  information  please  feel 
free to contact us at  the above  address or telephone ( 5 0 5 )  766-3565. 

Sincerely, n 

Glenn B. Sekavec 
Regional  Environmental  Officer 

”. . 
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Charles W. Cartwright ,  J r .  
Regional  Forester 
USDA Forest  S e r v i c e  
517 Gold Ave., SW 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102 

RE: Draft  Environmental Impact Statement 
Proposed Amendment of Forcst   Plans 
Fores t  Service - Southwester3  Region 

Dear Mr. Cartwxight: 

I am w r i t i n g  on behalf  of t h e  Arizona  State Land 
Department ("ASLD")  t o  comment upon t h e  above-referenced  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement ('DEIS"). ASLD commends t h e  
U n i t e d  s t a t e s  Forest Service ("USFS") fox its  ana lys i s  of the 
environmental  impacts of t h e  proposed amendments t o  t h e  f o r e s t  
p l a n s ,  and we thank you for  t h e  oppor tun i ty   t o  comment on the  
DEIS. 

The Interests and Experience of ASLD and S t a t e  Land Commissioner 
w i t h  Respect  to  Matters  Addressed i n  the D E I S  

The State of Arizona is n a t u r a l l y  very i n t e r e s t e d  i n  
the use and management of all forested lands w i t h i n  i ts  
boundaries.  Arizona's citizens bene f i t  from wise and e f f e c t i v e  
management of t he   na t iona l   fo re s t s .  Not only docs a large  
segment of AriZona's population use the fores t s  f o r   r e c r e a t i o n a l  
purposes,  t h e  s t a t e  and i ts  count ies   share  i n  the  revenues 
produced from t h e  sale of forest  products .  

The S t a t e  of Arizona a l s o  has an i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e  
management of national f o r e s t s  i n  i ts  ro le  as the  owner of lands 
that adjo in  national fo re s t   l ands .  ASLD is t h e  agency w h i c h  
manages t h e  9.4 mil l ion   acres  of l a n d  t h a t  were conveyed t o  the  
S t a t e  i n  t r u s t ,  for t h e  b e n e f i t  of u n i v e r s i t i e s ,  schools and 
c e r t a i n   o t h e r   b e n e f i c i a r i e s .  Thousands of acres of these  lands 
are in te rspersed  with, or  ad jacen t   t o ,   na t iona l  f o r e s t s .  These 
l a n d s  are l i k e l y   t o  be affected by t h e  i n f e s t a t i o n  of adjoining 
national forests by pests  and d i seases ,  and by t h e  outbreak of 
wi ldf i res .  

" 
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As you may know, I have been the Arizona S t a t e  Land 
Commissioner  Since 1987, and as s u c h  I am respons ib le  as a 
f iduc ia ry  for t h e  management and p ro tec t ion  of Arizona's 9 . 4  
mil l ion   acres  of s t a t e  t r u s t  lands.  I am a l s o  t h e  S t a t e  
Fores t e r ,  and a s  s u c h  I am respons ib le  for  wildfi re  suppression 
on s t a t e  and pr iva t e   l ands  w i t h i n  Arizona, and,  when called 
upon, I am requi red   to   furn ish  wildf i re  suppress ion   ass i s tance  
on s t a t e ,   p r i v a t e  and federa l   l ands  i n  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s ,  Mexico 
and  Canada which  are  covered by cooperat ive  f i re   agreements .  I 
am a l s o  a member of t h e  National Commission on Wildf i re  
Disasters .  

Before my appointment as Arizona  State Land 
Commissioner, I served i n  va r ious   pos i t i ons  of increas ing  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  w i t h i n  t h e  u n i t e d  S t a t e s  Forest Service ( V S F S w ) ,  
culminating i n  my s e r v i c e  as t h e  Regional  Forester  fox  the 
Southwestern  Region. As Sta t e   Fo res t e r ,  and because of my 
extensive  experience i n  f o r e s t r y  i n  t h e  southwestern United 
S t a t e s ,  I am knowledgeable about f o r e s t  management practices as 
they affect the   overa l l   hea l th  of t h e  forest  ecosystem, and the 
r i s k  of  c a t a s t r o p h i c   w i l d f i r e  i n  fo re s t   l ands .  

Overview of ASLD's S u b s t a n t i v e  Comments 

ASLD urges USFS t o  adopt and implement f o r e s t  p l a n s  
t h a t  will provide  for  t h e  long  term  health and d i v e r s i t y  of the 
e n t i r e   f o r e s t  ecosystem. A t  t h e  same time, f o r e s t   p l a n s  s h o u l d  
balance  the  protect ion of t h e  many species t h a t  i n h a b i t  t h e  
f o r e s t  ( and  n o t  merely th.e present ly   popular  MSO and Goshawk) 
w i t h  other management ob jec t ives ,  such as t h e  production of 
timber and other forest products  and t h e  c r ea t ion  of a n a t u r a l l y  
s u s t a i n a b l e   f o r e s t  ecology. e 

ASLD believes t h a t   A l t e r n a t i v e  E as described i n  t h e  
DEIS better  accomplishes these object ives   than does the  
a l t e r n a t i v e   p r e f e r r e d  by USFS (Al t e rna t ive  C / F ) .  According t o  
the   ana lys i s   p resented  i n  the DEIS, A l t e r n a t i v e  E would b e t t e r  
provide for the   p reserva t ion  of f o r e s t   h e a l t h  and product ive 
management of renewable forest resources  without  harming the 
f o r e s t   s p e c i e s  w h i c h  the proposed amendments a r e  designed t o  
p r o t e c t ,   A l t e r n a t i v e  E would entail t h e  iowest r i s k  from insect, 

Mit 
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d i sease ,  and wildfire.  I t  would also produce t h e  g r e a t e s t  
amount of forage,  timber product ion,  jobs,  and revenue. 
Considering  the  analysis  presented i n  t h e  DEIS i t s e l f ,  it  is 
unclear why USFS p r e f e r s   A l t e r n a t i v e  C/F.  

AS Sta te   Fores te r  I am particularly  concerned  about t h e  
p o t e n t i a l  for the  proposed amendments t o  exace rba te   fo re s t  
condi t ions   tha t  already present  a tremendous risk of wildf i re  by 
unnecessarily inc reas ing   fo re s t  d e n s i t y  and fuel  loading. 

I am a l s o  concerned  that the proposed amendments do not 
allow suf f ic ien t  f l e x i b i l i t y   t o  address  specific s i t u a t i o n s   t h a t  
may a r i s e  i n  a reas   inhabi ted  or p o t e n t i a l l y   h a b i t a b l e  by MSOs 
and  goshawks, and which  may adve r se ly   a f f ec t  the f o r e s t  
ecosystem as a whole. The Integrated  Resource Management 
approach, coupled w i t h  the  consul ta t ion  requirements  unde r  t h e  
Endangered  Species Act ,  allow USFS t o   cons ide r  and balance t h e  
impact of management practices upon t h e  two species   while  a l s o  
considering t h e  impact  of the s p e c i f i c  management p r a c t i c e  on 
t h e  heal th  of the  forest   ecosystem as a whole.  Absolute 
prohib i t ion   o f  t h e  use of  c e r t a i n  management tools, regardless 
of the  specific circumstances,  as provided in Al te rna t ive  C / F ,  
may have  an unintended  detrimental  effect upon f o r e s t  h e a l t h ,  
and may foster  l i t i g a t i o n  by those who seek t o  t i e  the  hands of 
fores t   managers .   Rather   than   f la t ly   p rohib i t ing  a l l  timber 
c u t t i n g  on slopes of 4 0  degrees or more, for  example, t h e  forest 
plans  s h o u l d  provide  that   t imber w i l l  not be cut on s u c h  slopes 
unless  necessary t o  redress  conditions  that   endanger t h e  s tand ,  
or t o  salvage timber  from, slopes where t r e e s  have been damaged 
by f i r e ,  pests or  disease. 

ASLD is also concerned t h a t  t h e  proposed amendments 
incorpora te  popular b u t  s c i e n t i f i c a l l y  unproved  assumptions 
about what condi t ions are e s s e n t i a l  t o  p reserva t ion  of t h e  
goshawk and t h e  s p o t t e d  owl. For  example, t h e  DEIS is r e p l e t e  
w i t h  s ta tements   tha t  imply t h a t  any human a c t i v i t y  i n  forest 
areas occupied by t h e  l a t e   success iona l   spec ie s  is  incompatible 
w i t h  t h e  c o n t i n u e d  hea l th  of those species. I n  fact, t he re  is 
evidence  that  spotted owls and  goshawks e s t a b l i s h   n e s t s  and 
forage for food i n  a reas  also used and occupied by humans, The  
amendments s h o u l d  p r o h i b i t  human activities i n  such areas only 
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t o   t he  extent t h a t  such a c t i v i t i e s  are incompatible w i t h  t h e  
p re se rva t ion  of the species, and should  provide for USFS t o  
permit a c t i v i t i e s  t o  t h e  degree  that  i t  can be demonstrated  that 
s u c h  a c t i v i t i e s  do not harm t h e  species. 

The forest p lans  s h o u l d  also provide for  t r a n s i t i o n  
from t h e   p r e s e n t   t o   s i t u a t i o n s   t h a t  will exist a t  some p o i n t  in 
the f u t u r e ,  when the  effects of these  amendments will be known 
and f o r e s t  conditions a l t e r e d .  For example, there is no 
p rov i s ion   fo r   spec ia l  management r e s t r i c t i o n s  t o  terminate i f  
and when b i r d s  abandon a t e r r i t o r y .  

Finally, ASLD is concerned  that t he  proposed amendments 
overemphasize  the  restriction of c e r t a i n  management pract i ces ,  
o s tens ib ly  i n  the i n t e r e s t s  of p reserv ing  selected species, 
ra ther   than  seeking t o  achieve a heal thy forest  ecosystem w i t h  
cond i t ions   t ha t  can be maintained  over t h e  long term. 

Substant ive Comments 

1. USFS Should  Not Handate  Forest Management P o l i c i e s  
That Increase the Probability of Destructive and 
Uncontrolled Forest F i r e s .  ” 

while amendment of the fo re s t   p l ans  t o  address the 
impact of f o r e s t  management a c t i v i t i e s  on the goshawk and t h e  
spotted owl is appropriate ,  ASLD is concerned about t h e  tendency 
of  the proposed amendments t o  provide  for the preserva t ion  of 
late-successional vege tq t ion  pr imar i ly  by p r e s c r i b i n g  
r e l a t i v e l y  h i g h  percentages  of  canopy closure over r e l a t i v e l y  
large  a r e a s ,  when s u c h  condi t ions may not be achievable or 
s u s t a i n a b l e ,  and may i n  fact be cont ra indica ted  because af other  
fores t  condi t ions t h a t  increase the  r i s k  of wildf i res .  

Forest  management pract ices  over time have r e su l t ed  i n  
what today i s  a s e r i o u s   f i r e  danger i n  n a t i o n a l   f o r e s t s  
throughout t h e  Southwest ,  including Arizona’s forest l a n d s .  As a 
r e s u l t  of nearly a cen tu ry  of f i r e  exclusion from many areas ,  
our p i n e  and mixed conifer f o r e s t s ,  w i t h i n  my lifetime, have 
been converted from open mature forest  with a few large t r e e s  to 
f o r e s t s  choked w i t h  large numbers of small trees. 

UI 
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A number of condi t ions now preva len t  i n  f o r e s t s  i n  t h e  
Southwestern  region,  that   threaten  the  health of t h e  f o r e s t  
ecosystem, would be exacerbated by t h e  adoption  of the proposed 
amendments without t h e  f l e x i b i l i t y  t o  redress such condi t ions .  
These  condi t ions i n c l u d e  the  following: 

- There has been an overal l  s h i f t  from open grown 
f o r e s t  and woodland types i n  which l i g h t  f i re s  
burned  frequently t o  a s i t u a t i o n  where we have 
mil l ions  of acres of dense chapparal  and 
overstocked forested lands w i t h  mult i - leve ls  of 
v e r t i c a l  fuels.  The proposed amendments, by 
prescribing extremely h i g h  canopy cover and 
p r o h i b i t i n g  t h e  removal of timber and dead woods, 
would exacerbate t h i s  condi t ion.  

- There are tons of accumulated dead and down fue ls  
on t h e  ground  waiting to burn. The proposed 
amendments n o t  only require  t h a t  a c e r t a i n  amount 
of dead and down fuels be accumulated, they appear 
t o  p r o h i b i t  s u c h  a c t i v i t i e s  as fuel  ga ther ing  and 
other removal of dead and down fuels  throughout 
a reas  as l a r g e  as 6,000 continguoue  acres. 

a f f ec t ed  by reduced run-off. 
c On-site and of f - s i te  r i p a r i a n   a r e a s  have been 

c Growth of herbs ,  forbes I and grasses  has been 
reduced becapuse of t h e  closed brush and/or   t ree  
c a n q y  and competition f o r  l i m i t e d  moisture. As 
forests  a r e  made more dense  under the proposed 
amendment, these condi t ions will worsen , 
ul t imate ly  r e d u c i n g  t h e  amount of  forage far  o the r  
spec ies .  

c Overstocking and s t a g n a t i o n  in timbered land have 
r e s u l t e d  i n  poor-condi t ion  t rees ,  which will lead 
to increased   mor ta l i ty ,  especially i n  drought 
years frequently  experienced  here i n  t h e  Southwest. 
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- W i l d l i f e  habi ta t   has  been drastically altered t o  
favor w i l d l i f e  species requi r ing  t h i c k  brush Or 
t r e e  s tands .  

c Current s t ands  are, by his tor ical   measures ,  
extremely dense, T h i s  d e n s i t y  is no t   sus t a inab le ,  
as i t  is  assoc ia ted  w i t h  forest hea l th  problems, 
s u c h  a s  p i n e  beet les ,   drought  damage, budworm 
d e f o l i a t i o n ,  and dwarf mis t l e toe .  

In t h e i r  present condi t ion ,   Ar izona ' s   fores t   l ands   a re  
ready t o  explode  into an all-consuming wildfire s u c h  as t h e  
June, 1 9 9 0  Dude Fire   near  Payson. The proposed amendments  would 
prevent USFS from c u t t i n g  and/or relnoving  timber  and  taking 
other actions  that   reduce  the  accumulation of dead and down 
fuels,  and i n  some instances  mandate  increased  accumulation of 
fuels ,  increased   fores t  d e n s i t y ,  and increased canopy closure. 
such mandates  increase t h e  risk of catastrophic  f o r e s t  f i r e .  

I n f l e x i b l e   p o l i c i e s  l ead ing  t o  increased   fores t  density 
are not j u s t i f i e d  by t h e  assumption  that such conditions  merely 
r ec rea t e   o r   p re se rve   pas t   cond i t ions  i n  w h i c h  t h e  goshawk and 
t h e  MSO once flourished.  Southwestern forests have h i s t o r i c a l l y  
been shaped by fire. There is s u b s t a n t i a l   s c i e n t i f i c   e v i d e n c e  
t h a t  before Arizona was se t t led  its fores t s  were much more open 
and park- l ike  than a t  presen t .  Present fo re s t   cond i t ions  have 
r e su l t ed ,  i n  l a r g e  p a r t ,  from USFS f i r e  suppress ion   po l ic ies  
over t h e  pas t  century.  Even assuming t h a t  i t  is necessary or 
desirable t o  manage our ~natfonal f o r e s t s   p r i m a r i l y   f o r  t h e  
bene f i t  of late successional  species t o  the detriment of o ther  
species,  (an  assumption w i t h  w h i c h  we do n o t  a g r e e ) ,  i t  does not 
make sense t o  carry out t h i s  program i n  a way t h a t  is likely t o  
drastically a l ter  large p o r t i o n s  of the foxest habitat through 
w i l d f i r e .  

Already because of extreme fuel loading and c l e a n  a i r  
requi rements ,   ex is t ing   fores t   condi t ions   cannot  be remedied 
solely or   s a fe ly  through the use of prescr ibed  f i r e .  Timber 
harvest  can be,  and is, u s e d  t o  mimic t h e  w i l d f i r e s   t h a t  
his tor ical ly   maintained early successional cover t y p e s ,  without 
the risk of massive destruction posed by wi ldf i res .  USFS shocid 
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not abandon t h i s  tool t h r o u g h  t h e  a d o p t i o n  of i n f l e x i b l e  
r e s t r i c t i o n s   o n  forest  management i n  t h e  in te res t  of p r e s e r v i n g  
t h e  goshawk and t h e  MSO. 

2 .  USFS S h o u l d  Not Ignore The O v e r a l l  Health and 
B i o d i v e r s i t y  of the Forest Ecosystem t o  Promote  a 
S i n a l e  S n e c i e s  - - .. - -  - " _ " _  

Forest   management  pract ices  h a v e   i m p l i c a t i o n s   b e y o n d  
their  effects  upon a s i n g l e  species or group of species, s u c h  as 
the l a t e - s u c c e s s i o n a l  species whose  needs are  addressed i n  t h e  
DEIS. Conditions t h a t  favor o n e  species or group of species may 
n o t   f a v o r   o t h e r s .  For example, forest  management t h a t  favors 
dense, multi-story s t a n d s  will reduce the p r e v a l e n c e  of c e r t a i n  
des i red  species, s u c h  as a s p e n  and p o n d e r o s a  pine, that do n o t  
r e g e n e r a t e   u n d e r  shaded  c o n d i t i o n s .   D e n s e ,   m u l t i - s t o r i e d   f o r e s t s  
are a l s o  more susceptible t o   d e s t r u c t i o n  by disease ,  d r o u g h t ,  
and pa ras i t e s .  The proposed amendments  appear t o  i g n o r e  these 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n s   i n   f a v o r  of i n f l e x i b l e  r e q u i r e m e n t s   i n t e n d e d  t o  
protect t h e  goshawk  and the MSO. 

E x t t n s i v e  areas of aspen s t a n d s  no longer ex i s t ,  and 
open meadow areas are  d i s a p p e a r i n g  as c o n i f e r  s t ands  ma tu re   and  
expand.  The proposed amendments  would  not allow s u f f i c i e n t  
f l e x i b i l i t y  t o  p r e s e r v e  t h e  e x i s t i n g  d i v e r s i t y  of the f o r e s t ,  
and is l i k e l y  t o  resul t  i n  t h e  c o n v e r s i o n  of e x i s t i n g  wooded 
lands  i n c r e a s i n g l y  t o  m i x e d  c o n i f e r s .  T h i s  will u l t i m a t e l y  
reduce t h e  d i v e r s i t y  of v e g e t a t i v e   a n d   s t r u c t u r a l  habitats. 
Forage q u a n t i t y  a n d  v i s u a l  appeal of fores t s  for r e c r e a t i o n a l  
users may d e c l i n e  as c a n o p i e s  become more d e n s e .  

While t h e  DEIS m e n t i o n s  these c o n s i d e r a t i o n s ,  t h e  USFS 
preferred a l t e r n a t i v e  (Alternat ive  C/F) does not afford 'the same 
p r i o r i t y  to these objec t ives  as would a n o t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e  
( A l t e r n a t i v e  E). A c c o r d i n g   t o  t h e  D E I S ,  A l t e r n a t i v e  E woule 
entail t h e  lowest r i sk  from insec t ,  d i sease ,  and w i l d f i r e .  I t  
would   p roduce  t h e  g r e a t e s t  amount of forage ,  timber product ion ,  
jobs,  a n d  r e v e n u e .  These b e n e f i t s  would be o b t a i n e d   w i t h o u t  
s ign i f icant   e f fec ts  upon the MSO or  t h e  goshawk, The on ly  
factor t h a t  a p p a r e n t l y   f a v o r s  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  of A l t e r n a t i v e  C/F 
o v e r   A l t e r n a t i v e  E is t h e  f a c t  t h a t  A l t e r n a t i v e  C/F would favor  
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l a te -success iona l   spec ies ,  and would maintain a greater 
percentage of t h e   f o r e s t   a r e a  i n  mid-aged  and older s t ages  of 
vege ta t iona l   ' s t ruc ture .  

3 .  The Forest Plans  Should  Retain S u f f i c i e n t  
F l e x i b i l i t y  t o  Address Specific Si tuat ions  That  
Threaten t h e  Health of the  Forest  Ecosystem. 

Rather  than  adopting amendments t h a t   i n f l e x i b l y  
r e s t r i c t  t h e  use of management t o o l s ,  t h e  USFS should  spec i fy  
t h e  desired condi t ions t o  be achieved and allow s u f f i c i e n t  
f l e x i b i l i t y   t o   a t t a i n   t h o s e   c o n d i t i o n s  by responding  to t h e  
needs of t h e  ecosystem. 

For example, t h e  proposed amendment6 appear t o   p r o h i b i t  
a c t i v i t y  i n  management t e r r i t o r i e s ,  even where owls or goshawks 
e s t a b l i s h   t e r r i t o r i e s   n e a r   e x i s t i n g  human a c t i v i t y   c e n t e r s  s u c h  
as campgrounds. They a l s o  appear  to  prohibit   removal of 
hardwood i n  management t e r r i t o r i e s  (MTs), even where 
e x t r a o r d i n a r i l y  heavy fuel loading exists .  The proposed 
amendments require t h a t  a 6 , 0 0 0  acre  MT be es t ab l i shed  f o r  t h e  
goshawk r ega rd le s s  of where the b i r d  is found. Goshawks a r e  
found below t h e  ponderosa  pine  e levat ion,  at sites t h a t   a r e  
largely  non-coniferous and  have d iverse   vege ta t ion  types t h a t  do  
n o t  f i t  t h e  gu ide l ines  and are   not  appropriate f o r  a 6 ,000  acre 
MT . 

We recommend tha t   i n s t ead  of abso lu t e ly   p roh ib i t i ng  
c e r t a i n   a c t i v i t i e s  i n  a r eas  6,000 acres in s i z e ,  without  regard 
t o  t h e  a c t u a l  presence or  absence of b i r d s  or  the condi t ion of 
t h e  t e r r i t o r i e s ,  USFS should  provide  that  activities i n  core 
a reas  or  PITS ,will be assessed through formal consu l t a t ion  to' 
determine  whether t h e  a c t i v i t y  poses any  r isk t o  the birds, and 
if so whether t h e  risk of t h e   a c t i v i t y  is greater or l e s s e r  t h a n  
tho r i s k  of foregoing t h e  a c t i v i t y .  

4 ,  USFS Should  Not Mandate P r o t e c t i v e  Measures That 
Have Adverse Consequences Unless Such  Measures Are 
Warranted by Credible S c i e ' n t i f i c  Ev idence .  

The proposed amendments adopt cer tain  requirements  t h a t  
adverse ly  a f f e c t   f o r e s t  h e a l t h  and w h i c h  a r e  n o t  proven t o  be 

ffl  
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necessary €or the   p reserva t ion  of t h e  goshawk or  t h e  owl. For 
example: 

1. The required MT f o r  owls is excessively l a r g e .  
The most recent  studies determined home range s i ze  and use by 
u s i n g  ac t iv i ty   con tour s ,  and based upon such  s t u d i e s  it appears 
that t h e  owls spend 80% of their   t ime i n  areas s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
smaller than t h e  2 ,000  acre MT required by the proposed 
amendments. These studies  may only support core a r e a s  i n  
Arizona  forests  439  acres i n  s i z e ,  and MTs 983 acres i n  s ize .  

2 .  The proposed amendments specify  extremely h i g h  
percentages of canopy c losu re  throughout a MT, without 
sc ient i f ic  j u s t i f i c a t i o n .  The sc ien t i f ic  evidence only supports 
h i g h  canopy dens i ty  i n  areas immediately  surrounding  roost and 
nest sites. 

3 .  The p roh ib i t i on  of management activities w i t h i n  
Post-Fledging Areas ( P F A s )  and MTs a t  a l l   t imes   appears  
unnecessary and undesirable .  Not only do owls e s t a b l i s h  nests 
i n  a r e a s  where human ac t iv i ty   occu r s ,  i t  should  not be necessary 
t o   p r o h i b i t   a c t i v i t i e s  i n  core areas; a t  times when they are n o t  
occupied. For example, the   b lanket   p rohib i t ion  of 
habi ta t -modi fy ing   ac t iv i t ies  i n  MSO core territory a t  any time, 
p lus  r e s t r i c t i o n s  on a c t i v i t i e s  i n  MTs, may e l imina te  
oppor tun i t i e s  t o  enhance or mainta in   habi ta t ,  e.g.  , by 
r ees t ab l i sh ing  willows i n  an upland r i p a r i a n  area ,  Such 
restrictions may r equ i r e  USFS to fence o f f  nest s i t e s  to 
r e s t r i c t  access by people and wild l i fe .   Fur thermore ,   cer ta in  
types of a c t i v i t i e s ,  s u c h  as fence conetruction/maintenance, 
road closure/maintenance,   cat t le  graz ing ,  camping, h i k i n g ,  and 
fuel . g a t h e r i n g ,  do not d i s t u r b  t h e  b i r d s .  or a l t e r  t h e  h a b i t a t  
fo r  MSO c a p a b i l i t y .  

4 .  The p roh ib i t i on  of all timber c u t t i n g  on slopes 
over 4 0 8 ,  whether or not s u i t a b l e  or occupied MSO t e r r i t o r y ,  
appears overbroad and undesirable .  For example, i n  c e r t a i n  
s i t u a t i o n s  cutting of timber on steep s lopes may be e s s e n t i a l  t o  
f a c i l i t a t e  growth of aspen,   to   prevent   destruct ion of a s tand 
due t o  pests  or disease,  or to remove hazard t rees .  
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5 .  The r e q u i r e m e n t  t h a t  surveys be conduc ted  i n  an 
area p r i o r  t o  h a b i t a t  m o d i f y i n g   m a n a g e m e n t   a c t i v i t i e s  a l s o  
appears excess ive .  I t  s h o u l d  be l i m i t e d  t o  a c t i v i t i e s  known t o  
harm t h e  b i r d s  or  t h e i r  required h a b i t a t ,  or a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  
occur d u r i n g  t h e  breeding season. 

5 .  USFS S h o u l d ,  t o  t h e  Greatest  Degree P o s s i b l e ,  
El iminate  Ambigui ty  in t h e  S t a n d a r d s   U l t i m a t e l y  
Adopted. 

Ambigui ty   caused  by t h e  use of terms or  s t a n d a r d s  t h a t  
are no t  d e f i n e d  may lead to l i t i g a t i o n  t h a t  will t i e  uspsls 
h a n d s  i n  managing and protecting t h e  forest  ecosystem. For that 
reason we urge USFS t o  c l a r i f y  the meaning of terms t h a t  appear 
i n  t h e  proposed amendments but are  n o t  d e f i n e d .  F O ~  example: 

1. The r e q u i r e m e n t   t h a t  an MT be es tab l i shed  for each 
i n d i v i d u a l  or p a i r  "found"  could mean a n y t h i n g .  An MT s h o u l d  
only be e s t a b l i s h e d  when t h e  p r e s e n c e  of s i n g l e  or p a i r s  of owls 
is confirmed. 

2 .  The  term "adverse s t a n d  or  h a b i t a t   s t r u c t u r e  
m o d i f i c a t i o n s "  is n o t   d e f i n e d .  Does i t  mean a c t i v i t y  known t o  
harm t h e  b i r d s ,  or t h a t  ma harm b i r d s ,  or someth ing  If 
t h i s  term is n o t   s u f f i c i e n t  -3 y d e f i n e d ,   t h e n  certain groups will 
undoubtedly argue t h a t  t h e  term encompasses  any and all a c t i v i t y .  

C o n c l u s i o n  

In amending t h e  fqrest  p l a n s   t o  address t h e  
r e q u i r e m e n t s  of two b i r d  species, USFS s h o u l d  make paramount  the 
object ive of c r e a t i n g  a d i v e r s e  and h e a l t h y   f o r e s t   e c o s y s t e m ,  i n  
a c o n d i t i o n  t h a t  is s u s t a i n a b l e  over time. The protection -of t h e  
owl and t h e  goshawk s h o u l d  be balanced a g a i n s t  o ther  concerns 
s u c h  as p r e v e n t i n g  t h e  d e s t r u c t i o n  of l a rge  forested areas due  
t o  pests, disease and f i r e .  Instead of a t t e m p t i n g   t o  prescr ibe  
r i g i d  r e q u i r e m e n t s   t o  address a l l  c i r c u m s t a n c e s ,  the f o r e s t  
plans s h o u l d  r e t a i n  suff ic ient  f l e x i b i l i t y  t o  e n a b l e  t h e  USFS t o  
address  specific s i t u a t i o n s  as t h e y  arise t h r o u g h  t h e  I n t e g r a t e d  
Resource Management (IRM) process and c o n s u l t a t i o n  w i t h  U.S. 
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Thank you for  your consideration of these comments. 

Very t r u l y  yours, 

M.J. Hasseli- 
Arizona State Land Commissioner 

xc: A r t  Briggs 
Director of Land Management Planning 
Southwestern Region 
United States Forest Service 


