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Introduction 
Objector Information 
There were 15 objections to the revised Land Management Plan, filed by: 

• Michael Farrington, New Mexico Chapter of Backcountry Hunters and Anglers 
• Luke Fisher, Continental Divide Trail Coalition 
• Logan Glasenapp, New Mexico Wild 
• William Gooch 
• Valerie Gremillion 
• Sam Hitt, Wild Watershed 
• Craig Jolly 
• Leonard Martinez, San Joaquin Del Rio de Chama Land Grant 
• Don Norton, Holy Ghost Homeowners Association 
• Juan Sanchez, New Mexico Land Grant Council 
• Patrick Siglin, Comexico LLC 
• Ernest Torrez 
• Todd Schulke, Center for Biological Diversity 
• Cyndi Tuell, Western Watersheds Project 
• Greg Warren 

Interested Persons Information  
There were 13 individuals who were granted interested person status: 

• Aaron Clark, International Mountain Bike Association 
• Logan Glasenapp, New Mexico Wild 
• Vidal Gonzalez, Santa Clara Pueblo 
• William Gooch 
• Valerie Gremillion 
• Sarah Hyden, The Forest Advocate 
• Kyle Klain, Santa Fe Fat Tire Society 
• Lela McFerrin, Upper Pecos Watershed Association 
• Jerry O’Shea 
• Dan Roper, Trout Unlimited 
• Todd Schulke, Center for Biological Diversity 
• Cyndi Tuell, Western Watersheds Project 
• Ralph Vigil, New Mexico Acequia Commission 

Objection Response Format 
Approximately 70 issues, identified from objections received to the revised plan, were reviewed. To 
facilitate my review and response to the issues raised, similar issues were grouped under a general 
resource heading. Acronyms are used throughout the document, please see the glossary on the final 
page of this document 

Not all issues resulted in instructions. I found the responsible official sufficiently addressed the concerns  
and complies with current law, policy, and regulation.  
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National Environmental Policy Act  
NEPA General Obligations 
Primary Objector 
Todd Schulke, Center for Biological Diversity 

Issue Summary 
An objector contends the responsible official violates NEPA by failing to provide detailed statements 
regarding environmental impacts of the proposed action and any adverse impacts that cannot be 
avoided. 

The objector specifically states “The Forest Service's NEPA Obligations under the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), every federal agency that takes a major federal action "significantly affecting the 
quality of the human environment" is required to create a detailed statement discussing: (i) the 
environmental impact of the proposed action; (ii) any adverse environmental effects which cannot be 
avoided should the proposal be implemented.”  

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
In response (Santa Fe National Forest Land Management Plan FEIS, Chapter 1, Section 1.7, pp. 12-14), 
the responsible official analyzed four alternatives in detail (FEIS, Chapter 2, Section 2.2, pp. 18-51). The 
Forest Service also considered eleven other alternatives. These other alternatives were eliminated from 
detailed study based on factors discussed in the FEIS, Volume 1, on pages 52-55, as is required per 40 
CFR 1502.14.  

The impacts to the physical, biological, social, and economic environments are analyzed by alternative in 
Chapter 3 of the FEIS (Volume 1, pp. 75-473; Volume 2, pp. 1-110). As stated by the responsible official 
in the DROD (p. 45), “The Forest Service has developed, gathered, and reviewed an extensive amount of 
information regarding the potential effects of each of the alternatives considered in the FEIS.”  

Additionally, the Santa Fe National Forest responded to public comments regarding compliance with 40 
CFR 1500-1508 in the FEIS, Volume 4, Appendix O, Response to Comments on pages 26-27, which states 
that the FEIS describes the affected environment and discloses the environmental effects of the 
alternatives. The Forest Service’s response to public comments focused on the range and 
reasonableness of alternatives can be found in the Response of Comments on pages 14-17 and 344-355. 

Lastly, the responsible official’s consideration of compliance with NEPA can be found in the DROD on 
pages 45-46. As concluded in the DROD on page 45, the responsible official states that the 
environmental analysis, including the public participation process, “complies with each of the major 
elements of the requirements set forth by the Council on Environmental Quality regulations for 
implementing the NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508).” 

Assessment 
The environmental effects are adequately disclosed in the FEIS in Volume 1 on pages 75-473 and 
Volume 2 on pages 1-110. Also, she based the draft decision on the significant environmental impacts 
addressed throughout Chapter 3 of the FEIS, thereby addressing the requirements found at 40 CFR 
1502.16.    
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Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official has appropriately met her obligations under NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508) 
for the following reasons. First, as displayed in the FEIS on pages 18-51 and the DROD on pages 30-35, 
she has considered a broad and a reasonable range of alternatives in her decision making (40 CFR 
1502.1 and 1502.14; 36 CFR 220.5(e)).  

Inadequate Response to Comments 
Primary Objector  
Sam Hitt, Wild Watershed 

Issue Summary 
The objector contends that the agency failed to respond to comments submitted during the public 
comment period. Specifically, the objector is concerned there is a failure to disclose effects of smoke on 
people in the FEIS. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
Impacts to air quality can be found in the FEIS, Volume 1, on pages 349-360, which concludes that under 
each alternative there is the potential for significant impacts to air quality resulting from wildland fire. 
Although all alternatives were found to be compliant with Federal and State air quality standards, the 
analysis found that smoke from fires may degrade air quality under each alternative (FEIS, Volume 1, pp. 
63 and 356). The Santa Fe National Forest uses fine particulate matter as one of the indicators in the 
FEIS to determine impacts to air quality, which is of noted concern to objectors as highlighted in their 
reference to a report titled, “Human Health Effects of Forest Fire Smoke,” by Ann McCampbell, MD. 

In addition to the analysis regarding air quality, the FEIS, Volume 2, discloses, “the primary hazardous 
exposure [environmental justice] communities face is smoke due to managed and natural fires” (Section 
3.17.5.2.2.2, p. 57). While emissions would occur from prescribed burns or wildfires, the Forest Service 
would still comply with the New Mexico State Smoke Management Program and the Clean Air Act (FEIS, 
Volume 2, Section 3.17.5.3.3.1, p. 58). Additionally, the analysis concludes that under Alternative 2 there 
would be “beneficial long-term reductions in extreme smoke events” (Section 3.17.5.3.3.3, p. 59). 

The Santa Fe National Forest addresses public health respiratory concerns resulting from wildland fire 
events in the FEIS, Volume 4, Appendix O, Response to Comments on pages 53-54, 68-69, and 161-164, 
stating that human safety, which includes respiratory health, is the highest priority in all fire response 
actions (also see the LMP, FW-FIRE-S-1). Specific to prescribed fires, the Santa Fe National Forest points 
out that they are required to follow air quality standards, such as the New Mexico State Smoke 
Management Program and the Environmental Protection Agency’s National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (also see the LMP, FW-AIR-DC-1, FW-AIR-DC-2, and FW-AIR-MA-1). Additionally, during 
prescribed burns, the Forest Service is required to use techniques that minimize smoke (see the LMP, 
FW-AIR-G-2). 

In the DROD, on pages 35-39, there is a discussion regarding the Santa Fe National Forest’s 
documentation of the best available scientific information. In conclusion, the responsible official states, 
“I have determined that the most accurate and reliable scientific information available and relevant to 
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the issues considered in this forest plan revision has been used to inform the planning process and has 
been applied to the issues considered in the revision, as required by 36 CFR 219.3” (DROD, p. 39). 

Assessment and Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official has sufficiently disclosed effects of smoke in the FEIS (e.g., sections 3.7 
and 3.17). Additionally, she has appropriately considered public comments concerning the impacts of air 
pollution, in particular smoke, to public health, as evidenced in the Response to Comments. Considering 
the information brought forward by the public, including objectors, I find that the record supports 
incorporating additional scientific information into corresponding plan components. 

Instruction 
While the paper by Dr. McCampbell is in the Forest’s record (20191107Comx1HittS1x.pdf, pp. 1625-
1649), it is not included in their consideration of science spreadsheet. I am instructing the responsible 
official to add this citation to the spreadsheet to ensure that appropriate documentation of this 
comment was considered. The paper is not peer-reviewed, nor has it been published. Also, it appears 
that her report was put together for the Santa Fe Forest Coalition. The objector also raises the issue that 
this paper “cites 59 peer-review studies is clearly the best available science on the public health impacts 
of intentional burning.” I searched for some of these studies in the master spreadsheet, and they don’t 
appear to be included. I’m assuming these papers are medically-based (since the author is a doctor), 
therefore, they likely don’t apply to this planning effort since the Forest has met their obligation in 
disclosing health impacts resulting from smoke (degraded air quality). 

Agency Bias 
Primary Objector 
Craig Jolly 

Issue Summary 
The objector alleges agency bias regarding grazing because of the personal history of local Forest Service 
staff and the Forest Service’s support for grazing.  

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
Under all alternatives in the FEIS (Chapter 2, pp. 17-74), rangeland management and livestock grazing 
have multiple mechanisms to evaluate, review, and adapt management as needed to effectively protect 
resources and respond to changing conditions. Impacts to rangelands and grazing can be found in 
section 3.11 of the FEIS on pages 396-407; traditional uses associated with grazing livestock can be 
found in section 3.8 on pages 361-373; and socioeconomic impacts of grazing can be found in section 
3.17 on pages 1-54. 

The concern of agency bias towards grazing is addressed in the FEIS, Volume 4, Appendix O, Response to 
Comments on page 197, which provides reference to Forest Service policy for grazing permit eligibility 
and ownership (Forest Service Handbook 2200, Chapter 10, Sections 12.1, 12.2, and 13.1). The Santa Fe 
National Forest also addresses the comment regarding bias on page 212 of the Response to Comments, 
which states that “management approaches encourage knowledge sharing and partnership amongst 
multiple interested parties around rangeland management” (RANGE-MA-1 and 4). 
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The Forest Supervisor does not, nor do any of her relatives, hold grazing permits on National Forest 
System lands. 

Assessment 
I recognize that there is historical significance in the tradition of grazing on the Santa Fe National Forest, 
and Forest Service policy dictates grazing permits remain in families, which results in long-standing 
community ties to National Forest System lands. However, in my review of the record, I find the 
responsible official acted without bias in her DROD, where she concludes that she has selected an 
alternative that “reflects the best overall arrangement of multiple uses, while maintaining the long-term 
health and productivity of the land” (DROD, p. 13). Lastly, I find that the responsible official has engaged 
with a diverse group of interested parties (DROD, pp. 9-11) and has appropriately considered the range 
of input received throughout the planning effort (FEIS, Volume 4, Appendix O). 

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official did not demonstrate bias or a preference towards grazing activities 
during the land management plan revision. 

Planning and NEPA – Future Actions 
Primary Objector 
Luke Fisher, Continental Divide Trail Coalition 

Issue Summary 
The objector seeks to include in the FEIS information about future actions/activities which might impact 
the CDNST, considering the CDNST Comprehensive Plan. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The impacts to the CDNST are discussed by alternative in the FEIS, Volume 2, Section 3.18.7 on pages 96-
103. The FEIS states that the CDNST would continue to be guided by the CDNST Comprehensive 
Management Plan (2009). Regarding cumulative impacts, the analysis concludes that “ongoing 
developments or activities next to or within National Forest System land boundaries may be noticeable 
when viewing the continuous landscape potentially affecting the visitor’s satisfaction and quality of their 
experience on a long-distance designated trail” (FEIS, Volume 2, Section 3.18.7.4.4, p. 103). 

The Santa Fe National Forest responded to public comments regarding the CDNST, including comments 
related to high-potential route segments, in the FEIS, Volume 4, Appendix O, Response to Comments on 
pages 321-333. The Forest Service’s responses state that Forest Plan direction is to keep the trail in 
primitive or semi-primitive non-motorized recreation opportunity spectrum settings to the extent 
possible (see the LMP, DA-CDNST-G-2, p. 186), which is also consistent with direction contained in 
Forest Service Manual 2353.44b(8). Also, designating high-potential route segments is outside the scope 
of the forest plan revision process. However, the Santa Fe National Forest states, “if any are identified in 
the future, they will be evaluated appropriately under the Forest Plan” (Response to Comments, p. 326). 

Regarding the CDNST Comprehensive Management Plan (2009), the LMP states the Forest Service will 
comply with the most recent version of the trail’s comprehensive management plan (DA-CDNST-S-1, p. 
186). 
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Assessment  
Because the forest plan revision process does not propose to designate any new segments of the 
CDNST, any high potential routes considered for relocation would be guided by the management 
direction provided in the LMP, as well as the CDNST Comprehensive Management Plan. Additionally, this 
action would require site-specific analysis under NEPA. Potential routes for the trail are not reasonably 
foreseeable future actions. 

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official appropriately considered potential cumulative impacts to the CDNST 
and conclude that the responsible official has conducted the required analysis of cumulative effects per 
36 CFR 220.4(f) and 40 CFR 1508.7. 

Land Management Planning 
Administrative Changes Versus Amendment Process 
Primary Objector 
Greg Warren 

Issue Summary 
The objector contends that LMP amendments should be used rather than administrative changes, which 
can inappropriately change plan components.  To drive his point, the objector says “Statements in this 
section of the Draft ROD and in the Plan suggest that plan components and where the components 
apply may be inappropriately changed following administrative change steps instead of following plan 
amendment processes. Changes in glossary definitions could fundamentally alter a desired condition, 
standard, or guideline.” 

Objector’s Suggested Remedy 
Revise language in the Plan and ROD to indicate that ROS and Scenery related maps will only be changed 
following amendment processes.  

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
In the DROD on page 30, it states that several plan components were added between the draft LMP and 
final LMP that address desired conditions for recreation (FW-REC-DC-7; LMP, p. 126) and scenery (FW-
SCENIC-DC-6; LMP, p. 157). It also states that “desired ROS maps” (Appendix A, Fig. 9-west and Fig. 9-
east) and “desired SIO maps” (Appendix A, Fig. 8-west and Fig. 8-east) are “not plan components and 
can be changed administratively” (DROD, p. 30). 

In the DROD it clarifies, “Any substantive changes to plan components require a plan amendment, with 
appropriate analysis as required under the NEPA. Administrative changes can be made without 
documentation of environmental effects, such as updates to data and maps, management approaches, 
and relevant background information; fixing typographical errors; or updating other required or optional 
content of a plan (content other than plan components). The public will need to be notified of all 
administrative changes to the Plan” (p. 49). 
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The LMP further describes when an administrative change per the 2012 Planning Rule (36 CFR 219.13(c)) 
would be appropriate for ROS and SIO (pp. 125-126 and 157). As discussed on pages 126 and 157 of the 
LMP, an administrative change may be needed to correct any potential mapping errors (i.e., “geospatial 
data inconsistencies”). It is explained in the LMP that using a forest-wide scale for mapping of ROS and 
SIO, which was done for the forest plan revision process, could result in inconsistencies at a site-specific 
scale (pp. 126 and 157). 

Assessment 
The objector points out that the 2012 Planning Rule allows for clerical errors to be corrected via the 
administrative change process (36 CFR 219.13(c)) (Warren Objection, p. 72).  

Conclusion 
I agree that an amendment is required to add, modify, or remove one or more plan components, or to 
change how or where one or more plan components apply to all or part of the LMP area, as outlined in 
36 CFR 219.13(a) (Warren Objection, p. 64). It is clear in my review of the record, including the LMP, that 
the Santa Fe National Forest intends to follow the administrative change process, if necessary, for fixing 
geospatial data inaccuracies that may exist on the maps depicting the recreation opportunity spectrum 
and scenic integrity objectives. If the Santa Fe National Forest intends to change any desired conditions, 
or other required components of the Forest Plan, then the responsible official would follow the 
amendment process. 

Public Involvement and Collaboration 
Primary Objector 
Cyndi Tuell, Western Watersheds Project 

Issue Summary 
Objector encourages collaboration, cooperation, and involvement with local communities, permit 
holders, conservation organizations, and others in public involvement and collaborative effort “in order 
to develop collaborative proposals and implement projects that benefit multiple use on the Forest” 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The Santa Fe National Forest responded to public comment to include “interested parties” and 
“conservation organizations” in rangeland management activities in the FEIS, Volume 4, Appendix O, 
Response to Comments, on page 212. In the Response to Comment, the Forest Service states that FW-
RANGE-MA-1 (LMP, p. 123) asks managers to consider collaboration “among stakeholders,” thereby 
capturing the intent that interested individuals and organizations can participate in collaborative efforts. 
Specifically, the Santa Fe National Forest states, “These management approaches encourage knowledge 
sharing and partnership amongst multiple interested parties around rangeland management” (p. 212). 
The Forest Service also clarifies that the agency is obligated to work closely with permittees on 
allotment management (e.g., 36 CFR 222.2(b); FSH 2209.13, Chapter 90, Section 92.13). 

Assessment 
Since 2013, the Santa National Forest has been engaged with the public regarding the forest plan 
revision process (FEIS, Volume 1, Section 1.6, pp. 10-12). For example, the responsible official states, 
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“While revising the forest plan, we hosted or participated in over 250 different meetings with a wide 
variety of styles and focus groups with over 3,200 participants” (FEIS, Volume 1, Section 1.6, p. 11). 

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official is consistent with agency’s obligation to collaborate with permittees 
on allotment management, as is outlined in 36 CFR 222.2(b). Also, I conclude that the intent of the 
language in the forest plan encourages collaboration amongst all interested parties. For example, the 
LMP states “collaboration among stakeholders is important” (p. 123). Because the language used in the 
Forest Plan for rangeland management encapsulates the agency’s intent to include a diversity of 
interests and stakeholders, I find the changes recommended by the objector are not necessary. 

As documented in the FEIS, Volume 1, Section 1.6, pp. 10-12, I find that the responsible official actively 
engaged with the public thorough the development of the LMP, thereby meeting the collaboration 
recommendations contained in 36 CFR 219.4. 

New Information 
Executive Order #14008, 30 by 30 
Primary Objector 
Logan Glasenapp, New Mexico Wild 

Issue Summary 
Objector maintains that President Biden's Executive Order #14008 (EO 14008), which includes goals to 
conserve 30 percent of the Nation's lands and waters by 2030, is new information that warrants a new 
recommended wilderness analysis to ensure the order is met.” 

Objector’s Suggested Remedies 
To greatly benefit species, including game, non-game, and threatened and endangered species, the 
following recommended wilderness areas should be included in the final plan: 

All recommended wilderness areas in Alternative 3 that would add to the Pecos Wilderness Area, 
including: 

• All 21,849 acres of the Thompson Peak Recommended Wilderness Area 
• Rio Nambe Recommended Wilderness Area 
• Rio Medio Recommended Wilderness Area 
• Sapella Recommended Wilderness Area 
• Johns Canyon Recommended Wilderness Area 
• Cowles and Wesner Spring Recommended Wilderness Area 
• Grass Mountain Recommended Wilderness Area 
• Lost Lake Recommended Wilderness Area 
• Maestas Recommended Wilderness Area 
• Bartley Recommended Wilderness Area 
• Falls Recommended Wilderness Area 
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The Pecos is the quintessential New Mexico Mountain wilderness—high, wide, and beautiful, a 
wonderland of wildflower-filled meadows, alpine lakes, dark conifer forests, shimmering aspen groves, 
many of the state's highest mountains, and abundant wildlife. The Pecos is the source of the Pecos, 
Mora, Rio Pueblo and Gallinas rivers. Its 150 miles of streams and more than 15 lakes are part of a 
watershed that is essential to surrounding communities and the acequia systems that irrigate the lands. 
Unfortunately for the many roadless areas around the designated wilderness, human activities such as 
mining, drilling, fracking, road construction, and timber harvests—activities that have degraded water 
quality, affecting major watersheds like the Upper Pecos, the Rio Grande, and the Gallinas—have the 
potential to cause further harm. Incorporating these roadless areas into the Santa Fe's final wilderness 
recommendation could protect an additional 78,978 acres from future degradation and irreversible 
harm. 

• Cerra Boletas Recommended Wilderness Area 
• Alamo Canyon Recommended Wilderness Area 
• Mesa Alta Recommended Wilderness Area 

Secondary Preferred Remedy: The Santa Fe National Forest conducts an analysis of the contributions to 
greenhouse gas pollution, impacts to threatened and endangered species, loss of carbon sequestration, 
particulate pollution, and other associated environmental impacts of thinning and burning the millions 
of acres of forest, as envisioned by the plan. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The LMP includes direction that aligns with the climate change adaptation goals  in the EO 14008. 
Specifically, the vision guiding the Santa Fe National Forest’s management includes restoring fire 
resiliency to forested landscapes and providing clean and abundant water, both of which are adaptation 
goals in the USDA plan (LMP, pp. 16-17). These goals are reflected in specific plan components, including 
the following desired condition for vegetation: “Ecosystems are resilient or adaptive to the frequency, 
extent, and severity of disturbances, such as fire in fire-adapted systems, flooding in riparian systems, 
insects, pathogens, and climate variability” (FW-VEG-DC-2, LMP, p. 30).  

Assessment  
EO 14008 states policy related to “empowering workers by advancing conservation, agriculture, and 
reforestation” (Section 214). The EO tasked a group of agencies with developing a report within 90-days 
that “[recommends] steps that the United States should take…to achieve the goal of conserving at least 
30 percent of our lands and waters by 2030” (Section 216). The EO also indicated the report “shall 
propose guidelines for determining whether lands and waters qualify for conservation” (Section 
216(a)(ii)). In response to this requirement in EO 14008, the agencies released a report titled 
“Conserving and Restoring America the Beautiful” in 2021, which provides principles and 
recommendations for achieving the goal of conserving 30 percent of the Nation’s lands and waters. This 
report does not require the prioritization of wilderness designations over other approaches to 
conserving and restoring federal lands, nor does it require additional analyses of recommended 
wilderness areas. The guidelines and principles promote restoration of forests resilient to wildfire and 
climate change. 



Page | 13  
 

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official follows the requirements in EO 14008 and is not required by this order 
to conduct additional analyses related to recommended wilderness areas. The LMP’s direction to 
promote ecosystems resilient to wildfire and climate change aligns with goals in EO 14008 and 
associated plans. 

Land Use History and Access for Traditional 
Communities and Local Governments 
Traditional Community and Local Government Representation 
in Forest Plan Revision 
Primary Objectors 
Leonard Martinez, San Joaquin Del Rio de Chama Land Grant 
Juan Sanchez, New Mexico Land Grant Council 

Issue Summary 
The objectors contend that the lack of a separate sub-section for Land Grants-Mercedes under the 
Traditional Communities and Uses Section of the LMP denies historical accuracy and equity to these 
communities whose property rights are protected by the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo: 

• Land grants established prior to 1848 are protected by the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo (see 
State of New Mexico Constitution §49-1-1 and §49-4-1 NMSA 1978) along with valid property 
rights claims for access to and use of community land grant common lands and established 
water rights and easements for acequia infrastructure. 

• Lack of separate sub-section in the plan potentially infringes on the protected treaty rights of 
pre-1848 communities by empowering post-1848 communities with equal standing and status 
regarding access to and use of traditional resources. 

Objectors also state that there are no standards or objectives for the Rural Historic Communities (RHC) 
section in the LMP, which are required by the 2012 Planning Rule. 

Juan Sanchez’s Suggested Remedies 
The objector states the need for a separate sub-section for Land Grants-Mercedes within the Traditional 
Communities and Uses Section in the final plan. Restructure the Traditional Communities and Rural 
Historic Communities section so that Land Grants and Acequias are given their own section separate 
from Rural Historic Communities established after 1848 (ties to Hassell Report Recommendation 1; 
Hurst Policy Memo paragraph 17). 

Incorporate suggested plan direction edits (desired conditions, guidelines, standards, objectives, mgmt. 
approaches) and edits outside of the general narrative and historic background that were previously 
recommended by the objector to protect traditional and cultural communities and uses. 
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Response 
Assessment 
While the set of plan components must fulfill all the requirements of 36 CFR 219.8 through 219.11, there 
need not be a one-to-one correlation of one plan component to each requirement listed in those 
sections. What is essential is that, as a whole, the combined plan components meet the requirements of 
the Rule for ecological integrity, diversity of plant and animal communities, multiple-use management, 
ecologically sustainable production of goods and services, and they contribute to economic and social 
sustainability.  

Standards and objectives are plan components that are not required for every section. The LMP 
provides desired conditions, guidelines, management approaches for Rural Historic Communities. The 
LMP meets the intent and requirement of the planning rule and provides specific information that 
honors the spirit and intent of the Hassell Report Recommendation and the Hurst Policy Memo. 

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official adequately addressed these communities in the record; however, I 
believe it is important for the plan to explicitly acknowledge these communities and provide for 
enduring recognition of traditional values and the strong connection to cultural history among these 
communities. 

Instruction 
• Modify plan language to better reflect the desire for the plan to contribute to maintaining the 

culture of northern New Mexico historic communities. 
• Strengthen the explanation in the ROD how the LMP recognizes and is responsive to input 

received in the objection process. 

Use of Local Laborers for Forest Restoration 
Primary Objector 
Juan Sanchez, New Mexico Land Grant Council 

Issue Summary 
The objector provided suggested language for an objective that would require at least 70 percent of the 
workforce for forest and watershed restoration projects to come from adjacent local forest-dependent 
communities. Large companies are awarded contracts rather than local laborers, including those from 
land grant communities. The objector emphasizes the importance of this by stating, “Local contractors 
that are likely to hire local laborers often cannot compete with larger companies that win federal bids 
and local laborers are more often than not land grant heirs are excluded from workforces that are 
restoring their community land grants former land grant common land. This objective would work to 
ensure that whether a contractor is local, regional, or national, local laborers have the opportunity to 
work on these projects, bringing their local knowledge of the landscape into restoration projects, thus 
benefiting the local economy and the restoration project itself.” 
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Objector’s Suggested Remedies 
Provide a forest plan objective that ensures local contractors are awarded restoration projects. The 
objector provided their own suggested objective which is: “At least 70% of the workforce for forest and 
watershed restoration projects come from adjacent local forest dependent communities” 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
In the LMP’s Forest Products section, FW-FORESTRY-DC-4 (LMP, p. 116) states that “non-commercial and 
commercial timber harvest...contribute to...small and large business and employment opportunities, 
and provide wood products.” Further, a management approach for Forest Products considers ‘designing 
variably sized timber contracts to accommodate a range of operations based in northern New Mexico 
communities.’ (FW-FORESTRY-MA-3; LMP, p. 118) 

A Response to Comment was provided in the FEIS (Vol 2, p.18) stating that ‘the Plan does not set forth 
legal requirements for contractors, as that would be outside of the scope and authority of a land 
management plan’.  

Assessment 
The Forest Service has the ability provide direction in the contract language for local providers and 
would do so in compliance with the Forest Plan. The Forest unit takes into consideration and gives 
advantage if businesses are 8A (economically disadvantaged), hub zone, small disadvantage, small 
businesses, and then large businesses as long as they meet the considerations of the contract to support 
local communities and support local relationships and help them be successful. 

Conclusion 
I find that the LMP and FEIS describe the importance of integrating land management work into local 
communities. 

Traditional and Local Community Grazing Rights 
Primary Objectors 
Leonard Martinez, San Joaquin Del Rio de Chama Land Grant 
Juan Sanchez, New Mexico Land Grant Council 

Issue Summary 
The objectors assert that land grant communities are not provided opportunities for communal grazing 
allotments nor provided opportunities for traditional and cultural uses needed for the land grant 
communities.  

The objectors’ quotes emphasize their points:  

• “Grazing has been a shrinking part of the local economy for decades arguably because of a 
systematic effort on the part of the USFS to reduce the dependence of local land grant on 
resources that they have historically depended on. For grazing to remain a viable economic 
practice and a meaningful cultural one, grazing permittees must be a part of the process.” 
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• “Land Grant governing bodies are given the option to establish communal grazing permits for 
newly vacant allotments within the patented or historical/traditional use boundaries of a land 
grant-merced.” 

• “Free use permits figures are not immediately available, but heirs and forest service documents 
demonstrate the systematic removal of community grazing allotments from local land grants, 
citing access to local labor markets as a justification for removing access to forest resource 
dependent and traditional land grant communities.” 

Objectors’ Suggested Remedies 
Juan Sanchez and Leonard Martinez suggest the following as a remedy: the Forest Service should 
consider and analyze an alternative in which opportunities for communal livestock grazing by land grant 
communities are supported and encouraged on National Forest system lands.  

Juan Sanchez recommends as remedies:  

1) The Forest Service will manage forage resources for fluctuations to ensure that there is no net loss in 
grazing capacity within the historic or traditional use boundaries of land grants or on grazing allotments 
affecting communities associated with land grants. Land Grant governing bodies are given the right of 
first refusal on grazing permits for vacant allotments within the patented or historical/traditional use 
boundaries of a land grant-merced. 

2) Grazing, particularly communal grazing and especially on historically closed allotments, should be 
restored and at least managed so no net loss of grazing occurs. (page 6, 7, 8, 9, and 12 of the New 
Mexico Land Grant Council Santa Fe National Forest 2019 Plan Comments, below). 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

FEIS Volume 1 p. 398; analysis assumptions:  

• Since this analysis is done at the program level, site-specific determinations will be made in 
allotment-scaled NEPA analysis. 

• Livestock grazing will be balanced with available forage using adaptive management as analyzed 
in allotment-level NEPA analysis. 

• Livestock will be managed so that range conditions move toward desired conditions as outlined 
in this Plan.  

FEIS Volume 1 p. 401: “Mechanical and fire treatments conducted for rangeland restoration (according 
to Plan objectives for this alternative) would improve the range condition in departed areas and move 
rangelands toward desired conditions. New research shows that low-intensity fire following mechanical 
treatments releases soil nutrients (Boerner et al. 2008), which may increase herbaceous species richness 
and cover (Willms et. al 2017; Abella and Springer 2015) RG3. Improvement in soil condition, species 
richness, and herbaceous cover would lead to improved range condition and would boost the 
productivity of the land for quality forage RG4. Increased growth and diversity of understory grasses in 
rangelands would also encourage a return to more natural cycles of fire, which would help maintain the 
improved rangeland condition over time RG5.” 
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FEIS Volume 1 p. 40: “Plan guidelines are written to guide management so that vacant or understocked 
allotments would be made available to permittees when their allotment needs rest due to natural 
disturbances (such as fire), or Forest management activities including vegetation restoration or invasive 
species treatments. Stocking vacant and understocked allotments may result in a slight increase in the 
number of AUMs grazed in the forest. Increasing the number of AUMs grazing in the forest would have a 
positive socio-economic impact on our permittees and the local rural communities RG19. The 
restoration treatments that will be put in place to meet plan objectives for vegetation would have 
positive effects to plant communities and forage production (RG3-5, 12-15) that contribute to an 
increase in the amount of grazable forage available and subsequently AUMs that will be available under 
this alternative. These gains will not be immediate, as notable improvements in understory vegetation 
typically take a few years following mechanical and fire treatments (Abella and Springer 2015). The 
initial decline in forage production during restoration (RG16-17), and the (temporary) subsequent 
decline in stocking would be partially offset by stocking vacant and understocked allotments. Short-term 
reductions in AUMs would allow grasses and other forage plants time to recover and increase 
herbaceous establishment over larger areas in the absence of grazing pressure. This would lead to 
higher quality and more abundant forage to sustain grazing animals once reintroduced and contribute to 
increased ecosystem health and function RG20.” 

FEIS Volume 4, p. 185, Trad031: refers to RNG072 

FEIS Volume 4, p. 186, Trad033: “The Forest Service Range Management Manual (FSM 2231.3 Grazing 
and Livestock Use Permit System) states that, “Qualified applicants may be issued permits with term 
status through prior use, the grant process, purchase of base property or livestock with waiver, or 
interchange of permits with other agencies.” The Grazing Permit Administration Handbook 
(FSH2209.13_92.13) states that, “The Forest Supervisor may issue grazing permits with term status by 
grant or increase existing term grazing permits to entities recognized as the logical applicants for new 
range, transitory range, or additional range, provided that the applicants meet requirements, and are 
otherwise qualified, and provided the range resource can support increased use.” The Forest Service 
uses the grant process, which is the procedure designed to identify preferred applicants for a grazing 
permit to be issued, when unobligated grazing capacity becomes available. This is policy that is required 
to be followed. Additionally, Management Approach for Rural Historic Communities-3 describes a 
strategy of coordinating with land grants to understand their needs and develop collaborative proposals 
and projects of mutual benefit.” 

FEIS Volume 4, p. 198, RNG072: “’To discontinue grazing does not meet the purpose and need of the 
Forest Plan, nor does it meet Forest Service Regulation and Congressional mandates. The Forest Service 
operates under the Multiple Use Mandate which states, “The management of all the various renewable 
surface resources of the NFS should be managed so that they are utilized in the combination that will 
best meet the needs of the American people; making the most judicious use of the land for some or all 
of these resources or related services over areas large enough to provide sufficient latitude for periodic 
adjustments in use to conform to changing needs and conditions; that some land will be used for less 
than all of the resources; and harmonious and coordinated management of the various resources, each 
with the other, without impairment of the productivity of the land, with consideration being given to the 
relative values of the various resources, and not necessarily the combination of uses that will give the 
greatest dollar return or the greatest unit output, consistent with the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act 
of 1960 (16 U.S.C. 528–531) (36 CFR 219.19).” 
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The Forest Service has supported controlled livestock grazing since the very early days of the agency. 
The earliest version of published policy of the Forest Service (USDA Forest Service 1905), stated: “The 
Forest Service will allow the use of the forage crop of the reserves as fully as the proper care and 
protection of the forests and the water supply permits. In new forest reserves where the livestock 
industry is of special importance, full grazing privileges will be given at first, and if reduction in number is 
afterwards found necessary, stockmen will be given ample opportunity to adjust their business to the 
new conditions. Every effort will be made to assist the stock owners to a satisfactory distribution of 
stock on the range in order to secure greater harmony among citizens, to reduce the waste of forage by 
tramping in unnecessary movement of stock, and to obtain a more permanent, judicious, and profitable 
use of the range. The leading objects of the grazing regulations are: 1. The protection and conservative 
use of all forest reserve land adapted for grazing. 2. The best permanent good of the live-stock industry 
through proper care and improvement of the grazing lands.3. The protection of the settler and home 
builder against unfair competition in the use of the range.” 

The Forest Plan supports grazing as a valid use of forest lands through multiple plan components in its 
Rural Historic Communities section and its Sustainable Rangelands and Livestock Grazing section. 
Example plan components include FW-RURALH-DC-1, FW-RURALH-DC-2, FWRURALH-DC-3, FW-RURALH-
G-4, FW-RANGE-DC-1, FW-RANGE-DC-2, FW-RANGEDC-7, FW-RANGE-O-2, FW-RANGE-G-1, FW-RANGE-
G-7. Plan components in other sections also provide direction to support sustainable grazing, such as 
FW-VEG-DC-3b, FW-MSG-DC-1c, FW-CPGB-DC-1c, FW-CPGB-DC-6, FW-WATER-DC-1e, FW-WATER-DC-2, 
FW-RWE-G-2, FW-TERRASH-O-1 

However, it was never the intent of the Congress that all uses would occur on all areas. NEPA analyses 
(which are project level actions beyond the scope of the Forest Plan) are used to authorize grazing for 
specific allotments, and the rangelands management and livestock grazing program has multiple 
mechanisms to evaluate, review, and adapt management as needed to effectively protect resources and 
respond to changing conditions (as codified in the Forest Service Handbook on Grazing Permit 
Administration and Rangeland Decision Making—FSH 2209.13 Ch 96.2— and R3 Guidance 92.23b). 
Stocking decisions regarding the level of livestock grazing authorized for each grazing allotment are 
considered as part of project-level analysis (NEPA) and beyond the scope of the forest plan EIS. Project-
level analysis would cover changes to authorized grazing through term grazing permits (subject to 
forest-wide standards and guidelines); allotment management plans; and annual operating instructions. 
In addition to these project-level actions, the Forest Plan details numerous protections for recreation, 
ecological resources, and wildlife in the face of potential grazing pressures. Example plan components 
include: FW-VEG-G-5, FW-RWE-G-2, FW-RWE-G-7, FW-TERRASH-S-1,FW-TERRASH-G-1, FW-TERRASH-G-
2, FW-ATRISK-G-1, FW-SOIL-G-4, FW-RANGE-DC-4, FW-RANGE-DC-5, FW-RANGE-DC-6, FW-RANGE-DC-7, 
FW-RANGE-O-1, FW-RANGES-1, FW-RANGE-S-2, FW-RANGE-S-3, FW-RANGE-G-1, FW-RANGE-G-2, FW-
RANGE-G3,FW-RANGE-G-4, FW-RANGE-G-5, FW-RANGE-G-8, FW-REC-DC-4.” 

FEIS Volume 4, p. 213, RNG018: “We believe the narrative of the section conveys the cultural 
importance of grazing on the SFNF. In addition, the Northern New Mexico Traditional Communities 
section includes grazing as one of a number of traditional cultural practices on the Santa Fe NF.” 

Land Management Plan 

Land Grants-Mercedes (p. 106): “From 1689 to 1846, Spain and later Mexico made land grants or 
‘mercedes’ to individuals, groups, and towns to promote development in the frontier lands that today 
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constitute the American Southwest. The two most common types of Spanish and Mexican land grants-
mercedes made in New Mexico were “community land grants” and “individual land grants.” Community 
land grants were typically organized around a central plaza, whereby each settler received an individual 
allotment for a household and a tract of land to farm, and “common land” was set aside as part of the 
grant for use by the entire community. Individual land grants, as its name suggests, were made in the 
name of specific individuals. Today many land grants-mercedes are organized as political subdivisions of 
the State of New Mexico (New Mexico Statutes Annotated 1978 §§49-1-1 to 49-1-23). Those that are 
not political subdivisions participate through the New Mexico Land Grant Council, which is a state 
agency that represents the interest of all New Mexican land grants-mercedes. Many traditional Hispanic 
communities have ties to lands in the Santa Fe NF that were once common lands of community land 
grants-mercedes. The national forest maintains relationships with several Spanish- and Mexican-era 
land grant-merced communities including former common lands now administered by the Forest 
Service. Common lands provided land grant-merced communities access to grazing land, water for 
agriculture and consumption, stone and clay, wood, game, fish, medicinal plants, and other forest 
products (uses that continue today), and with areas which were made sacred (e.g., cemeteries, 
moradas, churches, and pilgrimage sites). Many land grants-mercedes are actively involved in managing 
and preserving adjacent NFS lands for traditional and cultural use. Some have boards of trustees to fulfill 
this mission through a variety of activities, including managing, protecting, and regulating uses of 
common lands; preserving cultural and historic resources; and partnering with the Forest Service to plan 
and propose forest restoration projects on NFS lands.” 

FW-RANGE-DC- 1: Sustainable rangeland forage provides livestock grazing opportunities that contribute 
to agricultural business and local employment, as well as traditional and generational ties to the land. 

FW-RANGE-DC- 3: Rangelands are resilient to disturbances and variations in the natural environment 
(e.g., fire, flood, and climate variability). 

FW-RANGE-DC- 2: Livestock grazing contributes to the social and economic sustainability of local 
communities. 

FW-RANGE-G-7: Vacant or understocked allotments should be made available to permitted livestock for 
pasture during times or events when other active allotments are unavailable and require ecosystem 
recovery as a result of natural disturbances (e.g., wildfire) or management activities (e.g., vegetation 
restoration treatments). 

FW-RANGE-MA-1: Forest managers cooperate, collaborate, and coordinate with permit holders to 
respond to changing resource conditions. Cooperation, collaboration, and coordination among Santa Fe 
NF and permit holders is key to improving rangeland and forest conditions for multiple uses, moving 
toward desired conditions, and contributing to the socio-economic wellbeing of local communities. In 
addition, collaboration among stakeholders is important, including local communities; permit holders; 
and Federal, State, county, and local government entities. 

FW-RANGE-MA-2: Develop partnerships with livestock grazing permit holders, agencies (e.g., the 
NMDGF), and other groups and individuals to develop collaborative proposals and implement projects 
that benefit multiple use on the forest. 

FW-RANGE-MA-3: Coordination with livestock grazing permit holders should occur at the early stages of 
planning and project design to include local perspectives, needs, concerns, and traditional knowledge. 
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FW-RANGE-MA-4: When livestock grazing is modified as a response to changing resource conditions and 
permit holder needs, forest managers should first consider adjusting timing (which is easier for the 
permit holder), followed by intensity and frequency. Consider adjusting intensity at permit renewal. In 
addition, collaboration among stakeholders is important including the local interdisciplinary team; 
permit holders; Federal, State, county, and local government entities; and non-governmental 
organizations. 

FW-RANGE-MA-5: Acknowledge the economic, traditional, and cultural importance of livestock grazing 
to northern New Mexico families and consider providing Forest Service employees education on the 
importance of this traditional practice. 

FW-RANGE-MA-8: Consider inviting association members and individual permit holders on range 
inspections. 

Assessment 
The LMP includes desired conditions that support traditional subsistence uses and socioeconomic 
opportunities for local communities and those with generational ties to the land, including livestock 
grazing (FW-RANGE-DC- 1, FW-RANGE-DC- 2, FW-RANGE-MA-5). The agency is also directed to analyze 
grazing allotments and allotment management plans with careful and considered consultation and 
cooperation with the affected permittees, landowners, and grazing advisory boards involved(36 CFR 
222.2b). However, issuance of term grazing permits occurs through the grant process, not at the plan 
level (36 CFR 222, FSH2209.13). Those administrative decisions are based on the qualifications of 
applicants and the ability of the range resource to support use. Compatibility between use and resource 
capacity is consistent with desired conditions, standards, and guidelines set forth in in the Plan (FW-
RANGE-G-7, FW-RANGE-MA-4, FW-RANGE-S-1).   

Outside of formal grazing allotments and the grant process, the Forest Service also has the authority to 
issue free use permits under 36 CFR 222.3C2iiD. These permits are not to exceed one year on Forest 
Service lands and are available to persons who reside on ranch or agricultural lands within or contiguous 
to National Forest System lands whose stock does not exceed 10 head of livestock owned or kept and 
whose products are consumed or whose services are used directly by the family of the resident, and 
who distinctly need such National Forest System lands to support such animals. The decision to issue 
free use permits lies outside the LMP. 

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official has several options for providing grazing opportunities in plan 
implementation and that there are no barriers in the LMP preventing a group of individuals from having 
communal allotment. 

Traditional Forest Products 
Primary Objectors 
Leonard Martinez, San Joaquin Del Rio de Chama Land Grant  
Juan Sanchez, New Mexico Land Grant Council 

Issue Summary 
The objector states the need to provide local fuelwood opportunities (green, dead, and down) to meet 
the fuelwood demands of land grant communities due to the dependence of these communities on this 
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resource. The objector also states the need to coordinate with land grant governing bodies to develop a 
permitting process for traditionally used forest products, including the following:  

• Fuelwood  
• Plants, herbs, and nuts for consumption and medicinal purposes  
• Building materials, including vigas and latillas  
• Gravel, sand, and micaceous clay  

The objector contends the LMP uses prejudicial language in plan components that make traditional uses 
(e.g., the use or collection of forest products) subordinate to other resource needs or plan components 
found in other sections of the LMP. 

Objectors’ Suggested Remedies 
The NM Land Grant Council suggested that the responsible official should incorporate the Council’s 
previously suggested plan direction (desired conditions, guidelines, standards, objectives, and 
management approaches) relating to the protection of culturally, socially, and economically important 
traditional resources within the Santa Fe, including:  

- Project specific analysis and mitigation of adverse impacts to traditionally used forest products  
- Maintenance of shared infrastructure with land grant-merced government entities  
- Local fuelwood collection opportunities  
- Special use permits for land grant-merced communities when appropriate and allowable  
- Use of existing authorities to convey lands to meet certain community needs where appropriate 

(e.g. Small Tracts Act, etc.)  
- Native plant communities that provide forest products of significant traditional and cultural use,  

such as timber, fuelwood, vigas ,and latillas,  dominate the landscape  
- Restore the 12,000-15,000 cord objective for local community partnership blocks  

The Council also suggested that prejudicial language that subordinates culturally significant and 
traditional uses to other resources should be removed from the LMP.  

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
LMP-Historical Context pg. 6, Distinctive Roles and Contributions of the Santa Fe National Forest pg. 8, 
and Santa Fe National Forest Vision “honor and strengthen ties to the land” pg. 16. These sections 
provide context for the development of plan components that recognize and address the concerns of 
traditional communities including land grant-heirs. 

LMP-Rural Historic Communities, FW-RURALH-DC pg. 107. These plan components specifically address 
traditional natural resources including fuelwood, maintenance of infrastructure utilized by rural historic 
communities and the need to collaborate with rural historic communities to foster social, economic and 
ecosystem sustainability. 

LMP-Timber Suitability pg. 115. This section provides a narrative that frames the spatial context in which 
forest management and restoration treatments are implemented. Restoration actions that utilize 
commercial timber harvests are constrained to lands suitable for timber production. 
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LMP- Forest Products, FW-FORESTRY-DC pg. 116, FW-FORESTRY-O PG. 116, FW-FORESTRY-S pg. 117, 
FW-FORESTRY-G pg. 118, FW-FORESTRY-MA pg. 118. This section provides context for the development 
of plan components that address access to and the sustainability of traditional forest products and has 
specific plan components that address traditional communities. 

LMP-Cross-Boundary Management, FW-XBOUND-DC pg. 140, FW-XBOUND-G, pg. 141, FW-XBOUND-MA 
pg. 141. These plan components provide guidance for working with traditional communities to provide 
and maintain forest access across ownership boundaries, assessment of land exchange opportunities 
and working collaboratively with traditional forest-dependent communities. 

LMP-Geographic Areas, GA-CANNAC-DC pg. 225, FW-NJEMM-DC pg. 230, FW-WSANCAJA-DC pg. 232, 
GA-PECOSRIV-DC pg. 235, GA-ESAN-DC pg. 237, GA-RMAC-DC pg. 238. Management of these specific 
geographic areas includes maintaining access to ecosystem services important to land grant 
communities.  

LMP-Forest Plan Monitoring Program, specifically (ix) references FSH 1909.12 Chapter 30, section 32.13f 
pg. 239. The monitoring program specifically addresses the connection between the LMP and 
communities: “Address the plan contributions to communities, social and economic sustainability of 
communities, multiple-use management in the plan area, or progress toward 
meeting the desired conditions and objectives related to social and economic 
sustainability (FSH 1909.12, Chapter 30, section 32.13f)”. 

Assessment 
The LMP contains adequate plan components to address the objectors’ concerns. Specific reference to 
land grant communities is found throughout the LMP and incorporated into plan components, including 
the following:  Rural Historic Communities – FW-RURALH-DC pg. 107, FW-RURALH-g, pg. 108, FW-
RURALH-MA, pg. 108, FW-FORESTRY-DC, pg. 116, FW-FORESTRY-G, pg. 118, and FW-FORESTRY-MA, 
pg.118. I believe that the objectors are looking for specific reference to land grant-merced communities. 
Existing plan language encompasses these communities under various labels including communities, 
land grant communities, and traditional communities. The objectors’ contention that the language of 
FW-RURALH-G-1is prejudicial and written to subordinate the traditional fuel wood gathering resource 
under other resources is without merit. The LMP addresses the 2012 Planning Rule guidance (219.1 (b)) 
and (219.10 (a)) to prepare plan components that are integrated under the multiple-use paradigm and 
clearly articulates that all plan components should be used together to move toward desired conditions.   

The objectors offered remedies included components that are outside of the scope of the planning 
process  (“project specific analysis and mitigation of adverse impacts to traditionally used forest 
products”) or are already addressed within existing plan components. These include:  a. maintenance of 
shared infrastructure with land grant-merced government entities (FW-RURALH-DC (5)), (FW-RURALH-G 
(3)), (FW-RURALH-MA (7), b. local fuelwood collection opportunities (FW-RURALH-DC (3)), (FW-
FORESTRY-DC (1, 2)), c. special use permits for land grant-merced communities when appropriate and 
allowable (FW-FORESTRY-DC (1, 2, 4)), and d. native plant communities of significant traditional and 
cultural use forest products such as timber, fuelwood, vigas and latillas, dominate the landscape (FW-
FORESTRY-DC (1, 2)), (FW-FORESTRY-G (1)), (FW-RURALH-DC (3, 4)) and (FW-RURALH-G (1, 4)).    

The objectors claim that their remedy to modify the language of FW-RURALH-G-1, has not been 
addressed. Recommended plan component language has been incorporated into plan components 



Page | 23  
 

found within the Rural Historic Communities (page 106) and Forest Products (page 114) sections of the 
LMP. The objectors contend that this plan component should be written as a standard. This remedy is 
unwarranted given that plan components within the LMP are integrated under the principle of multiple-
use and that other resource plan components influence the availability of traditional forest products. As 
written, this plan component complies with 2012 Planning Rule and FSH 1909.12 Land Management 
Planning Handbook guidance pertaining to developing guidelines . 

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official properly assessed traditional forest products available to local 
communities in compliance with the 2012 Planning Rule. 

Climate and Carbon 
Carbon Storage Alternative 
Primary Objector 
Todd Schulke, Center for Biological Diversity 

Issue Summary 
The objector asserts that the responsible official violated the NEPA, Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act, 
and the 2012 Planning Rule by not including a carbon storage alternative. The objector thinks an 
alternative should be added that contains climate goals with strong plan-level guidance and 
prescriptions for the protection and restoration of forests using the best available science. As quoted:  

• “Despite the fact that the carbon storage alternative meets the plan revision purpose and need, 
is significantly distinguishable from other alternatives, and is not "too remote, speculative, or 
impractical or ineffective," the Forest Service provided no explanation at all for its failure to 
consider the carbon storage in detail.” 

• “Here, the agency did not even bother to explain why it failed to review this alternative in detail. 
Because "[t]he existence of a viable but unexamined alternative renders an environmental 
impact statement inadequate," a court is likely to set aside the Santa Fe Forest Plan Revision 
FEIS. Although the main body of the FEIS does not address or explain the agency's failure to 
analyze a carbon storage alternative, the appendix including response to comments contains 
some verbiage that arguably may address the proposal. But those responses fail to provide valid 
reasons for dismissing the alternative.” 

• “The disclosure of merely the volume of GHG emissions is insufficient; agencies must also 
disclose the impacts of those emissions.” 

Objector’s Suggested Remedy 
The Forest Service must prepare a supplemental EIS and analyze, in detail, the carbon storage 
alternative proposed by the Sierra Club et al. 2019. This supplemental EIS must utilize the best available 
scientific information and take a "hard look" at the impacts of each of the alternatives on carbon storage 
and carbon pollution by addressing each of the failings identified above, including by using a life cycle 
analysis and estimating quantitatively the impacts of each alternative, using a metric such as and 
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including the social cost of carbon. Lastly, this supplemental EIS must adopt an alternative that complies 
with the NEPA, NFMA, and MUSYA by maximizing the carbon stored on the forest. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS presents four alternatives considered in detail as well as eleven alternatives 
considered but eliminated from detailed study. Section 2.3.8 provides the responsible official’s rationale 
for eliminating from detailed study an alternative focused on climate change and carbon sequestration 
as discussed by the objector. Specifically, this section indicates: “Management to maximize carbon 
sequestration over other ecosystem services is not a goal of the Plan. As with climate change in general, 
the Plan manages for overall ecosystem function and resiliency, which implies inherent levels of carbon 
sequestration” (FEIS, p. 54). 

Assessment 
Neither the 2012 Planning Rule nor the MUSYA requires that plans provide direction for maximizing 
carbon sequestration. 

Conclusion 
I find the responsible official provided an appropriate explanation of why the alternative in question was 
not analyzed in detail in compliance with NEPA and MUSYA requirements. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Carbon Sequestration 
Primary Objector 
Todd Schulke, Center for Biological Diversity 

Issue Summary 
The objector contends that the responsible official is in violation of the NEPA and the 2012 _Planning 
Rule at 36 CFR 219.10 and 219.19 because greenhouse gas emissions, carbon stocks, and the impacts of 
forest management on the climate must be analyzed and the best available science was not used in 
carbon analysis.  

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The FEIS qualitatively compares the alternatives in terms of potential carbon sequestration, and notes 
that: “Thinning and prescribed fire may release C in the short term, but focus growth and future C 
storage on more resilient, lower risk trees that are more stable C sinks in the long-term, and avoid 
severe fires that can be C sources for decades” (FEIS, p. 64). Later in the FEIS, the planning team 
provides a rationale for the assumption that vegetation treatments may benefit carbon sequestration, 
citing relevant scientific literature (FEIS, p. 109, 355-356). The Environmental Consequences section for 
Air Quality also provides an explanation for the comparison of alternatives in terms of carbon 
sequestration potential (FEIS, p. 358-359). 

The planning Assessment provides an assessment of baseline carbon stocks in compliance with the 
planning rule (Assessment, p. 301-307). 
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Assessment 
The objection mentions the importance of old-growth trees for carbon sequestration. The plan contains 
several plan components that relate to old growth, including FW-VEG-G-4: “Vegetation treatments 
should be designed such that structural stages and age classes that are under-represented in desired 
conditions become proportionally represented, and to assure continuous recruitment of old-grow 
characteristics across the landscape over time” (LMP, p. 32). This suggests that the LMP will provide for 
persistence of old-growth trees on the landscape. 

Conclusion 
I find the responsible official appropriately analyzed effects of the plan on carbon and used best 
available science to do so. 

Range Management 
Adaptive Management 
Primary Objectors  
Todd Schulke, Center for Biological Diversity 
Cyndi Tuell, Western Watersheds Project 

Issue Summary 
The objector states that adaptive management, as proposed, violates the NEPA. The objector observes 
the following in support of his objection: "If management still requires a general plan and framework to 
inform decisions. None of these aspects are currently put forth in the Revised Plan. To be effective and 
legal, adaptive management must:  

1. Clearly identify measurable thresholds that, if exceeded as determined by monitoring, will 
require a change in management;  

2. Clearly identify what that changed management will entail; and  
3. Disclose in the NEPA document the impacts caused by that change in management. Because the 

Revised Plan fails on all three counts, the Forest Service cannot rely on the adaptive 
management strategy as currently proposed."  

The objector further contends that the LMP does not comply with law or policy for adaptive 
management and fails to do the following:  

1. Describe what changed management or actions the Forest Service will take (beyond doing more 
of the same) if restoration goals succeed or fail. 

2. Disclose what ecological outcomes would determine project success and fails to describe what 
thresholds or triggers would initiate a changed course of action. 

3. Define thresholds that influence a subsequent decision. 
4. Identify measurable triggers that, if exceeded as determined by monitoring, will require a 

change in management. 
5. Describe the nature or impacts of project adjustments. 

Another objector objects to an earlier comment regarding adaptive management of grazing not being 
included in the current LMP and EIS.  
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Objectors’ Suggested Remedies 
Todd Schulke recommends these remedies: "In a Supplemental EIS, provide an adaptive management 
plan that meets legal, regulatory, and scientific requirements." "Thus, one simple way for the Santa Fe 
to better contribute to resolving this issue at the regional scale is to provide a plan component (a 
standard, guideline, or management approach) that expresses a commitment to conduct habitat 
monitoring within a conservation management framework and that relates it back to authorized 
grazing."  

Cyndi Tuell recommends the following language regarding adaptive management: Consider an adaptive 
management approach to manage rangelands in a manner that promotes socioeconomic wellbeing and 
stability of local communities, ecosystem resilience, sustainability, and species diversity, based on 
scientifically quantified changes to rangelands. An adaptive management approach is designed to 
provide more flexibility to grazing management, while improving or maintaining the health of 
rangelands. The adaptive management approach should include consideration of voluntary permit 
retirement.  

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
WRS036 (FEIS Vol 4, p. 83): Livestock grazing impacts on riparian areas are addressed through a number 
of plan components in the Sustainable Rangelands and Livestock Grazing section. Salt or mineral 
supplementation to control cattle presence in riparian areas is addressed in FW-RANGE-G-5, fencing 
improvement and maintenance is addressed in FW-RANGE-O-1, and water features for cattle are 
addressed in FW-RANGE-O-2. Additionally, multiple guidelines in the Sustainable Rangelands and 
Livestock Grazing section address resource protection in the context of livestock grazing (e.g., FW-
RANGE-G-2, which addresses livestock grazing in riparian areas; and FW-RANGEMA-12 asks managers to 
consider avoiding livestock grazing in the same area during vegetative growth and reproduction 
periods). More specific project design features for livestock grazing are project-level decisions that are 
detailed in AOIs and allotment-level NEPA. 

RNG006/025/051(FEIS Vol 4, p. 197): The Forest Plan defines adaptive management in the glossary and 
addresses adaptive management as a livestock grazing strategy in FW-RANGE-MA-7. FWRANGE-G-6 and 
MA-1 also support managing grazing to respond to changing resource conditions. Other plan 
components ensure that riparian ecosystem health will be met and maintained, including desired 
conditions that direct that departure from site potential is low (FWRWE-DC-1). Direction in the 
Sustainable Rangelands and Livestock Grazing section also supports ecological resource health (FW-
RANGE-S-1, G-1). The monitoring plan contained in chapter 5 of the LMP, in conjunction with project-
level monitoring, will also provide the framework to support adaptive management on the forest. 

Additionally, permits can be modified based on management needs (36 CFR 222.4 7). Livestock 
management on NFS lands has shifted to an adaptive management philosophy allowing appropriate 
seasonal changes in livestock numbers (increases or decreases) or seasons of use in response to 
changing ecological conditions (e.g., forage production, water availability, and precipitation patterns). 
Adaptive management recognizes that our knowledge about natural systems can be uncertain (e.g., 
climate variability, fire, or flooding), and future management needs to be flexible to adjust to meet the 
management objectives. When used appropriately, this flexibility better mimics natural processes and 
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decreases the potential for undesired impacts on other resources. This adaptive management strategy is 
codified as policy in the Forest Service Handbook on Grazing Permit Administration and Rangeland 
Decision Making. When monitoring indicates that adjustments are needed, the adaptive management 
approach allows for changes to occur as long as they remain within the range analyzed in the NEPA 
analysis that authorized grazing for that allotment. Permits can be canceled by Rangers due to resource 
concerns (FSH 2209.13 Ch. 10 section 16.2, 36 CFR 224.4 ), but this is at the project-level and thus, 
outside of the scope of the forest plan revision process. 

RNG008 (FEIS Vol 4, p. 202): The responsible official maintains that grazing is one of the multiple uses it 
supports, in keeping with the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960 (MUSYA): “It is the policy of the 
Congress that the national forests are established and shall be administered for outdoor recreation, 
range, timber, watershed, and wildlife and fish purposes” (16 U.S. Code § 528). The Assessment, draft 
Plan, and DEIS all acknowledge the importance of grazing as one of many uses on the Santa Fe NF. As 
part of the agency’s mission, the Santa Fe National Forest authorizes grazing by domestic livestock under 
a permit system, administering this use to be compatible with other multiple-use objectives and to 
provide desired benefits to communities (USDA Forest Service 2016b).  

The Assessment describes the long history of grazing communities in the area and the DEIS analyzes 
management impacts of grazing and on grazing to establish draft Plan components that support socially, 
economically, and ecologically sustainable grazing within the Forest’s boundaries.  

A key part of fulfilling this mission and providing community benefits is planning for sustainable 
rangeland management and livestock grazing. “Sustainable” as it is used throughout the draft Plan and 
DEIS is defined as follows:  

The capability to meet the needs of the present generation without compromising the ability of future 
generations to meet their needs. For the purposes of the land management planning regulation at 36 
CFR part 219 and this Handbook ‘‘ecological sustainability’’ refers to the capability of ecosystems to 
maintain ecological integrity; ‘‘economic sustainability’’ refers to the capability of society to produce and 
consume or otherwise benefit from goods and services including contributions to jobs and market and 
nonmarket benefits; and ‘‘social sustainability’’ refers to the capability of society to support the network 
of relationships, traditions, culture, and activities that connect people to the land and to one another, 
and support vibrant communities (36 CFR 219.19).  

This definition applies to the concept of "sustainable grazing," which is used to describe the livestock 
grazing section of the draft Plan; plan components were crafted with this definition in mind. In other 
words, the draft Plan addresses grazing through the lens of long-term viability rather than short-term 
gain. It seeks to ensure that current grazing on the forest does not impact the ability of future 
generations to continue to practice grazing traditions important to social, cultural, and economic 
livelihoods. These aims are in line with those expressed by ranchers interviewed by McSweeney and 
Raish (2012), who spoke of how making sure that cattle are not overgrazing the land and ensuring it is 
healthy is a key responsibility they feel— “The land must be cared for to have grass next year” 
(McSweeney and Raish 2012). Similar to the grazing strategies expressed by ranchers in the report, such 
as moving cattle to allow vegetation to recover, livestock management on the Santa Fe NF has used an 
adaptive management strategy that allows stocking levels and timing to change in response to variability 
in forage production, surface water availability, and rain patterns. The flexibility of adaptive 
management better mimics natural processes and decreases the potential for undesired impacts on the 
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land, such as overgrazed allotments or degraded water sources. This adaptive management strategy is 
codified as policy in the Forest Service Handbook on Grazing Permit Administration, Rangeland 
Management Decision making (USDA Forest Service 2013). (USDA Forest Service 2016b) 

The draft Plan addresses sustainable grazing through its vegetation and riparian management plan 
components, plan components in its Rural Historic Communities section, and through plan components 
in its Sustainable Rangelands and Livestock Grazing section. Vegetation and riparian plan components 
aim to support healthy forest ecosystems, which currently includes supporting livestock and other 
human-centered uses (e.g., clean, healthy waterways; recreation; healthy wildlife populations for 
hunting and fishing). Vegetation plan components encourage a return to more natural fire systems, 
which over time will reduce the risk of catastrophic fires and promote increases in understory plants 
such as nutrient-rich native grasses. Riparian plan components are similarly aimed at supporting water 
systems on the Forest that will remain viable and productive. These ecologically-based plan components 
promote ecological sustainability—they ensure the land is healthy enough to support cultural, 
economic, and social uses of the Forest for many generations. Improved grass cover and water 
resources will benefit livestock grazing and the communities that rely on it by ensuring long-term 
availability of forage resources. However, the conditions on the Forest that support human uses can 
only improve if there are limits on use. No system can sustain continuous, increasing use (e.g., 
continuous increase in cattle grazing on a limited amount of Forest land); long-term overuse with no 
adaptation to ecological change (e.g., drought, fire, increased heat) is ecologically unsustainable. It will 
ultimately cause the collapse of the ecological system, taking the social and economic systems with it. 
This is true for livestock grazing on the Santa Fe NF. Unlimited amounts of cattle will not allow for the 
land to recover and maintain current levels of grazing. Rather, forage availability will decline, leading to 
declines in the amount of healthy cattle the Forest can support, and, if grazing continues regardless, 
would result in negative social, economic, and cultural impacts to grazing communities as allotments 
became unusable over time. Ecologically unsustainable practices result in an unsustainable 
socioeconomic landscape. There is historic evidence of what unsustainable grazing practices can do to 
the land. One of the earliest changes to the Southwestern landscape was the reduction of grass cover as 
a result of the introduction of large numbers of domestic livestock during the early 1800s (Raish and 
McSweeney 2008). Grazing reduced native plant cover and facilitated the colonization of invasives, 
altering species composition, and reduced vegetation cover (USDA Forest Service 2016a). Lack of 
vegetative cover contributes to reduced ability to carry natural and prescribed fire; reduced water 
infiltration; accelerated erosion and declining soil productivity, especially during periods of drought; and 
contributes to a cycle that continues to reduce vegetative cover; declining grass cover on the Forest 
leads to less forage availability for cattle over time, reducing the numbers of animals that can be 
maintained in good health. Invasive species are also not as palatable or nutritious as native grass 
species, further reducing the landscape’s ability to support livestock. Similar cycles can be seen in 
riparian ecosystems, which can contain highly nutritious forage and access to water, but are also 
vulnerable to being irreparably damaged in the face of unchecked use. Current vegetation analyses 
show that the grassland types commonly used for livestock grazing are losing productivity due to 
declines in herbaceous ground cover, invasive species, and drought (USDA Forest Service 2019b), 
highlighting the need for adaptive management strategies in grazed areas.  

In keeping with the social and economic sides of sustainability, the responsible official on maintaining 
current levels of livestock grazing in the forest while improving the rangeland conditions that support 
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grazing. Throughout the forest, the number of grazing permits, grazing allotments, and maximum 
permitted forage consumption (in AUMs) has remained relatively stable over time. The exception to this 
stability comes from the near record-breaking droughts experienced from 2002 to 2012. In 2002, 
precipitation was 54% below the 30-year average. Then, from 2003 to 2012 precipitation was 11% below 
normal based on the 30-year average for the precipitation year. During the 2002 drought, the Santa Fe 
NF implemented significant reductions in authorized use requiring permittees to remove livestock from 
allotments on the Forest. Throughout the drought period, authorized livestock use averaged about 77 
percent of past permitted use (USDA Forest Service 2014; USDA NRCS). As drought conditions change, 
adaptive management techniques can allow for incremental restocking while allowing vegetation to 
recover. This allows Forest Service staff to work with permittees to improve mutual understanding of 
how best to manage allotments under drought conditions, avoiding long-term damage to forage 
resources. Plan components in the Rural Historic Communities section ensure that traditionally used 
products (e.g., fuelwood, latillas, vigas, pinon, osha, and clay) are available to communities in balance 
with other resource management objectives. Impacts to culturally important places are also mitigated, 
and acequia access is ensured. Coordination to include local perspectives, needs, concerns, and 
traditional knowledge is supported by plan components. These components, in conjunction with the 
ecological plan direction described above, all work to sustain the cultures of traditional rural and grazing 
communities. 

RNG035 (FEIS Vol 4, p. 207): Federal grazing fees are congressionally mandated in PRIA, and their 
determination is therefore outside the scope of the Plan. The monitoring section of the Plan describes 
how we will monitor sustainable livestock grazing in terms of achieving desired conditions. Beyond this, 
range monitoring work is ongoing outside of the forest planning process, and is outside the scope of the 
plan. Enforcement of AOIs is also outside the scope of the planning process. The authority is delegated 
to district rangers by the Forest Supervisor (FSH 2200) and policy directs how and when violations are 
dealt with. There are rangeland monitoring methods that are implemented as part of the range 
program, directed under FSH Range Guidance. Adaptive management is also embedded in the range 
program. 

RNG022 (FEIS Vol 4, p. 213): This comment has already been addressed in the Plan with FW-RANGE-S-1: 
“Livestock management shall be compatible with capacity and address ecological concerns (such as 
forage, invasive plants, at-risk species, soils, riparian health, and water quality) that are departed from 
desired conditions, as determined by temporally and spatially appropriate data.” 

RNG034 (FEIS Vol 4, p. 214): FW-RANGE-MA-12 describes a project-level action, which are not dictated 
by plan direction. However, there were strong feelings by resource specialists and on-the-ground 
managers that it was important to highlight as an action that should be taken into consideration during 
project planning. Hence, it is included in the final Plan as a management approach (see the Forest Plan 
Components section of the Forest Plan for a description of management approaches and guidelines).  

The Forest Plan includes direction that will guide decisions on whether to authorize livestock grazing 
and, if so, under what conditions. For example, the Sustainable Rangelands and Livestock Grazing 
section includes desired conditions, standards, and guidelines that will ensure that permitted livestock 
grazing is consistent with the desired conditions of other resources, including at-risk species, forage, and 
riparian health. See FW-RANGE-DC-4, FW-RANGE-S-1, FWRANGE- G-1, FW-RANGE-G-2). Riparian and 
wetlands areas are also protected from grazing impacts by a number of plan components. In the 
Sustainable Rangelands and Livestock Grazing section of the Plan, FW-RANGE-S1, G1-5, and MA12 all 
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dictate protections to ecological resources, including riparian resources. Additionally, plan components 
in other sections, like the Riparian and Wetland Ecosystems section and Water Resources section, 
ensure management activities like permitted livestock grazing do not negatively affect ecosystems 
function over the long-term and move ecosystems toward desired conditions (see FW-RWE-G2 and G7; 
FW-RWEDC1 and DC4; FW-WATER-G1; FW-WATER-DC1, DC2, and DC3). In addition to these plan 
components, livestock management on NFS lands has shifted to an adaptive management philosophy 
allowing appropriate seasonal changes in livestock numbers (increases or decreases) or seasons of use, 
in response to changing ecological conditions (e.g., forage production, water availability, and 
precipitation patterns). Adaptive management recognizes that our knowledge about natural systems can 
be uncertain (e.g., climate variability, fire, or flooding), and future management needs to be flexible to 
adjust to meet the management objectives. When used appropriately, this flexibility better mimics 
natural processes and decreases the potential for undesired impacts on other resources. This adaptive 
management strategy is codified as policy in the Forest Service Handbook on Grazing Permit 
Administration and Rangeland Decision Making. When monitoring indicates that adjustments are 
needed, the adaptive management approach allows for changes to occur as long as they remain within 
the range analyzed in the NEPA analysis that authorized grazing for that allotment. 

RNG057 (FEIS Vol 4, p. 212): Plan components throughout the Sustainable Rangelands and Livestock 
Grazing section are meant to mitigate potential ecological damage, acknowledging that ecological 
damage by livestock is possible. We do not believe this needs to be called out in an additional MA. 
Furthermore, RANGE-MA-1 asks managers to consider collaboration "among stakeholders, including 
local communities; and RANGE-MA-4 asks managers to consider "collaboration among 
stakeholders...and non-governmental entities" in the context of modifications in livestock grazing. These 
management approaches encourage knowledge sharing and partnership amongst multiple interested 
parties around rangeland management. While management approaches encourage collaboration 
amongst diverse entities, legally, the Forest Service is only required to collaborate with permittees on 
allotment management (see  FSH 2209.13, Chapter 90). Although this policy does not require 
cooperation with other interested parties, neither does it require exclusion of them. 

RNG073 (FEIS Vol 4, p. 220): I believe that riparian grazing should not be discontinued because it is 
outside the scope of the Forest Plan, it would be against Forest Service policy and regulation, and 
because grazing can be compatible with riparian management. This compatibility is shown by the 
responsible official’s work in NMMJM habitat and by relatively recent peer reviewed literature. To 
discontinue grazing in any particular place on the forest is beyond the scope of the Forest Plan, and 
cannot be done without further allotment level analysis. Current grazing in riparian areas has been 
authorized through previous allotment-level NEPA analysis, which are still in effect. Additionally, we 
have local evidence and scientific literature (listed below) that shows controlled grazing in riparian areas 
and wetlands may not necessarily be detrimental. Furthermore, the Forest Service operates under the 
Multiple Use Mandate which states, “ The management of all the various renewable surface resources 
of the NFS should be managed so that they are utilized in the combination that will best meet the needs 
of the American people; making the most judicious use of the land for some or all of these resources or 
related services over areas large enough to provide sufficient latitude for periodic adjustments in use to 
conform to changing needs and conditions; that some land will be used for less than all of the resources; 
and harmonious and coordinated management of the various resources, each with the other, without 
impairment of the productivity of the land, with consideration being given to the relative values of the 
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various resources, and not necessarily the combination of uses that will give the greatest dollar return or 
the greatest unit output, consistent with the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960 (16 U.S.C. 528–
531) (36 CFR 219.19) 

However, it was never the intent of the Congress that all uses would occur on all areas. NEPA analyses 
(which are project level actions beyond the scope of the Forest Plan) are used to authorize grazing for 
specific allotments, and the rangelands management and livestock grazing program has multiple 
mechanisms to evaluate, review, and adapt management as needed to effectively protect resources and 
respond to changing conditions (as codified in the Forest Service Handbook on Grazing Permit 
Administration and Rangeland Decision Making). Stocking decisions regarding the amount of livestock 
grazing authorized for each grazing allotment are considered as part of project-level analysis (NEPA) and 
beyond the scope of the forest plan EIS. Project-level analysis would cover changes to authorized grazing 
through term grazing permits (subject to forest-wide standards and guidelines); allotment management 
plans; and annual operating instructions. Again, grazing in riparian areas has been analyzed and 
authorized through previous allotment scale NEPA projects and whether grazing is appropriate or not is 
outside the scope of the Forest Plan. It should be determined at the local or allotment scale. An 
additional reason to not cancel grazing across all riparian areas is that grazing can be compatible in 
riparian areas when managed properly. For instance, infrastructure and water features allow us to 
better manage the distribution of cattle to keep them from negatively impacting riparian areas (see FW-
RANGE-O-1 and O-2). An example of what proper management can achieve can be seen in how since the 
2015 listing of the New Mexico Meadow Jumping Mouse (NMMJM) and the implementation of more 
robust efforts to manage the riparian areas grazed critical habitat has for the most part met the habitat 
needs of the mouse as listed (Primary Constituent Elements-PCEs of 24-inch stubble height, running 
water, and sedge presence). The NMMJM has also been found to use these areas (Chambers and 
Horncastle 2017, Chambers 2019). Additionally, evidence from scientific literature shows that data from 
excluding grazing in local streams may not be the answer in restoring the geomorphology of altered 
streams. Van Horn et.al. 2012 found that “Stream geomorphology was not significantly altered by 5 
years of grazing exclusion” on six grazing exclosure sites on the Valles Caldera National Preserve. 
Evidence also suggests there are other ways to manage for cattle grazing in riparian zones other than 
fenced exclosures, including those described in the following research… 

DA006 (FEIS Vol 4, p. 309): Management and administration of grazing permits is already addressed by 
existing regulation and policy. The authority to permanently retire an allotment from grazing is retained 
by the Forest Service and is not held by the permittee. Permits can be canceled by Rangers due to 
resource concerns (FSH Ch10 16.2, 36 CFR 224.4), but this is a project-level decision and thus, outside of 
the scope of the Plan. The rangelands management and livestock grazing program has multiple 
mechanisms to evaluate, review, and adapt management as needed to effectively protect resources and 
respond to changing conditions (as codified in the Forest Service Handbook on Grazing Permit 
Administration and Rangeland Decision Making—FSH Ch 96.2—and R3 Guidance 92.23b). Project-level 
analysis would cover changes to authorized grazing through term grazing permits (subject to forest-wide 
standards and guidelines); allotment management plans; and annual operating instructions. Grazing 
permit retirement is outside the scope of the Forest Plan. See RW026 for more on this subject. 

DA009 (FEIS Vol 4, p. 310): The Plan has direction for dealing with non-conforming structures that are 
no longer in use: FW-RANGE-O-1: Annually remove, improve, or reconstruct at least 5 percent of the 
forest’s range infrastructure that is no longer necessary or in poor or non-functional condition. DA-
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WILD-MA-14: Consider removing non-conforming structures from wilderness that are no longer in use 
and do not meet the desired conditions. Grazing permit retirement is outside the scope of the Forest 
Plan. See also: RW026 and DA006 for more on this subject. 

Forest Plan, p. 120: The numbers of grazing permits, grazing allotments, and maximum permitted forage 
consumption (animal unit months [AUMs]) on the Santa Fe NF have steadily increased over the past 20 
years. Livestock management on NFS lands has shifted to an adaptive management philosophy allowing 
appropriate seasonal changes in livestock numbers (increases or decreases) or seasons of use, in 
response to changing ecological conditions (e.g., forage production, water availability, and precipitation 
patterns). Adaptive management recognizes that our knowledge about natural systems can be uncertain 
(e.g., climate variability, fire, or flooding), and future management needs to be flexible to adjust to meet 
the management objectives. When used appropriately, this flexibility better mimics natural processes 
and decreases the potential for undesired impacts on other resources. This adaptive management 
strategy is codified as policy in the Forest Service Handbook on Grazing Permit Administration and 
Rangeland Decision Making. When monitoring indicates that adjustments are needed, the adaptive 
management approach allows for changes to occur as long as they remain within the range analyzed in 
the NEPA analysis that authorized grazing for that allotment. 

Forest Plan, p. 239, 256: Narrative discusses the adaptive management monitoring strategy the forest 
has adopted, and tables include rangeland monitoring questions and indicators. 

FEIS Vol 1, p. 159: Describes the methods and assumptions for the riparian and wetland ecosystem 
analysis in relation to grazing. 

FEIS Vol 1, p. 157: Gives an overview of wetland ecosystems on the Santa Fe NF and assesses their 
reference conditions and departure there from. 

FEIS Vol 1, p. 160: Proper Functioning Condition (PFC) is the only key ecosystem characteristic unique to 
riparian areas and not referenced in the upland vegetation ERU section of the forest plan. PFC provides 
a methodology for assessing the physical functioning of riparian-wetland areas (USDI 1997 and 1998) 
and provides a consistent approach for assessing the physical functioning of riparian-wetland areas 
through consideration of hydrology, vegetation, and soil or landform attributes. The on-the ground 
condition termed PFC refers to how well the physical processes are functioning. PFC can be interpreted 
as a state of resiliency indicating that riparian-wetland areas will retain core ecosystem functions during 
a high-flow event or other disturbance, ultimately sustaining the riparian system’s ability to maintain 
values related to both physical and biological attributes. Specific attributes collected to evaluate PFC 
include hydrogeomorphic features of the stream and floodplain, vegetation, features, related erosion 
and deposition, soil type, and water quality. 

DROD, p. 22: Describes Forest monitoring and adaptive management approaches. 

FEIS vol. 1 p. 398; analysis assumption:  

• Since this analysis is done at the program level, site-specific determinations will be made in 
allotment-scaled NEPA analysis. 

• Livestock grazing will be balanced with available forage using adaptive management as analyzed 
in allotment-level NEPA analysis. 

• Livestock will be managed so that range conditions move toward desired conditions as outlined 
in this Plan.  
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Land Management Plan:  Forest planning is a continuous process that includes (1) assessment; (2) plan 
development, amendment, and revision; and (3) monitoring. The intent of this forest planning 
framework is to create an integrated approach to the management of resources and uses, incorporate 
the landscape-scale context for management, allow the Forest Service to adapt to changing conditions, 
and improve management based on monitoring and new information. An adaptive forest plan 
recognizes that there is always uncertainty about the future of natural systems and the timing and type 
of disturbances. Social conditions and human values regarding the management of national forests are 
also likely to change. Given that the setting for forest plan implementation will be changing over time, 
the forest plan incorporates an effective monitoring program that is capable of detecting change, with 
an adaptive flexibility to respond to those detected changes. The forest plan monitoring program 
recognizes key management questions and identifies measurable indicators that can inform the 
questions. When conditions change beyond what was anticipated in the forest plan, a responsive 
process using narrow amendments can be used to adjust plans between revisions (p. 26). 

• Description of the Forest Plan Monitoring Program (begin p. 239). 
• Adaptive management recognizes that our knowledge about natural systems can be uncertain 

(e.g., climate variability, fire, or flooding), and future management needs 
• to be flexible to adjust to meet the management objectives (p. 120). 
• When monitoring indicates that adjustments are needed, the adaptive management approach 

allows for changes to occur as long as they remain within the range analyzed in the NEPA 
analysis that authorized grazing for that allotment (p. 121). 

• FW-RANGE-DC-7: Range infrastructure functions to maintain or improve livestock grazing 
management and the condition of forest ecological and cultural resources. 

• FW-RANGE-O-1: Annually remove, improve, or reconstruct at least 5 percent of the forest’s 
range infrastructure that is no longer necessary or in poor or non-functional condition. 

• FW-RANGE-O-2: Maintain, improve, or install at least one water feature per year to improve 
water availability for wildlife or livestock where natural water sources are limited. 

• FW-RANGE-S-1: Livestock management must be compatible with capacity and address 
ecological resources (e.g., forage, invasive plants, at-risk species, soils, riparian health, and water 
quality) that are departed from desired conditions, as determined by temporally and spatially 
appropriate data (p. 122). 

• FW-RANGE-S-2: New or reconstructed fencing must allow for wildlife passage, except where 
specifically intended to exclude wildlife (such as elk exclosure fence) or to protect human health 
and safety, while maintaining its effectiveness for livestock management. 

• FW-RANGE-S-3: New and reconstructed range improvements must be designed to prevent 
wildlife entrapment and provide safe egress for wildlife (e.g., escape ramps in water troughs and 
cattle guards). 

• FW-RANGE-G-1: Forage use should be based on current and desired ecological conditions as 
determined by temporally and spatially appropriate scientific data during planning cycles (e.g., 
Annual Operating Instructions or permit renewal), to sustain livestock grazing and maintain 
ecological function and processes (p. 122). 

• FW-RANGE-G-3: New livestock troughs, tanks, and holding facilities should be located to avoid 
long-term detrimental impacts to RMZs unless necessary for resource enhancement or 
protection. 
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• FW-RANGE-G-4: New range infrastructure (e.g., troughs or tanks) should be designed to avoid 
long-term negative impacts to soil resources (e.g., soil compaction and soil loss) to maintain 
hydrological function outside of the structure’s footprint. 

• FW-RANGE-MA-2: Develop partnerships with livestock grazing permit holders, agencies (e.g., 
the NMDGF), and other groups and individuals to develop collaborative proposals and 
implement projects that benefit multiple use on the forest. 

• FW-RANGE-MA-3: Coordination with livestock grazing permit holders should occur at the early 
stages of planning and project design to include local perspectives, needs, concerns, and 
traditional knowledge. 

• FW-RANGE-MA-7: Consider using an adaptive management strategy to manage livestock grazing 
in a manner that promotes ecosystem resiliency, sustainability, and species diversity, based on 
changes in range conditions, climate, and other resource conditions. Using the adaptive 
management strategy provides more flexibility to grazing management, while improving or 
maintaining rangeland health (p. 124). 

• FW-RANGE-MA-8: Consider inviting association members and individual permit holders on range 
inspections. 

• FW-WATER-DC-1: Watersheds are functioning properly according to metrics described by the 
Watershed Condition Framework, other current protocols, and Properly Function Condition 
(PFC) protocols (p. 71). 

Assessment 
The objectors contend that the LMP does not comply with law or policy for adaptive management 
because an adaptive management plan for grazing was not developed at the programmatic level. The 
LMP includes a description of “Adaptive Planning”, a continuous process that includes: (1) assessment; 
(2) plan development, amendment, and revision; and (3) monitoring (LMP, p. 26). The LMP also includes 
monitoring questions, indicators, topics, and intervals selected to assess plan components (LMP, p. 239). 
For instance, Proper Functioning Condition (PFC) is listed as a desired condition (LMP, p. 71, 241) used to 
measure effectiveness of the plan.  

However, as defined under FSH 2209.13 Ch. 90, adaptive management of grazing allotments occurs at 
the project level during development of grazing related proposed actions. The LMP does not propose 
site-specific actions (consistent with FSH 1909.12, Chapter 20, Section 23.23d), but establishes and 
affirms desired conditions, standards, guidelines, and management approaches that can guide those 
decisions. Specific attributes may be selected at the allotment level to evaluate resources connected to 
desired conditions like PFC (e.g. hydrogeomorphic features of the stream and floodplain, vegetation 
features, related erosion and deposition, soil type, water quality, etc.)(FEIS Vol 1, p. 160). 

While consultation and cooperation with affected permittees, landowners, grazing advisory boards, and 
affected States is required during allotment analysis (36 CFR 222.2b), the LMP encourages collaboration 
amongst numerous stakeholders through inclusion of the following management approaches: 

• FW-RANGE-MA-2: Develop partnerships with livestock grazing permit holders, agencies (e.g., 
the NMDGF), and other groups and individuals to develop collaborative proposals and 
implement projects that benefit multiple use on the forest. 
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• FW-RANGE-MA-3: Coordination with livestock grazing permit holders should occur at the early 
stages of planning and project design to include local perspectives, needs, concerns, and 
traditional knowledge. 

• FW-RANGE-MA-8: Consider inviting association members and individual permit holders on range 
inspections. 

Regarding range improvements and facilities, site-specific actions would occur at the project level. 
However, the LMP includes the following components that address improvements across the landscape, 
including in aquatic and riparian areas: 

• FW-RANGE-DC-7: Range infrastructure functions to maintain or improve livestock grazing 
management and the condition of forest ecological and cultural resources. 

• FW-RANGE-O-1: Annually remove, improve, or reconstruct at least 5 percent of the forest’s 
range infrastructure that is no longer necessary or in poor or non-functional condition. 

• FW-RANGE-O-2: Maintain, improve, or install at least one water feature per year to improve 
water availability for wildlife or livestock where natural water sources are limited. 

• FW-RANGE-S-2: New or reconstructed fencing must allow for wildlife passage, except where 
specifically intended to exclude wildlife (such as elk exclosure fence) or to protect human health 
and safety, while maintaining its effectiveness for livestock management. 

• FW-RANGE-S-3: New and reconstructed range improvements must be designed to prevent 
wildlife entrapment and provide safe egress for wildlife (e.g., escape ramps in water troughs and 
cattle guards). 

• FW-RANGE-G-3: New livestock troughs, tanks, and holding facilities should be located to avoid 
long-term detrimental impacts to RMZs unless necessary for resource enhancement or 
protection. 

• FW-RANGE-G-4: New range infrastructure (e.g., troughs or tanks) should be designed to avoid 
long-term negative impacts to soil resources (e.g., soil compaction and soil loss) to maintain 
hydrological function outside of the structure’s footprint. 

The LMP, appropriately, does not deal with the retirement of grazing permits. Permits do not confer 
ownership or an inherent right (Granger Thye Act of 1950), and permit actions are administrative in 
nature (FSH 2209.13). Whether to authorize grazing or close an allotment is itself a project-level 
decision.   

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official addressed adaptive management appropriately.  I find the planning 
record appropriately addressed other issues raised in the objection such as PFC, range improvements, 
collaboration, and grazing permits. 
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Range Best Available Science 
Primary Objectors 
Craig Jolly 
Todd Schulke, Center for Biological Diversity 
Cyndi Tuell, Western Watersheds Project 

Issue Summary 
Objectors disagree with:  

• a statement in the LMP that regulating ecosystem services related to livestock grazing include 
aeration of the soil through hoof action;  

• unclear and undefined expression "maintenance of open space off-forest;"  
• use of references that cannot be found or do not support the statements attributed to them, 

including Malan et al. 2018 (reference cannot be found); McInnis 2009, Parsons et al. 2003, 
Lucas et al. 2004, and Perry 2005 (all recommend direction to graze early summer only, and only 
when forage quality was high); Saunders, W Fausch 2012 (Colorado study indicates a need for 
site specific data).  

Todd Schulke objects to measuring utilization on "key species" as a basis for adjusting stocking rates 
(i.e., either removing some or all animals from a pasture) or for calculating the "desired" stocking rate 
for following years, is based on the concept that the use on the key species is gradual throughout the 
grazing period and correlated with stocking rate. 

Objectors’ Suggested Remedies 
Craig Jolly 
Reduction in grazing numbers in response to stressors -- the very stressors that are driving the same 
Forest's Plan commitment to wildfire fuel reductions. 

Todd Schulke 
A paradigm shift away from offering grazing regardless of conditions, to one that uses data observed by 
monitoring to decide whether or not to offer grazing or not, is necessary. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
FEIS Vol 4 – Response to Comments, Literature Cited includes the following: 

• Parsons, C.T., P.A. Momont, T. DelCurto, M. McInnis, and M.L. Porath. 2003. Cattle distribution 
patterns and vegetation use in mountain riparian areas. Journal of Range Management 56 (4), 
334-341. 

• Lucas, R.W., T.T. Baker, M.K. Wood, C.D. Allison, and D.M. Vanleeuwen. 2004. Riparian 
vegetation response to different intensities and seasons of grazing. Journal of Range 
Management 57 (5), 466-474 

• Saunders, W.C., and K.D. Fausch. 2012. Grazing management influences the subsidy of 
terrestrial prey to trout in central Rocky Mountain streams (USA). 2012. Freshwater Biology. 57: 
1512-1529. 
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RNG072, p. 199: To discontinue grazing does not meet the purpose and need of the Forest Plan, nor 
does it meet Forest Service Regulation and Congressional mandates. The Forest Service operates under 
the Multiple Use Mandate which states, “The management of all the various renewable surface 
resources of the NFS should be managed so that they are utilized in the combination that will best meet 
the needs of the American people; making the most judicious use of the land for some or all of these 
resources or related services over areas large enough to provide sufficient latitude for periodic 
adjustments in use to conform to changing needs and conditions; that some land will be used for less 
than all of the resources; and harmonious and coordinated management of the various resources, each 
with the other, without impairment of the productivity of the land, with consideration being given to the 
relative values of the various resources, and not necessarily the combination of uses that will give the 
greatest dollar return or the greatest unit output, consistent with the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act 
of 1960 (16 U.S.C. 528–531) (36 CFR 219.19).” 

The Forest Service has supported controlled livestock grazing since the very early days of the agency. 
The earliest version of published policy of the Forest Service (USDA Forest Service1905), stated: “The 
Forest Service will allow the use of the forage crop of the reserves as fully as the proper care and 
protection of the forests and the water supply permits. In new forest reserves where the livestock 
industry is of special importance, full grazing privileges will be given at first, and if reduction in number is 
afterwards found necessary, stockmen will be given ample opportunity to adjust their business to the 
new conditions. Every effort will be made to assist the stock owners to a satisfactory distribution of 
stock on the range in order to secure greater harmony among citizens, to reduce the waste of forage by 
tramping in unnecessary movement of stock, and to obtain a more permanent, judicious, and profitable 
use of the range. The leading objects of the grazing regulations are: 1. The protection and conservative 
use of all forest reserve land adapted for grazing. 2. The best permanent good of the live-stock industry 
through proper care and improvement of the grazing lands.3. The protection of the settler and home 
builder against unfair competition in the use of the range.” 

The Forest Plan supports grazing as a valid use of forest lands through multiple plan components in its 
Rural Historic Communities section and its Sustainable Rangelands and Livestock Grazing section. 
Example plan components include FW-RURALH-DC-1, FW-RURALH-DC-2, FWRURALH-DC-3, FW-RURALH-
G-4, FW-RANGE-DC-1, FW-RANGE-DC-2, FW-RANGEDC-7, FW-RANGE-O-2, FW-RANGE-G-1, FW-RANGE-
G-7. Plan components in other sections also provide direction to support sustainable grazing, such as 
FW-VEG-DC-3b, FW-MSG-DC-1c, FW-CPGB-DC-1c, FW-CPGB-DC-6, FW-WATER-DC-1e, FW-WATER-DC-2, 
FW-RWE-G-2, FW-TERRASH-O-1. 

However, it was never the intent of the Congress that all uses would occur on all areas. NEPA analyses 
(which are project level actions beyond the scope of the Forest Plan) are used to authorize grazing for 
specific allotments, and the rangelands management and livestock grazing program has multiple 
mechanisms to evaluate, review, and adapt management as needed to effectively protect resources and 
respond to changing conditions (as codified in the Forest Service Handbook on Grazing Permit 
Administration and Rangeland Decision Making—FSH Ch 96.2— and R3 Guidance 92.23b). Stocking 
decisions regarding the amount of livestock grazing authorized for each grazing allotment are 
considered as part of project-level analysis (NEPA) and beyond the scope of the forest plan EIS. Project-
level analysis would cover changes to authorized grazing through term grazing permits (subject to 
forest-wide standards and guidelines); allotment management plans; and annual operating instructions. 
In addition to these project-level actions, the Forest Plan details numerous protections for recreation, 
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ecological resources, and wildlife in the face of potential grazing pressures. Example plan components 
include: FW-VEG-G-5, FW-RWE-G-2, FW-RWE-G-7, FW-TERRASH-S-1,FW-TERRASH-G-1, FW-TERRASH-G-
2, FW-ATRISK-G-1, FW-SOIL-G-4, FW-RANGE-DC-4, FW-RANGE-DC-5, FW-RANGE-DC-6, FW-RANGE-DC-7, 
FW-RANGE-O-1, FW-RANGES-1, FW-RANGE-S-2, FW-RANGE-S-3, FW-RANGE-G-1, FW-RANGE-G-2, FW-
RANGE-G3,FW-RANGE-G-4, FW-RANGE-G-5, FW-RANGE-G-8, FW-REC-DC-4, 

RNG006/025/051, p. 197: The Forest Plan defines adaptive management in the glossary, and addresses 
adaptive management as a livestock grazing strategy in FW-RANGE-MA-7. FWRANGE-G-6 and MA-1 also 
support managing grazing to respond to changing resource conditions. Other plan components ensure 
that riparian ecosystem health will be met and maintained, including desired conditions that direct that 
departure from site potential is low (FWRWE-DC-1). Direction in the Sustainable Rangelands and 
Livestock Grazing section also support ecological resource health (FW-RANGE-S-1, G-1). The monitoring 
plan contained in chapter 5 of the Forest Plan, in conjunction with project-level monitoring, will also 
provide the framework to support adaptive management on the forest. 

Additionally, permits can be modified based on management needs (36 CFR 222.4 7). Livestock 
management on NFS lands has shifted to an adaptive management philosophy allowing appropriate 
seasonal changes in livestock numbers (increases or decreases) or seasons of use, in response to 
changing ecological conditions (e.g., forage production, water availability, and precipitation patterns). 
Adaptive management recognizes that our knowledge about natural systems can be uncertain (e.g., 
climate variability, fire, or flooding), and future management needs to be flexible to adjust to meet the 
management objectives. When used appropriately, this flexibility better mimics natural processes and 
decreases the potential for undesired impacts on other resources. This adaptive management strategy is 
codified as policy in the Forest Service Handbook on Grazing Permit Administration and Rangeland 
Decision Making. When monitoring indicates that adjustments are needed, the adaptive management 
approach allows for changes to occur as long as they remain within the range analyzed in the NEPA 
analysis that authorized grazing for that allotment. Permits can be canceled by Rangers due to resource 
concerns (FSH Ch10 16.2, 36 CFR 224.4), but this is at the project-level and thus, outside of the scope of 
the Forest Plan Revision process. 

RNG008, p. 202: The Santa Fe NF maintains that grazing is one of the multiple uses it supports, in 
keeping with the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960 (MUSY): "It is the policy of the Congress that 
the national forests are established and shall be administered for outdoor recreation, range, timber, 
watershed, and wildlife and fish purposes" (16 U.S. Code § 528). The Assessment, Draft Plan, and DEIS all 
acknowledge the importance of grazing as one of many uses on the Santa Fe NF. The Assessment 
describes the long history of grazing communities in the area and the DEIS analyzes management 
impacts of grazing and on grazing to establish Draft Plan components that support socially, 
economically, and ecologically sustainable grazing within the Forest's boundaries. As part of the agency's 
mission, the Santa Fe NF authorizes grazing by domestic livestock under a permit system, administering 
this use to be compatible with other multiple-use objectives and to provide desired benefits to 
communities (USDA Forest Service 2016b). A key part of fulfilling this mission and providing community 
benefits is planning for sustainable rangeland management and livestock grazing. "Sustainable" as it is 
used throughout the Draft Plan and Draft Environmental Impacts Statement (DEIS) is defined as follows: 
The capability to meet the needs of the present generation without compromising the ability of future 
generations to meet their needs. For the purposes of the land management planning regulation at 36 
CFR part 219 and this Handbook ''ecological sustainability'' refers to the capability of ecosystems to 
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maintain ecological integrity; ''economic sustainability'' refers to the capability of society to produce and 
consume or otherwise benefit from goods and services including contributions to jobs and market and 
nonmarket benefits; and ''social sustainability'' refers to the capability of society to support the network 
of relationships, traditions, culture, and activities that connect people to the land and to one another, 
and support vibrant communities (36 CFR 219.19). This definition applies to the concept of "sustainable 
grazing," which is used to describe the livestock grazing section of the Draft Plan; plan components were 
crafted with this definition in mind. In other words, the Draft Plan addresses grazing through the lens of 
long-term viability rather than short-term gain. It seeks to ensure that current grazing on the forest does 
not impact the ability of future generations to continue to practice grazing traditions important to social, 
cultural, and economic livelihoods. These aims are in line with those expressed by ranchers interviewed 
by McSweeney and Raish (2012), who spoke of how making sure that cattle are not overgrazing the land 
and ensuring it is healthy is a key responsibility they feel-"The land must be cared for to have grass next 
year" (McSweeney and Raish 2012).  

Similar to the grazing strategies expressed by ranchers in the aforementioned report, such as moving 
cattle to allow for vegetation to recover, livestock management on the Santa Fe NF has used an adaptive 
management strategy that allows stocking levels and timing to change in response to variability in 
forage production, surface water availability, and rain patterns. The flexibility of adaptive management 
better mimics natural processes and decreases the potential for undesired impacts on the land, such as 
overgrazed allotments or degraded water sources. This adaptive management strategy is codified as 
policy in the Forest Service Handbook on Grazing Permit Administration, Rangeland Management 
Decision making (USDA Forest Service 2013). (USDA Forest Service 2016b) The Draft Plan addresses 
sustainable grazing through its vegetation and riparian management plan components, plan 
components in its Rural Historic Communities section, and through plan components in its Sustainable 
Rangelands and Livestock Grazing section.  

Vegetation and riparian plan components aim to support healthy Forest ecosystems, which currently 
includes supporting livestock and other human-centered uses (e.g., clean, healthy waterways; 
recreation; healthy wildlife populations for hunting and fishing). Vegetation plan components encourage 
a return to more natural fire systems, which over time will reduce the risk of catastrophic fires and 
promote increases in understory plants such as nutrient-rich native grasses. Riparian plan components 
are similarly aimed at supporting water systems on the Forest that will remain viable and productive.  

These ecologically-based plan components promote ecological sustainability-they ensure the land is 
healthy enough to support cultural, economic, and social uses of the Forest for many generations. 
Improved grass cover and water resources will benefit livestock grazing and the communities that rely 
on it by ensuring long-term availability of forage resources. However, the conditions on the Forest that 
support human uses can only improve if there are limits on use. No system can sustain continuous, 
increasing use (e.g., continuous increase in cattle grazing on a limited amount of Forest land); long-term 
overuse with no adaptation to ecological change (e.g., drought, fire, increased heat) is ecologically 
unsustainable. It will ultimately cause the collapse of the ecological system, taking the social and 
economic systems with it. This is true for livestock grazing on the Santa Fe NF. Unlimited amounts of 
cattle will not allow for the land to recover and maintain current levels of grazing. Rather, forage 
availability will decline, leading to declines in the amount of healthy cattle the Forest can support, and, if 
grazing continues regardless, would result in negative social, economic, and cultural impacts to grazing 
communities as allotments became unusable over time. Ecologically unsustainable practices result in an 
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unsustainable socioeconomic landscape. There is historic evidence of what unsustainable grazing 
practices can do to the land. One of the earliest changes to the Southwestern landscape was the 
reduction of grass cover as a result of the introduction of large numbers of domestic livestock during the 
early 1800s (Raish and McSweeney 2008). Grazing reduced native plant cover and facilitated the 
colonization of invasives, altering species composition, and reduced vegetation cover (USDA Forest 
Service 2016a). Lack of vegetative cover contributes to reduced ability to carry natural and prescribed 
fire; reduced water infiltration; accelerated erosion and declining soil productivity, especially during 
periods of drought; and contributes to a cycle that continues to reduce vegetative cover; declining grass 
cover on the Forest leads to less forage availability for cattle over time, reducing the numbers of animals 
that can be maintained in good health. Invasive species are also not as palatable or nutritious as native 
grass species, further reducing the landscape's ability to support livestock. Similar cycles can be seen in 
riparian ecosystems, which can contain highly nutritious forage and access to water, but are also 
vulnerable to being irreparably damaged in the face of unchecked use.  

Current vegetation analyses show that the grassland types commonly used for livestock grazing are 
losing productivity due to declines in herbaceous ground cover, invasive species, and drought (USDA 
Forest Service 2019b), highlighting the need for adaptive management strategies in grazed areas. In 
keeping with the social and economic sides of sustainability, the Forest is focused on maintaining 
current levels of livestock grazing in the forest while improving the rangeland conditions that support 
grazing. Throughout the forest, the number of grazing permits, grazing allotments, and maximum 
permitted forage consumption (in AUMs) has remained relatively stable over time. The exception to this 
stability comes from the near record-breaking droughts experienced from 2002 to 2012. In 2002, 
precipitation was 54% below the 30-year average. Then, from 2003 to 2012 precipitation was 11% below 
normal based on the 30-year average for the precipitation year. During the 2002 drought, the Santa Fe 
NF implemented significant reductions in authorized use requiring permittees to remove livestock from 
allotments on the Forest. Throughout the drought period, authorized livestock use averaged about 77 
percent of past permitted use (USDA Forest Service 2014; USDA NRCS). As drought conditions change, 
adaptive management techniques can allow for incremental restocking while allowing vegetation to 
recover. This allows Forest Service staff to work with permittees to improve mutual understanding of 
how best to manage allotments under drought conditions, avoiding long-term damage to forage 
resources. Plan components in the Rural Historic Communities section ensure that traditionally used 
products (e.g., fuelwood, latillas, vigas, pinon, osha, and clay) are available to communities in balance 
with other resource management objectives. Impacts to culturally important places are also mitigated, 
and acequia access is ensured. Coordination to include local perspectives, needs, concerns, and 
traditional knowledge is supported by plan components. These components, in conjunction with the 
ecological plan direction described above, all work to sustain the cultures of traditional rural and grazing 
communities. 

RNG035, p. 207: Federal grazing fees are congressionally mandated in PRIA, and their determination is 
therefore outside the scope of the Plan. The monitoring section of the Plan describes how we will 
monitor sustainable livestock grazing in terms of achieving desired conditions. Beyond this, range 
monitoring work is ongoing outside of the forest planning process, and is outside the scope of the plan. 
Enforcement of AOIs is also outside the scope of the planning process. The authority is delegated to 
district rangers by the Forest Supervisor (FSH 2200) and policy directs how and when violations are dealt 
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with. There are rangeland monitoring methods that are implemented as part of the range program, 
directed under FSH Range Guidance. Adaptive management is also embedded in the range program. 

RNG022, p. 213: This comment has already been addressed in the Plan with FW-RANGE-S-1: "Livestock 
management shall be compatible with capacity and address ecological concerns (such as forage, invasive 
plants, at-risk species, soils, riparian health, and water quality) that are departed from desired 
conditions, as determined by temporally and spatially appropriate data." 

RNG034, p. 214: FW-RANGE-MA-12 describes a project-level action, which are not dictated by plan 
direction. However, there were strong feelings by resource specialists and on-the-ground managers that 
it was important to highlight as an action that should be taken into consideration during project 
planning. Hence, it is included in the final Plan as a management approach (see the Forest Plan 
Components section of the Forest Plan for a description of management approaches and guidelines). 
The Forest Plan includes direction that will guide decisions on whether to authorize livestock grazing 
and, if so, under what conditions. For example, the Sustainable Rangelands and Livestock Grazing 
section includes desired conditions, standards, and guidelines that will ensure that permitted livestock 
grazing is consistent with the desired conditions of other resources, including at-risk species, forage, and 
riparian health. See FW-RANGE-DC-4, FW-RANGE-S-1, FWRANGE- G-1, FW-RANGE-G-2). Riparian and 
wetlands areas are also protected from grazing impacts by a number of plan components. In the 
Sustainable Rangelands and Livestock Grazing section of the Plan, FW-RANGE-S1, G1-5, and MA12 all 
dictate protections to ecological resources, including riparian resources. Additionally, plan components 
in other sections, like the Riparian and Wetland Ecosystems section and Water Resources section, 
ensure management activities like permitted livestock grazing do not negatively affect ecosystems 
function over the long-term and move ecosystems toward desired conditions(see FW-RWE-G2 and G7; 
FW-RWEDC1 and DC4; FW-WATER-G1; FW-WATER-DC1, DC2, and DC3). In addition to these plan 
components, livestock management on NFS lands has shifted to an adaptive management philosophy 
allowing appropriate seasonal changes in livestock numbers (increases or decreases) or seasons of use, 
in response to changing ecological conditions (e.g., forage production, water availability, and 
precipitation patterns). Adaptive management recognizes that our knowledge about natural systems can 
be uncertain (e.g., climate variability, fire, or flooding), and future management needs to be flexible to 
adjust to meet the management objectives. When used appropriately, this flexibility better mimics 
natural processes and decreases the potential for undesired impacts on other resources. This adaptive 
management strategy is codified as policy in the Forest Service Handbook on Grazing Permit 
Administration and Rangeland Decision Making. When monitoring indicates that adjustments are 
needed, the adaptive management approach allows for changes to occur as long as they remain within 
the range analyzed in the NEPA analysis that authorized grazing for that allotment. 

Forest Plan 

p. 120: The numbers of grazing permits, grazing allotments, and maximum permitted forage 
consumption (animal unit months [AUMs]) on the Santa Fe NF have steadily increased over the past 20 
years. Livestock management on NFS lands has shifted to an adaptive management philosophy allowing 
appropriate seasonal changes in livestock numbers (increases or decreases) or seasons of use, in 
response to changing ecological conditions (e.g., forage production, water availability, and precipitation 
patterns). Adaptive management recognizes that our knowledge about natural systems can be uncertain 
(e.g., climate variability, fire, or flooding), and future management needs to be flexible to adjust to meet 
the management objectives. When used appropriately, this flexibility better mimics natural processes 
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and decreases the potential for undesired impacts on other resources. This adaptive management 
strategy is codified as policy in the Forest Service Handbook on Grazing Permit Administration and 
Rangeland Decision Making. When monitoring indicates that adjustments are needed, the adaptive 
management approach allows for changes to occur as long as they remain within the range analyzed in 
the NEPA analysis that authorized grazing for that allotment. 

p. 239, 256: Narrative discusses the adaptive management monitoring strategy the forest has adopted, 
and tables include rangeland monitoring questions and indicators. 

p. 264: Ecosystem Services are those products and processes in functional ecosystems that people enjoy 
or from which they benefit. The description of each resource in the plan includes a discussion of the 
ecosystem services that it provides. Benefits that people obtain from ecosystems may be grouped into 
four broad categories:  

1. Supporting ecosystem services are those that are necessary for the production of other 
ecosystem services, such as pollination, seed dispersal, soil formation, and nutrient cycling.  

2. Regulating ecosystem services are the benefits people obtain from the regulation of ecosystem 
processes, such as long-term storage of carbon; climate regulation; water filtration, purification, 
and storage; soil stabilization; flood and drought control; and disease regulation.  

3. Provisioning ecosystem services are the products people obtain from ecosystems, such as clean 
air and fresh water, energy, food, fuel, forage, wood products or fiber, and minerals.  

4. Cultural ecosystem services are the nonmaterial benefits people obtain from ecosystems such as 
educational, aesthetic, spiritual, and cultural heritage values, recreational experiences, and 
tourism opportunities (36 CFR 219.19). 

Adaptive management recognizes uncertain knowledge of natural systems (e.g., climate variability, fire, 
or flooding), and future management needs to be flexible to adjust to meet the management objectives 
(p. 120). 

When monitoring indicates that adjustments are needed, the adaptive management approach allows for 
changes to occur as long as they remain within the range analyzed in the NEPA analysis that authorized 
grazing for that allotment (p. 121). 

FW-RANGE-S-1: Livestock management must be compatible with capacity and address ecological 
resources (e.g., forage, invasive plants, at-risk species, soils, riparian health, and water quality) that are 
departed from desired conditions, as determined by temporally and spatially appropriate data (p. 122). 

FW-RANGE-G-1: Forage use should be based on current and desired ecological conditions as determined 
by temporally and spatially appropriate scientific data during planning cycles (e.g., Annual Operating 
Instructions or permit renewal), to sustain livestock grazing and maintain ecological function and 
processes (p. 122). 

FW-RANGE-MA-7: Consider using an adaptive management strategy to manage livestock grazing in a 
manner that promotes ecosystem resiliency, sustainability, and species diversity, based on changes in 
range conditions, climate, and other resource conditions. Using the adaptive management strategy 
provides more flexibility to grazing management, while improving or maintaining rangeland health (p. 
124). 
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Assessment  
Ecosystem Services 

The LMP (p. 264) defines ecosystem services as those products and processes in functional ecosystems 
that people enjoy or from which they benefit. The description of each resource in the LMP includes a 
discussion of the ecosystem services that it provides. Benefits that people obtain from ecosystems may 
be grouped into four broad categories:  

1. Supporting ecosystem services are those that are necessary for the production of other 
ecosystem services, such as pollination, seed dispersal, soil formation, and nutrient cycling. 

2. Regulating ecosystem services are the benefits people obtain from the regulation of ecosystem 
processes, such as long-term storage of carbon; climate regulation; water filtration, purification, 
and storage; soil stabilization; flood and drought control; and disease regulation.  

3. Provisioning ecosystem services are the products people obtain from ecosystems, such as clean 
air and fresh water, energy, food, fuel, forage, wood products or fiber, and minerals.  

4. Cultural ecosystem services are the non-material benefits people obtain from ecosystems such 
as educational, aesthetic, spiritual, and cultural heritage values; recreational experiences; and 
tourism opportunities (36 CFR 219.19). 

The section in question focuses on grazing, but I feel ecosystem services flow from sustainable 
rangelands because rangelands and other areas available for livestock grazing provide the “natural 
capital” to support provisioning services such as livestock grazing or production. 

Rangelands play an essential role in providing ecosystem services, with cultural ecosystem services 
being one of the most prominent. Continuing this way of life on ancestral lands enhances the culture 
and heritage for future generations. Many people living in traditional communities participate in or have 
connections to ranching and identify with the associated values. Rangelands also provide provisioning 
ecosystem services by contributing to the livelihood of permit holders and to the economy of traditional 
communities and counties. Provisioning ecosystem services include food and hides. Supporting 
ecosystem services include water for wildlife, plant diversity, and ground cover. Livestock grazing is a 
tool that can provide ecological benefits to rangelands via invasive plant control, reduction of fine fuels, 
and providing for socioeconomic opportunity. 

Livestock Numbers 

The FEIS discusses potential effects on AUMs under each alternative based on how different 
management strategies increase or decrease forage over time. The DROD mistakenly included AUM 
numbers creating the appearance that the responsible official had chosen to increase livestock use on 
the Forest. The AUM figures in the DROD were included for internal briefing purposes only, as an 
estimate of potential response to management and restoration under the LMP.  

The FEIS discusses potential effects on AUMs under each alternative based on how different 
management strategies increase or decrease forage over time. Under the LMP: 

• Livestock management must be compatible with capacity and address ecological resources (e.g., 
forage, invasive plants, at-risk species, soils, riparian health, and water quality) that are 
departed from desired conditions, as determined by temporally and spatially appropriate data 
(FW-RANGE-S-1). 
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• Forage use should be based on current and desired ecological conditions as determined by 
temporally and spatially appropriate scientific data during planning cycles (e.g., Annual 
Operating Instructions or permit renewal), to sustain livestock grazing and maintain ecological 
function and processes (FW-RANGE-G-1).  

• The LMP considers using an adaptive management strategy to manage livestock grazing in a 
manner that promotes ecosystem resiliency, sustainability, and species diversity, based on 
changes in range conditions, climate, and other resource conditions. Using the adaptive 
management strategy provides more flexibility to grazing management, while improving or 
maintaining rangeland health (p. FW-RANGE-MA-7).  

• Adaptive management recognizes that our knowledge about natural systems can be uncertain 
(e.g., climate variability, fire, or flooding), and future management needs to be flexible to adjust 
to meet the management objectives (p. 120).  

• When monitoring indicates that adjustments are needed, the adaptive management approach 
allows for changes to occur as long as they remain within the range analyzed in the NEPA 
analysis that authorized grazing for that allotment (p. 121). 

Literature Cited 

The objectors could not find certain references in the planning record, but the responsible official agrees 
to adding the missing references to literature cited.  

The responsible official suggests there are other ways to manage for cattle grazing in riparian zones 
other than fenced exclosures. The objector questions the use of references cited in the range response 
to comments. However, the literature citations (Malan, McInnis, Parsons, Lucas, Perry, Saunders) appear 
consistent with suggestion.  

Citations appear to support the suggestion that there are other ways to manage for cattle grazing in 
riparian zones other than fenced exclosures. These types of practices are pertinent when the Forest 
makes project-level decisions regarding livestock grazing and support the need to tailor management 
needs and strategies at the project level, rather than as blanket requirements at the Forest-scale. 

Objection to measuring utilization on "key species" as a basis for adjusting stocking rates 

The term “key species” is not used in the LMP or the response to comments. The LMP uses the adaptive 
management concept and processes in Forest Service policy (for example AOI) to adjust annual livestock 
numbers. 

The LMP uses the adaptive management concept (FW-RANGE-MA-7) and processes in Forest Service 
policy to adjust annual livestock numbers (FSH 2209.13). Forage use should be based on current and 
desired ecological conditions as determined by temporally and spatially appropriate scientific data 
during planning cycles (e.g., AOIs or permit renewal), to sustain livestock grazing and maintain ecological 
function and processes (FW-RANGE-G-1). Livestock management must be compatible with capacity and 
address ecological resources (e.g., forage, invasive plants, at-risk species, soils, riparian health, and 
water quality) that are departed from desired conditions, as determined by temporally and spatially 
appropriate data (FW-RANGE-S-1). 
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Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official addressed best available science but needs to expand or clarify their 
explanation, or provide additional information regarding ecosystem services, livestock numbers, and 
references; see instructions below. 

Instructions 
Ecosystem Services: The Forest stated, “we did not mean to put an exact number of AUMs in the DROD. 
This estimate was used for the WO briefing but was not used anywhere else and should not be in the 
final ROD. We only have estimates of increases or decreases in AUMs the forest can support, based on 
how different management strategies increase or decrease forage over time.”  I instruct removing the 
text from the ROD and clarifying in the record the reason for any changes.  

Livestock Numbers: The objector is unclear about what "maintenance of open space off-forest" 
referenced in the grazing narrative in the LMP (p. 121). This phrase may refer to the public/private lands 
connection, and how grazing on public lands can contribute to the economic viability of private 
ranchlands and thus prevent their conversion to other land uses. I instruct that is clarified.  

References: I instruct that the following references are added to the planning record: Malan et al. 2018; 
McInnis 2009; Perry 2005, Lucas et al. 2004; Parsons et al. 2003, and Saunders et al. 2012 Grazing 
Analysis. 

Primary Objectors 
Todd Schulke, Center for Biological Diversity 
Cyndi Tuell, Western Watersheds Project 

Issue Summary 
The objectors contend that the responsible official’s analysis regarding grazing is inadequate because:  

• Grazing is not sustainable 
• There is no action alternative that eliminates grazing and is analyzed in the EIS. 
• The responsible official did not take a hard look at grazing, including the effects of grazing on 

wildlife, in the analysis in violation of NEPA. Additionally, the LMP does not adequately address 
conflicts between livestock grazing, wildlife habitat, and imperiled wildlife. 

One of the objectors disagrees with livestock grazing being called sustainable, providing the following 
observations: "Public lands grazing operates at a profound financial public deficit(economically 
unsustainable), has converted and degraded entire landscapes (ecologically unsustainable), converts 
thousands of gallons of potable water into sewage every year (hydrologically unsustainable), produces 
greenhouse gases at levels that exceed other forms of agriculture (climatically unsustainable), and 
results in a product that is demonstrably adverse to human health when ingested frequently or in high 
amounts (nutritionally unsustainable)."  

One of the objectors disagrees with livestock grazing being called sustainable in the arid Southwest 
during a time of prolonged drought. He also questions the method of determining grazing impacts by 
the measure of utilization. He documents a wide variety of impacts to forage value for native species at 
less than full utilization 
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Objectors’ Suggested Remedies 
Craig Jolly proposes as remedies: follow the forest's own ecological assessment and many public 
comments by giving consideration to a decreased AUM alternative. provide the formula by which the 
Santa Fe National Forest arrived at numbers for this increase in AUM, that this Forest be compelled to 
acknowledge the reality of its own ecological assessments and EIS and adjust its AUM downward. Tuell 
proposes a remedy: the Forest Service withdraw the Record of Decision, issue a new decision that 
selects an alternative evaluating allowing vacant allotment should remain vacant. 

Cyndi Tuell suggests two changes to the plan: The Forest Service cannot rely upon this EIS as it relates to 
livestock grazing management because an important aspect of livestock grazing (ubiquitous trespass) 
was not considered. This deficiency and incorrect assumption must be corrected. The Forest Service has 
acknowledged that trespass or unauthorized livestock are a well-known problem on Forest Service 
managed lands. We request that information and documentation related to trespass be included in the 
analysis.  

Suggests the following as remedies: remove the statement at page 121 that livestock grazing provides 
ecosystem services through aeration of the soil through hoof action. Remove the statement at page 121 
that livestock grazing provides ecosystem services by maintaining open space off-forest." evaluate which 
areas are suitable or unsuited for livestock grazing. Provide priority for wildlife as well as livestock in 
forage use. Jolly suggests the following remedy: evaluate an alternative with reduced livestock numbers. 

Todd Schulke proposes the following remedies:  

• Consider modifying, relocating, or removing existing range facilities in water resource features, 
where their presence is determined to inhibit movement toward desired riparian or aquatic 
conditions and consistent with existing water rights and water quality and quantity.  

• Remove cattle from any riparian system that is not fully ecologically functional.  
• Require grazing to be short-term, cool season use only.  
• Exclude grazing entirely from some areas depending on stream conditions or the designation of 

critical habitat; the standard should be 'no grazing' in protected habitat. No longer allow long 
term riparian degradation. These measures are congruent with the Biden administration's 
stated climate and biodiversity priorities.  

• Analyze an alternative that includes the currently proposed restoration interventions, plus 
o the closure of all riparian, aquatic, and wetland ecosystems to all domestic livestock 

grazing,  
o a reduction in upland livestock stocking levels to reduce erosion and pollution of 

riparian systems where that is identified as a problem.  
o As the Revised Plan suggests for roads and recreational sites, the Santa Fe should 

decommission riparian grazing and restore 100 miles of riparian zone? "Let us be clear, 
eliminating the option of riparian grazing access does not and will not impede on 
cultural values, and it certainly isn't unlawful as FEIS suggests." 
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Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The FEIS identifies the needs for change from the previous Santa Fe LMP. A few of those needs are 
directly applicable to the issues raised by the objectors (FEIS, Vol. 1, Chapter 1, pp. 5-8). Those needs 
are:   

• There is a need for plan direction that recognizes the interdependence of resources, provides for 
management areas that reflect natural features and ecological boundaries, incorporates 
adaptive management components to better respond to changing environmental conditions, 
and supports an all-lands approach of working with neighboring land managers to implement 
projects that improve landscape connectivity across mixed ownerships where natural systems 
span multiple administrative boundaries. 

• There is a need for desired conditions that restore or maintain characteristic composition and 
cover of riparian vegetation. There is a need for standards and guidelines that minimize the 
ecological impacts of multiple uses in riparian areas, and a recognition of their reliance on 
upland ecological health.   

• There is a need for plan direction to protect stream channels, hydrological function, and 
condition of water-dependent systems by maintaining and restoring upland and riparian 
vegetative cover and reducing erosion and sedimentation from disturbed sites (e.g., reclaiming 
roads) where feasible.  

• There is a need for plan direction that provides opportunities to use adaptive management for 
the range program that incorporates ecosystem-based desired conditions, with particular 
emphasis on strategies to address drought and other extreme weather-related events. 
 

The FEIS describes four alternatives in detail (FEIS, Vol. 1, Chapter 2, p. 18-48). Those alternatives 
include: Alternative 1 (1987 Forest plan); Alternative 2 (The Proposed Action) -- the interdisciplinary 
team developed this alternative iteratively with the public to address the needs for change and issues 
identified in chapter 1. It is designed to address needs for restored forested and non-forested 
vegetation, incorporating natural wildfires, maintained or improved wildlife terrestrial and aquatic 
habitat, improved riparian management zones, watershed health, improved rangeland forage and 
infrastructure, sustainable recreation, and desires for recommended wilderness and other special 
areas; Alternative 3 (Natural Processes Emphasis), responds to public comments that forest 
management should emphasize natural processes; Alternative 4 (Human Uses Emphasis), responds to 
public comments that forest management should emphasize the multiple uses that occur across the 
forest. 

The FEIS provides discussion relative to livestock grazing within the affected environment and 
environmental conditions section for Rangelands and Grazing (FEIS, Vol. 1, Chapter 3. p. 397-400). This 
includes a discussion that “on the Santa Fe NF, vegetation analyses show that the woodland and 
grassland ERUs commonly used for livestock grazing are trending toward unsustainable productivity 
(Ecological Assessment Vol. 1, 2016). The potential for unstained grassland productivity is further 
compounded by the approximately 21,000 acres of invasive species currently found in the Santa Fe NF 
(White et al. 2015), creating concerns for rangeland management into the future.” The section also 
discloses that livestock management on the Forest has been shifting to an adaptive management 
approach that allows stocking levels to change in response to variability in forage production, water 
availability, and precipitation patterns. (FEIS, Vol. 1, Chapter 3, p. 397).   
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The FEIS analyzes the environmental consequences for rangelands and grazing which included the 
following assumptions (FEIS, Vol. 1, Chapter 3, p. 398):  

• Since this analysis is done at the program level, site-specific determinations will be made in 
allotment-scaled NEPA analysis. 

• Livestock grazing will be balanced with available forage using adaptive management as analyzed 
in allotment-level NEPA analysis.  

• Livestock will be managed so that range conditions move toward desired conditions as outlined 
in this Plan.  

• Unauthorized use of rangeland will be minimal to non-existent. 
• Allotment-level sufficiency analysis (Section 18 Reviews) will be completed and reassessed 

before the grazing permit is reissued. Tools to monitor and manage areas where grazing is 
impacting other resources (e.g., riparian areas, habitat for at-risk species) will be assessed at the 
allotment level. 

• Range infrastructure is built across the forest to more uniformly distribute cattle and their 
utilization of forage. 

• We are aware of most populations of invasive species in the forest, and they have been 
mapped.  

• Site-specific invasive species management decisions will be made during allotment- level NEPA 
analysis. 

 
The environmental consequences sections discloses the potential effects of the various alternatives on 
rangeland condition ((FEIS, Vol. 1, Chapter 3, p. 400-406). The FEIS also includes cumulative effects of 
livestock grazing together with impacts from other resources on page 406-407. Cumulative impacts from 
livestock grazing are also included in the Final EIS within appropriate resource sections, such as wildlife, 
recreation, and vegetation. Climate change was considered during the development of plan components 
for ecological sustainability, ecosystem services, and multiple uses.  

A response to comments is also included in the planning record (FEIS, Vol. 1, Chapter 3, p. 159, p. 182, p. 
193, p. 270, p. 351, p. 355 p. 387, p. 396, p. 400-406, p. 474) where the responsible official responded to 
comments related to the issues raised by the objectors. These comments were related to compliance 
with the NEPA, grazing analysis and potential negative impacts from grazing, sustainable grazing, 
livestock and wildlife competition, and grazing in riparian areas. Responses to those 
comment disclose what analysis was completed and what elements (such as plan components) were 
included in the final LMP that are responsive to the issues raised. Alternatively, if no change was made, 
the response explains why the existing approach, analysis, or plan components already addressed the 
issue or responds as to why the suggestion or request in the comment was outside the scope of the LMP 
or the agency’s authority.    

The responsible official also examined aspects related to air quality and livestock emissions (FEIS, 
Volume 2, Appendix B, P. 239). 

The LMP contains plan components for sustainable rangelands and livestock grazing (LMP Ch.  
2, Forestwide Plan Components, pp. 120-124). The plan components include sustainable rangeland and 
livestock grazing desired conditions that provide the vision of the condition of sustainable rangelands 
and how livestock grazing will be achieved in a manner that is in harmony with other resource values 
and uses. Those desired conditions that are most applicable to the issues raised by the 
objectors include 1. Sustainable rangelands provide forage for livestock grazing opportunities that 
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contribute to agricultural businesses, local employment, livelihoods, as well as generational ties to the 
land. 2. Livestock grazing contributes to the long-term socioeconomic diversity and stability and the 
cultural identity of local communities. 3. Rangelands are resilient to disturbances and variations in the 
natural environment (e.g., fire, flood, climate variability). 4. Livestock grazing is compatible with 
ecological functions and processes (such as water infiltration, wildlife habitat, soil stability, and natural 
fire regimes). 5. Native plant communities support diverse age classes of shrubs, and vigorous, diverse, 
self-sustaining understories of grasses and forbs relative to site potential, while providing forage for 
livestock and wildlife. 6. Wetland and riparian areas consist of native obligate wetland species and a 
diversity of riparian plant communities consistent with site potential and relative to wetland riparian 
and forest, shrub, and scrub riparian desired conditions.  

The plan components include standards that speak to such aspects as livestock management that must 
address ecological resources that include riparian health, at-risk species, soils, etc. Guidelines are also 
included that address the degree of forage use that can occur while maintaining ecological function and 
processes; and that address livestock grazing within riparian areas and how grazing should be managed 
to sustain proper stream channel morphology, floodplain function, and riparian vegetation desired 
conditions.   

The LMP also includes optional content in the form of management approaches for Sustainable 
Rangelands and Livestock Grazing (LMP, Ch. 2, Forestwide Plan Components, pp. 123-124). Management 
approaches describe the principal strategies and program priorities the responsible official intends to 
employ to carry out projects and activities developed under the LMP.  The management approaches can 
convey a sense of priority and focus among objectives and the likely management emphasis. A few of 
the approaches included in the LMP directly address a portion of the issues raised by the objectors. 
Those are: (1) Forest managers cooperate, collaborate, and coordinate with permit holders to respond 
to changing resource conditions. Cooperation, collaboration, and coordination between the Santa Fe NF 
and permit holders is key to improving rangeland and forest conditions for multiple uses, moving toward 
desired conditions, and contributing to the socio-economic wellbeing of local communities. In addition, 
collaboration among stakeholders is important, including local communities; permit holders; and 
Federal, State, county, and local government entities. (6) Consider emphasizing large-scale landscape 
approaches and treatments for restoring rangelands and the use and perpetuation of a diversity of 
native plant species, with an emphasis on grass, forb, and shrub communities. (4) Consider using an 
adaptive management strategy to manage livestock grazing in a manner that promotes ecosystem 
resiliency, sustainability, and species diversity, based on changes in range conditions, climate, and other 
resource conditions. Using the adaptive management strategy provides more flexibility to grazing 
management, while improving or maintaining rangeland health. (10) Consider how ungulates (e.g., elk, 
deer, and livestock) have cumulative impacts on Forest resources. (12) In wetland or riparian areas that 
are functional-at-risk or non-functional, consider avoiding livestock grazing in the same area during the 
same vegetative growth and reproduction periods (e.g., leafing, flowering, or seeding) in consecutive 
years to ensure that riparian pastures have vegetative recovery.   

The LMP also includes a Forest Plan Monitoring Plan (LMP, Chapter 5), which includes monitoring 
questions and indicators that are intended to determine if rangeland conditions are moving toward 
identified vegetation desired conditions and ecological site potential.  The applicable questions in 
the monitoring plan and their locations are as follows:   
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• Are management activities maintaining or improving watershed function and implementing best 
management practices to minimize impacts and improve water quality? (Land Management 
Plan, Chapter 5, p. 241 

• Are management actions maintaining or improving soil (ground) cover, contributing to improved 
soil condition? (Land Management Plan, Chapter 5, p. 242)   

• Are management actions resulting in significant changes to the productivity of the land? (Land 
Management Plan, Chapter 5, p. 242)   

• Are management actions maintaining or moving riparian vegetation toward desired 
conditions? (Land Management Plan, Chapter 5, p. 243)   

• Are management activities moving terrestrial habitats toward desired conditions? (Land 
Management Plan, Chapter 5, p. 245)   

• Is the forest moving toward desired condition by providing grazing opportunities in support of 
our local economies? (Land Management Plan, Chapter 5, p. 256)   

The LMP also describes the purpose of a Forest Plan and how it relates to subsequent project planning 
and related work on the forest (LMP, Ch. 1, Assessment and Conclusion). 

Specific decisions such as the level of livestock grazing authorized, areas grazed, etc., are addressed at 
the project level. The analysis completed by the responsible official as well as adjustments made 
between the DEIS and FEIS and draft and final LMP show that the responsible official addressed the 
issues appropriately. A strong example of this is the inclusion of an alternative considered within the 
FEIS (FEIS, Vol. 1. Ch. 2, Alternative to conduct a grazing suitability analysis, p. 21) that was in addition to 
the other alternatives in direct response to comments received.   

Assessment  
In the FEIS, the responsible official identifies the needs for change from the previous Santa Fe Forest 
Plan. A few of those needs are directly applicable to the issues raised by the objectors (FEIS, Vol. 1, 
Chapter 1, p. 5-8). Those needs are:   

• There is a need for plan direction that recognizes the interdependence of resources, provides for 
management areas that reflect natural features and ecological boundaries, incorporates 
adaptive management components to better respond to changing environmental conditions, 
and supports an all-lands approach of working with neighboring land managers to implement 
projects that improve landscape connectivity across mixed ownerships where natural systems 
span multiple administrative boundaries. 

• There is a need for desired conditions to restore or maintain characteristic composition and 
cover of riparian vegetation. There is a need for standards and guidelines that minimize the 
ecological impacts of multiple uses in riparian areas, and a recognition of their reliance on 
upland ecological health.   

• There is a need for plan direction to protect stream channels, hydrological function, and 
condition of water-dependent systems by maintaining and restoring upland and riparian 
vegetative cover and reducing erosion and sedimentation from disturbed sites (e.g., reclaiming 
roads) where feasible.  

• There is a need for plan direction that provides opportunities to use adaptive management for 
the range program that incorporates ecosystem-based desired conditions, with particular 
emphasis on strategies to address drought and other extreme weather-related events. 
 

The FEIS describes four alternatives in detail (FEIS, Vol. 1, Chapter 2, p. 18-48). Those alternatives 
include: Alternative 1 (1987 Forest plan); Alternative 2 (The Proposed Action), was developed with the 
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public to address the needs for change and issues identified in chapter 1. It is designed to address needs 
for restored forested and non-forested vegetation, incorporating natural wildfires, maintained or 
improved wildlife terrestrial and aquatic habitat, improved riparian management zones, watershed 
health, improved rangeland forage and infrastructure, sustainable recreation, and desires for 
recommended wilderness and other special areas.; Alternative 3 (Natural Processes Emphasis), responds 
to public comments that forest management should emphasize natural processes.; Alternative 4 
(Human Uses Emphasis), responds to public comments that forest management should emphasize the 
multiple uses that occur across the forest. 

The FEIS provides discussion relative to livestock grazing within the affected environment and 
environmental conditions section for Rangelands and Grazing (FEIS, Vol. 1, Ch. 3, pp. 397-400). This 
includes a discussion that, “on the Santa Fe NF, vegetation analyses show that the woodland and 
grassland ERUs commonly used for livestock grazing are trending toward unsustainable productivity 
(Ecological Assessment Vol. 1, 2016). The potential for unstained grassland productivity is further 
compounded by the approximately 21,000 acres of invasive species currently found in the Santa Fe NF 
(White et al. 2015), creating concerns for rangeland management into the future.” The section also 
discloses that livestock management on the Forest has been shifting to an adaptive management 
approach that allows stocking levels to change in response to variability in forage production, water 
availability, and precipitation patterns (FEIS, Vol. 1, Ch. 3, p. 397).   

In the FEIS, the responsible official analyzes the environmental consequences for rangelands and grazing 
which include the following assumptions (FEIS, Vol. 1, Ch. 3, p. 398):  

• Since this analysis is done at the program level, site-specific determinations will be made in 
allotment-scaled NEPA analysis. 

• Livestock grazing will be balanced with available forage using adaptive management as analyzed 
in allotment-level NEPA analysis.  

• Livestock will be managed so that range conditions move toward desired conditions as outlined 
in this Plan.  

• Unauthorized use of rangeland will be minimal to non-existent. 
• Allotment-level sufficiency analysis (Section 18 Reviews) will be completed and reassessed 

before the grazing permit is reissued. Tools to monitor and manage areas where grazing is 
impacting other resources (e.g., riparian areas, habitat for at-risk species) will be assessed at the 
allotment level. 

• Range infrastructure is built across the forest to more uniformly distribute cattle and their 
utilization of forage. 

• We are aware of most populations of invasive species in the forest, and they have been 
mapped.  

• Site-specific invasive species management decisions will be made during allotment- level NEPA 
analysis. 

The environmental consequences sections disclose the potential effects of the various alternatives on 
rangeland condition ((FEIS, Vol. 1, Ch. 3, pp. 400-406) The FEIS also includes cumulative effects of 
livestock grazing together with impacts from other resources on pages 406-407. Cumulative impacts 
from livestock grazing are also included in the FEIS within appropriate resource sections, such as wildlife, 
recreation, and vegetation. Climate change was considered during the development of plan components 
for ecological sustainability, ecosystem services, and multiple uses.  
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A response to comments is also included in the planning record (FEIS, Vol. 1, Chapter 3, p. 159, p. 182, p. 
193, p. 270, p. 351, p. 355 p. 387, p. 396, p. 400-406, p. 474) where the responsible official responded to 
comments related to the issues raised by the objectors. These comments were related to compliance 
with the NEPA, grazing analysis and potential negative impacts from grazing, sustainable grazing, 
livestock and wildlife competition, and grazing in riparian areas. Responses to those 
comments disclose what analysis was completed and what elements (such as plan components) were 
included in the LMP that are responsive to the issues raised. Alternatively, if no change was made, the 
response explains why the existing approach, analysis, or plan components already addressed the issue 
or responds as to why the suggestion or request in the comment was outside the scope of the LMP or 
the agency’s authority.    

The FEIS also examines aspects related air quality and livestock emissions (FEIS, Volume 2, Appendix B, 
P. 239). 

The LMP contains plan components for sustainable rangelands and livestock grazing (LMP, Ch. 
2, Forestwide Plan Components, pp. 120-124). The plan components include sustainable rangeland and 
livestock grazing desired conditions that provide the vision of the condition of sustainable rangelands 
and how livestock grazing will be achieved in a manner that is in harmony with other resource values 
and uses. Those desired conditions that are most applicable to the issues raised by the 
objectors include 1. Sustainable rangelands provide forage for livestock grazing opportunities that 
contribute to agricultural businesses, local employment, livelihoods, as well as generational ties to the 
land. 2. Livestock grazing contributes to the long-term socioeconomic diversity and stability and the 
cultural identity of local communities. 3. Rangelands are resilient to disturbances and variations in the 
natural environment (e.g., fire, flood, climate variability). 4. Livestock grazing is compatible with 
ecological functions and processes (such as water infiltration, wildlife habitat, soil stability, and natural 
fire regimes). 5. Native plant communities support diverse age classes of shrubs, and vigorous, diverse, 
self-sustaining understories of grasses and forbs relative to site potential, while providing forage for 
livestock and wildlife. 6. Wetland and riparian areas consist of native obligate wetland species and a 
diversity of riparian plant communities consistent with site potential and relative to wetland riparian 
and forest, shrub, and scrub riparian desired conditions.  

The plan components include standards that speak to such aspects as livestock management that must 
address ecological resources that include riparian health, at-risk species, soils, etc.  Guidelines are also 
included that address the degree of forage use that can occur while maintaining ecological function and 
processes; and that address livestock grazing within riparian areas and how grazing should be managed 
to sustain proper stream channel morphology, floodplain function, and riparian vegetation desired 
conditions.   

The LMP also includes optional content in the form of management approaches for Sustainable 
Rangelands and Livestock Grazing (LMP, Ch. 2, Forestwide Plan Components, pp. 123-124). Management 
approaches describe the principal strategies and program priorities the responsible official intends to 
employ to carry out projects and activities developed under the plan.  The management approaches can 
convey a sense of priority and focus among objectives and the likely management emphasis. A few of 
those approaches included in the LMP directly address a portion of the issues raised by the objectors. 
Those are: (1) Forest managers cooperate, collaborate, and coordinate with permit holders to respond 
to changing resource conditions. Cooperation, collaboration, and coordination among Santa Fe NF and 
permit holders is key to improving rangeland and forest conditions for multiple uses, moving toward 
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desired conditions, and contributing to the socio-economic wellbeing of local communities. In addition, 
collaboration among stakeholders is important, including local communities; permit holders; and 
Federal, State, county, and local government entities. (6) Consider emphasizing large-scale landscape 
approaches and treatments for restoring rangelands and the use and perpetuation of a diversity of 
native plant species, with an emphasis on grass, forb, and shrub communities. (4) Consider using an 
adaptive management strategy to manage livestock grazing in a manner that promotes ecosystem 
resiliency, sustainability, and species diversity, based on changes in range conditions, climate, and other 
resource conditions. Using the adaptive management strategy provides   more flexibility to grazing 
management, while improving or maintaining rangeland health. (10) Consider how ungulates (e.g., elk, 
deer, and livestock) have cumulative impacts on Forest resources. (12) In wetland or riparian areas that 
are functional-at-risk or non-functional, consider avoiding livestock grazing in the same area during the 
same vegetative growth and reproduction periods (e.g., leafing, flowering, or seeding) in consecutive 
years to ensure that riparian pastures have vegetative recovery.   

The LMP also includes a Forest Plan Monitoring Plan (LMP, Ch. 5), which includes monitoring questions 
and indicators that are intended to determine if rangeland conditions are moving toward identified 
vegetation desired conditions and ecological site potential. The applicable questions in the monitoring 
plan and their location are as follows:   

• Are management activities maintaining or improving watershed function and implementing best 
management practices to minimize impacts and improve water quality? (Land Management 
Plan, Chapter 5, p. 241 

• Are management actions maintaining or improving soil (ground) cover, contributing to improved 
soil condition? (Land Management Plan, Chapter 5, p. 242)   

• Are management actions resulting in significant changes to the productivity of the land? (Land 
Management Plan, Chapter 5, p. 242)   

• Are management actions maintaining or moving riparian vegetation toward desired 
conditions? (Land Management Plan, Chapter 5, p. 243)   

• Are management activities moving terrestrial habitats toward desired conditions? (Land 
Management Plan, Chapter 5, p. 245)   

• Is the forest moving toward desired condition by providing grazing opportunities in support of 
our local economies? (Land Management Plan, Chapter 5, p. 256). 

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official properly addressed the sustainability of grazing, alternatives, and 
effects, however she needs to provide further explanation regarding ecosystem services and must add 
additional references to the planning record; see instructions below. 

Instructions 
Update the discussion on ecosystem services located on page 121 of the LMP. Livestock production 
(which results in a food source) is a type of provisioning service that can be obtained from rangelands. 
Rewrite the paragraph to ensure that it is clear that rangelands and other areas available for livestock 
grazing are what provide the “natural capital” to support provisioning services such as livestock grazing 
or production. The following General Technical Report may be helpful as it describes how the Forest 
Service can include ecosystem services in planning efforts, as well as some lessons learned: Integrating 
Ecosystem Services Into National Forest Service Policy and Operations 
https://www.fs.fed.us/pnw/pubs/pnw_gtr943.pdf.  

https://www.fs.fed.us/pnw/pubs/pnw_gtr943.pdf
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The following is an example of how the discussion could be revised along with 
literature citations: 
Sustainable rangelands play an essential role in providing ecosystem services. Rangelands, as working 
landscapes, sustain beef cattle ranching while providing habitat for wildlife, recreation, and open space 
amenities, as well as spiritual and cultural values that define a way of life (Maher et al. 2021). Continuing 
this way of life on ancestral lands enhances the culture and heritage for future generations, making 
cultural ecosystem services one of the most prominent services provided by rangelands on the Santa Fe 
National Forest. Many people living in traditional communities participate in or have connections to 
ranching and identify with the associated values. Forage provided by rangelands supports livestock 
grazing and provides provisioning ecosystem services which contribute to the livelihood of permit 
holders and to the economy of traditional communities and counties. These livestock grazing 
opportunities contribute to the economic viability of local ranches which helps to conserve open space 
by keeping the private lands in agricultural production and avoiding exurban development (Bradford, et 
al. 2002; Brown and McDonald 1995; Resnik et al. 2006; USDA Forest Service 2007).   

Proper livestock grazing can serve as a management tool (not just a use) and can provide ecological 
benefits. By viewing herbivory (grazing) as a tool to achieve a desired, clearly enunciated result, 
managed grazing can be used to achieve multiple purposes (Budd and Thorpe, 2009). Well managed 
livestock grazing can aid in maintaining and/or improving rangeland health through such things as 
invasive plant control, reduction of fine fuels and improved heterogeneity of vegetation across the 
landscape (Derner et al. 2009; Adler et al. 2001; Strand et al. 2014). Maintaining and/or improving the 
health and resiliency of rangelands facilitates their ability to provide supporting ecosystem services such 
as nutrient cycling and regulating ecosystem services such long-term storage of carbon (Havstad et al. 
2007; Teague and Kreuter, 2020; Yahdjian et al. 2015).  

Add the following references to the planning record: 
• Adler, P., Raff, D. and Lauenroth, W., 2001. The effect of grazing on the spatial heterogeneity of 

vegetation. Oecologia, 128(4), pp.465-479. 
• Bradford, D., Reed, F., LeValley, R.B., Campbell, C. and Kossler, S., 2002. Livestock grazing on the 

national forests--why continue to do it?. Rangelands Archives, 24(2), pp.3-11. 
• Brown, J.H. and McDonald, W., 1995. Livestock grazing and conservation on southwestern 

rangelands. Conservation Biology, 9(6), pp.1644-1647. 
• Budd, B. and Thorpe, J., 2009. Benefits of Managed Grazing: A Manager's Perspective. 

Rangelands, 31(5), 11-14. 
• Derner, J.D., W.K. Lauenroth, P. Stapp, and D.J. Augustine. 2009. Livestock as ecosystem 

engineers for grassland bird habitat in the western Great Plains of North America. Rangeland 
Ecology and Management, 62, 111–118. 

• Havstad, K.M., Peters, D.P., Skaggs, R., Brown, J., Bestelmeyer, B., Fredrickson, E., Herrick, J. and 
Wright, J., 2007. Ecological services to and from rangelands of the United States. Ecological 
Economics, 64(2), pp.261-268. 

• Strand, E. K., Launchbaugh, K. L., Limb, R. F., & Torell, L. A. (2014). Livestock Grazing Effects on 
Fuel Loads for Wildland Fire in Sagebrush Dominated Ecosystems. Journal of Rangeland 
Applications, 1, 35-57. Retrieved from 
https://thejra.nkn.uidaho.edu/index.php/jra/article/view/23 

https://thejra.nkn.uidaho.edu/index.php/jra/article/view/23
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• Teague, R. and Kreuter, U., 2020. Managing grazing to restore soil health, ecosystem function, 
and ecosystem services. Frontiers in Sustainable Food Systems, p.157. 

• Maher, A.T., Quintana Ashwell, N.E., Maczko, K.A., Taylor, D.T., Tanaka, J.A. and Reeves, M.C., 
2021. An economic valuation of federal and private grazing land ecosystem services supported 
by beef cattle ranching in the United States. Translational Animal Science, 5(3), p.txab054. 

• USDA FOREST SERVICE. 2007. Forest Service open space conservation strategy: Cooperating 
across boundaries to sustain working and natural landscapes. USDA For. Serv., FS-889, 
Washington, DC. 16 p. 

• Yahdjian, L., Sala, O.E. and Havstad, K.M., 2015. Rangeland ecosystem services: shifting focus 
from supply to reconciling supply and demand. Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment, 13(1), 
pp.44-51. 

Trespass Livestock 
Primary Objectors 
Craig Jolly 
Cyndi Tuell, Western Watersheds Project 

Issue Summary 
The objectors state that the responsible official does not consider or analyze the effects of frequent 
unauthorized grazing by permittees through livestock trespassing beyond allotment boundaries.  

One objector further describes this concern: “In the Final EIS section identifying the assumptions used 
for rangeland management (3.11.2.1), the Forest Service states: Unauthorized use of rangeland will be 
minimal to non-existent.2 As we noted in our prior comments (at page 4), this assumption is completely 
baseless and in fact, contrary to known information and the Forest Service must revise the Draft EIS to 
acknowledge and address the impacts of unauthorized grazing by permittees. In our prior comments we 
provided the government's own documentation of the inability of the Forest Service (and other land 
managers) to ensure livestock remain where they are authorized to be. We asked the Forest Service to 
disclose the level of unauthorized grazing that has occurred on throughout the forest over the past 10 
years, including incidents that were handled "informally," and including willful and non-willful incidents. 
The cumulative impact of unauthorized livestock grazing was undisclosed in the Draft EIS and remains 
undisclosed in the Final EIS.   The Forest Service's response to our concerns was to state that the analysis 
"assumes compliance with the law…[and] non-compliance is…not an issue that can be dealt with 
through the forest plan revision process." Final EIS Appendix O at 219.” 

Another objector describes similar concerns with on-the-ground examples: “The Forest has explicitly 
acknowledged that as a result of its current sub-regulation range infrastructure, out-of-allotment and 
trespass cattle are a serious and ongoing problem. Forest's repeated failures to properly monitor the 
cattle on the public land it oversees. These personal experiences have included repeated incidents of 
Santa Fe National Forest-permitted cattle outside their designated allotments in the closed Santa Fe 
Municipal Watershed, SFNF-permitted cattle outside their designated allotments on the slopes of the 
Santa Fe Ski Basin and in the road leading to it (a serious traffic hazard), and cattle from the SFNF Caja 
del Rio allotment crossing the Rio Grande during low water and trespassing in fragile riparian habitat on 
Bandelier National Monument lands within White Rock Canyon” 
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Cyndi Tuell’s Suggested Remedies 
The objector suggests two changes to the plan: The Forest Service cannot rely upon this EIS as it relates 
to livestock grazing management because an important aspect of livestock grazing (ubiquitous trespass) 
was not considered. This deficiency and incorrect assumption must be corrected. The Forest Service has 
acknowledged that trespass or unauthorized livestock are a well-known problem on Forest Service 
managed lands. We request that information and documentation related to trespass be included in the 
analysis.  

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
FEIS vol. 1 p. 52: 2.3.1 Alternatives with no or restricted livestock grazing. 

FEIS vol. 1 p. 397: “Ecologically, grazing, fire, and climate are major components in the balance between 
woody and herbaceous plant communities (Fuhlendorf et al. 2008). Unfortunately, most environmental 
resource units (ERUs) in the forest have an altered fire regime, due to prolonged fire suppression, 
changes in land uses or management, and fuel profiles. The absence of fire within fire-adapted systems 
has resulted in woody species encroachment into formerly open systems. As woody encroachment 
increases canopy closure also increases; once prolific understory grasses and forbs become scattered 
and sparse, increasing the proportion of bare ground susceptible to erosion. Declines in herbaceous 
ground cover as a result of woody encroachment, departed fire regimes, soil compaction, and erosion 
may affect the long-term ability of national forests to sustain the productivity of rangelands. On the 
Santa Fe NF, vegetation analyses show that the woodland and grassland ERUs commonly used for 
livestock grazing are trending toward unsustainable productivity (Ecological Assessment Vol. 1, 2016). 
The potential for unsustained grassland productivity is further compounded by the approximately 
21,000 acres of invasive species currently found in the Santa Fe NF (White et al. 2015), creating concerns 
for rangeland management into the future. 

FEIS vol. 1 p. 398; analysis assumptions:  

• Since this analysis is done at the program level, site-specific determinations will be made in 
allotment-scaled NEPA analysis. 

• Livestock grazing will be balanced with available forage using adaptive management as analyzed 
in allotment-level NEPA analysis. 

• Livestock will be managed so that range conditions move toward desired conditions as outlined 
in this Plan.  

• Unauthorized use of rangeland will be minimal to non-existent. 

FEIS vol. 1 p. 401: “Mechanical and fire treatments conducted for rangeland restoration (according to 
Plan objectives for this alternative) would improve the range condition in departed areas and move 
rangelands toward desired conditions. New research shows that low-intensity fire following mechanical 
treatments releases soil nutrients (Boerner et al. 2008), which may increase herbaceous species richness 
and cover (Willms et. al 2017; Abella and Springer 2015) RG3. Improvement in soil condition, species 
richness, and herbaceous cover would lead to improved range condition and would boost the 
productivity of the land for quality forage RG4. Increased growth and diversity of understory grasses in 
rangelands would also encourage a return to more natural cycles of fire, which would help maintain the 
improved rangeland condition over time RG5”. 
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FEIS vol. 4 p. 219; RNG039: “The DEIS analysis assumes compliance with the law. Although 
noncompliance is a problem, as identified by the GAO report, this is not an issue that can be dealt with 
through the forest plan revision process.” 

Land Management Plan 

When monitoring indicates that adjustments are needed, the adaptive management approach allows for 
changes to occur as long as they remain within the range analyzed in the NEPA analysis that authorized 
grazing for that allotment (p. 121). 

• FW-RANGE-DC-3: Rangelands are resilient to disturbances and variations in the natural 
environment (e.g., fire, flood, and climate variability) (p. 121). 

• FW-RANGE-S-1: Livestock management must be compatible with capacity and address 
ecological resources (e.g., forage, invasive plants, at-risk species, soils, riparian health, and water 
quality) that are departed from desired conditions, as determined by temporally and spatially 
appropriate data (p. 122). 

• FW-RANGE-G-1: Forage use should be based on current and desired ecological conditions as 
determined by temporally and spatially appropriate scientific data during planning cycles (e.g., 
Annual Operating Instructions or permit renewal), to sustain livestock grazing and maintain 
ecological function and processes (p. 122). 

• FW-RANGE-MA-7: Consider using an adaptive management strategy to manage livestock grazing 
in a manner that promotes ecosystem resiliency, sustainability, and species diversity, based on 
changes in range conditions, climate, and other resource conditions. Using the adaptive 
management strategy provides more flexibility to grazing management, while improving or 
maintaining rangeland health (p. 124). 

Assessment  
The LMP does not propose anything that is inconsistent with established direction. Existing regulation 
and policy provide mechanisms to prevent and correct unauthorized actions through legal and 
administrative means (see 36 CFR 261 and FSH 2209.13). These would remain in place under the LMP. 
However, the objectors dispute the underlying assumption that “unauthorized use of rangeland will be 
minimal to non-existent”, referring to Forest Service data.  

While the FEIS does not address the effects of unauthorized use, it summarizes condition and trend of 
ERUs commonly used for livestock grazing (Vol. 1, p. 397). Rangeland conditions are assumed to be the 
result of a combination of land use history and environmental stressors. Still, the FEIS concludes that 
through restoration and adherence to the LMP, resources will achieve desired conditions (Vol. 1 p. 401). 
All projects implemented on the forest would require a site-specific analysis of their potential impacts to 
rangeland resources, and verification of the need for mitigation to address management issues. 
Standards, guidelines, and management approaches at the programmatic or allotment level would apply 
regardless of unauthorized use, and coupled with administrative and legal tools, are expected to meet 
desired conditions.  

The record shows that the responsible official considered but eliminated a no grazing or restricted 
grazing alternative from detailed study (FEIS Vol. 1 p. 52). 
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Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official properly considered but eliminated from detailed study a no grazing or 
restricted grazing alternative and proposes actions that are consistent with existing law, regulation, and 
policy. Environmental consequences for rangelands included range condition, and plan components are 
expected to meet or move resources towards desired conditions. Those components would apply under 
all circumstances as would the legal and policy framework for addressing unauthorized use. 

The LMP is consistent with established direction. Existing regulation and policy provide mechanisms to 
prevent and correct unauthorized actions through legal and administrative means (see 36 CFR 261 and 
FSH 2209.13).  

Deferral of Grazing Analysis 
Primary Objectors 
Todd Schulke, Center for Biological Diversity 
Cyndi Tuell, Western Watersheds Project 

Issue Summary 
One objector asserts that the responsible official avoids analyzing the impacts of grazing by not 
conducting a programmatic impact analysis at the Forest Plan level, rather deferring impact of grazing to 
permit-level analysis. The objector contends the later permit-level analyses will defer back to the LMP. 
Their objection includes statements such as: "Clearly, the agency has no intention of actually completing 
the site-specific analysis and continues to permit the underlying activity in the meantime. This is a clear 
violation of law and must be remedied before a final decision is implemented. The problems with 
deferring any action to site-specific analysis are manifold given the tremendous impact livestock grazing 
has had on the ecological conditions of the Santa Fe National Forest.”  

Another objector asserts the responsible official proposes no restrictions on grazing in any alternative, 
despite acknowledging ongoing adverse effects of ongoing grazing. 

Objector’s Suggested Remedy 
Cyndi Tuell suggests as a remedy that the Santa Fe National Forest analyze grazing impacts in a 
programmatic context in the EIS.  

Todd Schulke proposed as a remedy that the Santa Fe National Forest make protecting and restoring 
riparian areas a measurable and enforceable priority in the LMP's desired conditions, objectives, and 
future management direction. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The FEIS identifies the needs for change from the previous Santa Fe Forest Plan. A few of those needs 
are directly applicable to the issues raised by the objectors. Those needs are:   

• There is a need for plan direction that recognizes the interdependence of resources, provides for 
management areas that reflect natural features and ecological boundaries, incorporates 
adaptive management components to better respond to changing environmental conditions, 
and supports an all-lands approach of working with neighboring land managers to implement 
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projects that improve landscape connectivity across mixed ownerships where natural systems 
span multiple administrative boundaries. 

• There is a need for desired conditions to restore or maintain characteristic composition and 
cover of riparian vegetation. There is a need for standards and guidelines that minimize the 
ecological impacts of multiple uses in riparian areas, and a recognition of their reliance on 
upland ecological health.   

• There is a need for plan direction to protect stream channels, hydrological function, and 
condition of water-dependent systems by maintaining and restoring upland and riparian 
vegetative cover and reducing erosion and sedimentation from disturbed sites (e.g., reclaiming 
roads) where feasible.  

• There is a need for plan direction that provides opportunities to use adaptive management for 
the range program that incorporates ecosystem-based desired conditions, with particular 
emphasis on strategies to address drought and other extreme weather-related events. 
 

The FEIS describes four alternatives in detail (FEIS, Vol. 1, Ch. 2, p. 18-48). Those alternatives 
include: Alternative 1 (1987 Forest plan); Alternative 2 (The Proposed Action), was developed iteratively 
with the public to address the needs for change and issues identified in chapter 1. It is designed to 
address needs for restored forested and non-forested vegetation, incorporating natural wildfires, 
maintained or improved wildlife terrestrial and aquatic habitat, improved riparian management zones, 
watershed health, improved rangeland forage and infrastructure, sustainable recreation, and desires for 
recommended wilderness and other special areas; Alternative 3 (Natural Processes Emphasis), responds 
to public comments that forest management should emphasize natural processes; Alternative 4 (Human 
Uses Emphasis), responds to public comments that forest management should emphasize the multiple 
uses that occur across the forest. 

The FEIS provided discussion relative to livestock grazing within the affected environment and 
environmental conditions section for Rangelands and Grazing (FEIS, Vol. 1, Ch. 3. pp. 397-400). This 
included a discussion that “on the Santa Fe NF, vegetation analyses show that the woodland and 
grassland ERUs commonly used for livestock grazing are trending toward unsustainable productivity 
(Ecological Assessment Vol. 1, 2016). The potential for unstained grassland productivity is further 
compounded by the approximately 21,000 acres of invasive species currently found in the Santa Fe NF 
(White et al. 2015), creating concerns for rangeland management into the future.” The section also 
disclosed that livestock management on the Forest has been shifting to an adaptive management 
approach that allows stocking levels to change in response to variability in forage production, water 
availability, and precipitation patterns. (FEIS, Vol. 1, Ch. 3, p. 397).   

The FEIS analyzed the environmental consequences for rangelands and grazing which included the 
following assumptions (FEIS, Vol. 1, Ch. 3, p. 398):  

• Since this analysis is done at the program level, site-specific determinations will be made in 
allotment-scaled NEPA analysis. 

• Livestock grazing will be balanced with available forage using adaptive management as analyzed 
in allotment-level NEPA analysis.  

• Livestock will be managed so that range conditions move toward desired conditions as outlined 
in this Plan.  

• Unauthorized use of rangeland will be minimal to non-existent. 
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• Allotment-level sufficiency analysis (Section 18 Reviews) will be completed and reassessed 
before the grazing permit is reissued. Tools to monitor and manage areas where grazing is 
impacting other resources (e.g., riparian areas, habitat for at-risk species) will be assessed at the 
allotment level. 

• Range infrastructure is built across the forest to more uniformly distribute cattle and their 
utilization of forage. 

• We are aware of most populations of invasive species in the forest, and they have been 
mapped.  

• Site-specific invasive species management decisions will be made during allotment- level NEPA 
analysis. 

The environmental consequences sections disclosed the potential effects of the various alternatives on 
rangeland condition ((FEIS, Vol. 1, Ch. 3, pp. 400-406) The FEIS also includes cumulative effects of 
livestock grazing together with impacts from other resources on page 406-407. Cumulative impacts from 
livestock grazing are also included in the Final EIS within appropriate resource sections, such as wildlife, 
recreation, and vegetation. Climate change was considered during the development of plan components 
for ecological sustainability, ecosystem services, and multiple uses.  

A response to comments is also included in the planning record (FEIS, Vol. 4, Appendix O, Concern 
Statements RNG001, 041/055/060/063/064, RNG072, RNG077) where the Responsible 
official responded to comments related to the issues raised by the objectors. These comments were 
related to compliance with the NEPA, grazing analysis and potential negative impacts from grazing, 
sustainable grazing, livestock and wildlife competition, and grazing in – riparian areas. Responses to 
those comments disclose what analysis was completed and what elements (such as plan components) 
were included in the LMP that are responsive to the issues raised.  Alternatively, if no change was made, 
the response explains why the existing approach, analysis, or plan components already addressed the 
issue or responds as to why the suggestion or request in the comment was outside the scope of the LMP 
or the agency’s authority.     

The LMP contains plan components for sustainable rangelands and livestock grazing (LMP, Ch. 
2, Forestwide Plan Components, pp. 120-124). The plan components include sustainable rangeland and 
livestock grazing desired conditions that provide the vision of the condition of sustainable rangelands 
and how livestock grazing will be achieved in a manner that is in harmony with other resource values 
and uses. Those desired conditions that are most applicable to the issues raised by the 
objectors include 1. Sustainable rangelands provide forage for livestock grazing opportunities that 
contribute to agricultural businesses, local employment, livelihoods, as well as generational ties to the 
land. 2. Livestock grazing contributes to the long-term socioeconomic diversity and stability and the 
cultural identity of local communities. 3. Rangelands are resilient to disturbances and variations in the 
natural environment (e.g., fire, flood, climate variability). 4. Livestock grazing is compatible with 
ecological functions and processes (such as water infiltration, wildlife habitat, soil stability, and natural 
fire regimes). 5. Native plant communities support diverse age classes of shrubs, and vigorous, diverse, 
self-sustaining understories of grasses and forbs relative to site potential, while providing forage for 
livestock and wildlife. 6. Wetland and riparian areas consist of native obligate wetland species and a 
diversity of riparian plant communities consistent with site potential and relative to wetland riparian 
and forest, shrub, and scrub riparian desired conditions.  

The plan components include standards that speak to such aspects as livestock management that must 
address ecological resources that include riparian health, at-risk species, soils, etc.  Guidelines are also 
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included that address the degree of forage use that can occur while maintaining ecological function and 
processes; and that address livestock grazing within riparian areas and how grazing should be managed 
to sustain proper stream channel morphology, floodplain function, and riparian vegetation desired 
conditions.   

The LMP also included option content in the form of management approaches for Sustainable 
Rangelands and Livestock Grazing (LMP, Ch. 2, Forestwide Plan Components, pp. 123-124). Management 
approaches describe the principal strategies and program priorities the responsible official intends to 
employ to carry out projects and activities developed under the plan.  The management approaches can 
convey a sense of priority and focus among objectives and the likely management emphasis. A few of 
those approaches included in the plan directly address a portion of the issues raised by the objectors. 
Those are: (1) Forest managers cooperate, collaborate, and coordinate with permit holders to respond 
to changing resource conditions. Cooperation, collaboration, and coordination among Santa Fe NF and 
permit holders is key to improving rangeland and forest conditions for multiple uses, moving toward 
desired conditions, and contributing to the socio-economic wellbeing of local communities. In addition, 
collaboration among stakeholders is important, including local communities; permit holders; and 
Federal, State, county, and local government entities. (6) Consider emphasizing large-scale landscape 
approaches and treatments for restoring rangelands and the use and perpetuation of a diversity of 
native plant species, with an emphasis on grass, forb, and shrub communities. (4) Consider using an 
adaptive management strategy to manage livestock grazing in a manner that promotes ecosystem 
resiliency, sustainability, and species diversity, based on changes in range conditions, climate, and other 
resource conditions. Using the adaptive management strategy provides   more flexibility to grazing 
management, while improving or maintaining rangeland health. (10) Consider how ungulates (e.g., elk, 
deer, and livestock) have cumulative impacts on Forest resources. (12) In wetland or riparian areas that 
are functional-at-risk or non-functional, consider avoiding livestock grazing in the same area during the 
same vegetative growth and reproduction periods (e.g., leafing, flowering, or seeding) in consecutive 
years to ensure that riparian pastures have vegetative recovery.   

The LMP also includes a Forest Plan Monitoring Plan (LMP, Chapter 5) which includes monitoring 
questions and indicators that are intended to determine if rangeland conditions are moving toward 
identified vegetation desired conditions and ecological site potential. The applicable questions in 
the monitoring plan and their location are as follows:   

• Are management activities maintaining or improving watershed function and implementing best 
management practices to minimize impacts and improve water quality? (Land Management 
Plan, Chapter 5, p. 241 

• Are management actions maintaining or improving soil (ground) cover, contributing to improved 
soil condition? (Land Management Plan, Chapter 5, p. 242)   

• Are management actions resulting in significant changes to the productivity of the land? (Land 
Management Plan, Chapter 5, p. 242)   

• Are management actions maintaining or moving riparian vegetation toward desired 
conditions? (Land Management Plan, Chapter 5, p. 243)   

• Are management activities moving terrestrial habitats toward desired conditions? (Land 
Management Plan, Chapter 5, p. 245)   

• Is the forest moving toward desired condition by providing grazing opportunities in support of 
our local economies? (Land Management Plan, Chapter 5, p. 256)   
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Assessment  
The issues raised by the objectors have been adequately addressed by the responsible official through 
her efforts. These include the response to comments (FEIS, Vol. 4, Appendix O, Concern 
Statements RNG001, 041/055/060/063/064, RNG072, RNG077),  plan components (LMP, Ch. 
2, Forestwide Plan Components, pp. 120-124), the range of alternatives analyzed (FEIS, Vol. 1, Ch. 2, pp. 
18-48), and the level of analysis completed related to those alternatives and the impacts of associated 
uses such as livestock grazing (FEIS, Vol. 1, Ch. 3, pp. 400-406). The livestock grazing analysis included a 
disclosure of the assumptions related to the analysis that clarified, among other aspects, that site-
specific determinations will be made in allotment-scaled NEPA analysis and livestock grazing will be 
balanced with available forage using adaptive management as analyzed in allotment-level NEPA analysis 
(FEIS, Vol. 1, Ch. 3, p. 398).  

Applicable regulations direct the agency to analyze a reasonable number of alternatives, that those 
alternatives should be discussed in detail so that reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits, and 
that the discussion shall include the environmental impacts of the alternatives and the significance of 
those impacts. This discussion of impacts and their significance enables the comparison of the 
alternatives to the proposed action to be based on the description of those impacts (36 CFR 220.5(e), 40 
CFR 1502.14, 40 CFR 1502.16(a)).     

The responsible official analyzed the effects of livestock grazing to a degree that is appropriate for the 
plan level. The FEIS and the LMP clarified that under all alternatives, the rangelands management and 
livestock grazing program has multiple mechanisms to evaluate, review, and adapt management as 
needed to effectively protect resources and respond to changing conditions. Stocking decisions 
regarding the amount of livestock grazing authorized for each grazing allotment are considered as part 
of project-level analysis. Project-level analysis covers changes to authorized grazing through term 
grazing permits that are subject to forestwide standards and guidelines, which require that livestock 
grazing be managed in a manner that does not impair other resources addressed in the LMP, such as 
wildlife habitat, riparian conditions, and overall ecosystem health 

The approach taken by the responsible official in her analysis of grazing impacts within the FEIS is 
consistent with the applicable regulations (36 CFR 220.5(e), 40 CFR 1502.14, 40 CFR 1502.16(a)) 
and Forest Service policy. Specifically, FSH 1909.12, Chapter 20, Section 23.23d states that allotment 
management plans for livestock provide specific operational guidance and are the most appropriate 
planning level to carry out management tools such as minimum stubble height, multiple year mean 
utilization, or streambank alteration limitations. Forest Service Policy also states that the project-level 
NEPA-based decision to authorize grazing on one or more allotments is made by the authorized officer 
upon completion of site-specific environmental analysis (FSH 2209.13, Ch. 90, Sec. 94), that Allotment 
Management Plans (AMPs) should be developed concurrently with the completion of the site-specific 
analysis and project-level decision and that AMPs contain the pertinent livestock management direction 
from the project-level NEPA-based decision (FSH 2209.13, Ch. 90, Sec. 94.1). Under the NFMA of 1976 
(16 U.S.C. 1600 et seq.), project-level decisions, which authorize the use of specific National Forest 
System lands for a particular purpose like livestock grazing, must be consistent with the broad 
programmatic direction established in the LMP.  Consistency is determined by examining whether the 
project-level decision implements the goals, objectives, desired conditions, standards and guidelines, 
and monitoring requirements from the LMP.   
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The LMP includes broad programmatic direction in the form of plan components. Those include desired 
conditions, standards, guidelines and management approaches. Some examples of plan components 
that are directly applicable to the issues raised by the objectors are as follows:   

Desired Conditions:   

FW-RWE-DC-1 – Riparian ecosystems have a diverse composition of desirable native plants that contain 
a mosaic of communities, creating a structurally robust vegetative network that protects the soils from 
unnatural erosion. Departure from site potential is low (less than 33 percent) (Wahlberg et al. 2013). 

FW-RWE-DC-4 – Riparian areas and wetland ecosystems meet the standards defined by proper 
functioning condition metrics (e.g., Prichard et al. 1998). RE and WE are supported by surface and 
subsurface flow regimes that contribute to stream-channel and floodplain development, maintenance, 
and function; which maintain soil moisture necessary for riparian connectivity and for the regeneration 
of native plants that depend on flooding or high water tables…  

FW-TERRASH-DC-1 – Terrestrial ecosystems are composed of appropriate (native) assemblages of 
sustainable populations of plant and animal species that are supported by healthy ecosystems… 

FW-RANGE-DC-1 – Sustainable rangeland forage provides livestock grazing opportunities that contribute 
to agricultural business and local employment, as well as traditional and generational ties to the land. 

FW-RANGE-DC-3 – Rangelands are resilient to disturbances and variations in the natural environment 
(e.g., fire, flood, and climate variability). 

FW-RANGE-DC-4 – Livestock grazing is compatible with ecological function and processes (e.g., water 
infiltration, wildlife habitat, soil stability, and natural fire regimes). 

FW-RANGE-DC-5 – Native plant communities support diverse age classes of shrubs and vigorous, 
diverse, self-sustaining understories of grasses and forbs relative to site potential, while providing forage 
for livestock and wildlife. 

FW-RANGE-DC-6 – Wetland and riparian areas consist of native obligate wetland species and a diversity 
of riparian plant communities consistent with site potential and relative to wetland riparian and forest, 
shrub, and scrub riparian desired conditions. 

Standards:   

FW-RANGE-S-1 – Livestock management must be compatible with capacity and address ecological 
resources (e.g., forage, invasive plants, at-risk species, soils, riparian health, and water quality) that are 
departed from desired conditions, as determined by temporally and spatially appropriate data.  

Guidelines:   

FW-RWE-G-7 – Herbivory of riparian plants should not cause long-term trends away from desired 
riparian conditions..  

FW-RANGE-G-1 – Forage use should be based on current and desired ecological conditions as 
determined by temporally and spatially appropriate scientific data during planning cycles (e.g., Annual 
Operating Instructions or   permit renewal), to sustain livestock grazing and maintain ecological function 
and processes. 
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FW-RANGE-G-2 – Livestock grazing within riparian management zones (RMZ) should be managed to 
sustain proper stream channel morphology, floodplain function, and riparian vegetation desired 
conditions.  

FW-RANGE-G-6 – Restocking decisions and management of grazing allotments following a major 
disturbance (e.g., wildfire) should occur on a case-by-case basis after consideration of site-specific 
resource conditions.  

FW-RANGE-G-7 – Vacant or understocked allotments should be made available to permitted livestock 
for pasture during times or events when other active allotments are unavailable and require ecosystem 
recovery as a result of   natural disturbances (e.g., wildfire) or management activities (e.g., vegetation 
restoration treatments).  

Management Approaches for Sustainable Rangelands and Livestock Grazing (Land Management Plan, 
Chapter 2, Forestwide Direction, p. 123-124)    

FW-RANGE-MA-1 – Forest managers cooperate, collaborate, and coordinate with permit holders to 
respond to changing resource conditions. Cooperation, collaboration, and coordination among Santa Fe 
NF and permit holders is key to improving rangeland and forest conditions for multiple uses, moving 
toward desired conditions, and contributing to the socio-economic wellbeing of local communities. In 
addition, collaboration among stakeholders is important, including local communities; permit holders; 
and Federal, State, county, and local government entities.  

FW-RANGE-MA-2 – Develop partnerships with livestock grazing permit holders, agencies (e.g., the 
NMDGF), and other groups and individuals to develop collaborative proposals and implement projects 
that benefit multiple use on the forest.    

FW-RANGE-MA-6 – Consider emphasizing large-scale landscape approaches and treatments for 
restoring rangelands and the use and perpetuation of a diversity of native plant species, with an 
emphasis on grass, forb, and shrub communities. 

FW-RANGE-MA-7 – Consider using an adaptive management strategy to manage livestock grazing in a 
manner that promotes ecosystem resiliency, sustainability, and species diversity, based on changes in 
range conditions, climate, and other resource conditions. Using the adaptive management strategy 
provides more flexibility to grazing management, while improving or maintaining rangeland health. 

FW-RANGE-MA-10 – Consider how ungulates (e.g., elk, deer, and livestock) have cumulative impacts on 
Forest resources.  

FW-RANGE-MA-12 – In wetland or riparian areas that are functional-at-risk or non-functional, consider 
avoiding livestock grazing in the same area during the same vegetative growth and reproduction periods 
(e.g., leafing, flowering, or seeding) in consecutive years to ensure that riparian pastures have vegetative 
recovery.   

W-RANGE-MA-13: Consider grazing aspen groves early in the season and resting in the fall, and doing a 
rest rotation every 2 consecutive years out of every 5 years. 

Management Approaches for Terrestrial Species and Habitats (Land Management Plan, Chapter 
2, Forest-wide Direction, p. 87)   
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FW-TERRASH-MA-4 – During project planning, consider mitigations to wildlife habitat resulting from the 
effects of long-term and short-term climate fluctuations (e.g., global climate change, drought, El Niño 
Southern Oscillation), and subsequent effects of management activities.  

FW-TERRASH-MA-8 – Work with partners to develop and implement conservation strategies beneficial 
to terrestrial habitats (e.g., the State Wildlife Action Plan, etc.).  

Specific decisions related to aspects such as the level of livestock grazing authorized, areas grazed, etc. 
are addressed at project-level and are not addressed in land management planning. The analysis 
completed by the responsible official as well as adjustments made between the DEIS and FEIS and Draft 
and Final Plan appear to show that the responsible official addressed the issue appropriately.    

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official has properly addressed livestock grazing in the revised plan and will 
authorize grazing using appropriate legal means including NEPA.  

Retirement of Waived or Understocked Allotments 
Primary Objectors  
Todd Schulke, Center for Biological Diversity 
Cyndi Tuell – Western Watersheds Project 

Issue Summary 
The objectors are concerned there is no alternative that includes voluntary retirement of allotments.  
One objector states: “The Forest Plan should allow permits to be waived back to the agency for 
permanent resource protection. The option of permanent voluntary retirement of permits and 
associated grazing privileges represents an equitable solution to wildlife conflicts with agricultural 
operations on public lands.” 

Cyndi Tuell also believes all inactive grazing allotments in Recommended Wilderness Management Areas 
should be retired. 

Cyndi Tuell’s Suggested Remedy 
The Forest Service analyze an alternative that would authorize the permanent retirement of grazing 
allotments that are voluntarily waived. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
FEIS Vol. 1, p. 41: Discusses differences among alternatives with regard to levels of grazing on the forest. 
This shows that the Forest examined alternatives with potentially different levels of grazing, including 
Alternative 3, which would have the potential to reduce grazing. 

• “The guideline regarding vacant and understock allotments is also modified in a way that could 
decrease permitted grazing numbers in this alternative. 

o Vacant or understocked allotments should not be made available for permitted livestock 
grazing. Permits waived without preference should be left vacant and not restocked 
when there is limited interest. 
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FEIS Vol. 1, p. 52: (rationale for not analyzing no-grazing alternative): A no-grazing alternative would not 
meet legal direction that forests will be managed using multiple-use and sustained-yield principles per 
the National Forest Management Act and Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act. This alternative also would 
not allow the attainment of the desired condition for livestock grazing to contribute to the long-term 
socioeconomic diversity, stability, and cultural identity of local communities. Therefore, a no grazing 
alternative is inconsistent with existing laws, Forest Service policy and direction, as well as the purpose 
and need of revising the forest plan. Under all alternatives the rangelands management and livestock 
grazing program has multiple mechanisms to evaluate, review, and adapt management as needed to 
effectively protect resources and respond to changing conditions. Stocking decisions regarding the 
amount of livestock grazing authorized for each grazing allotment are considered as part of project-level 
analysis (NEPA) and beyond the scope of this programmatic analysis for the forest plan. Project-level 
analysis would cover changes to authorized grazing through term grazing permits (subject to forestwide 
standards and guidelines); allotment management plans; and annual operating instructions. In addition, 
the alternatives include a range of options on how to deal with vacant and understocked allotments that 
could increase or decrease grazing numbers. Based on the above, a restricted grazing alternative is not 
considered necessary as well as not legally compliant. 

FEIS Vol. 1, p. 67: Comparison of Alternatives Table AUM indicator, which shows the difference among 
potential AUMs across alternatives. 

FEIS Vol. 4, p. 199, RNG072: To discontinue grazing does not meet the purpose and need of the Forest 
Plan, nor does it meet Forest Service Regulation and Congressional mandates. The Forest Service 
operates under the Multiple Use Mandate which states, “The management of all the various renewable 
surface resources of the NFS should be managed so that they are utilized in the combination that will 
best meet the needs of the American people; making the most judicious use of the land for some or all 
of these resources or related services over areas large enough to provide sufficient latitude for periodic 
adjustments in use to conform to changing needs and conditions; that some land will be used for less 
than all of the resources; and harmonious and coordinated management of the various resources, each 
with the other, without impairment of the productivity of the land, with consideration being given to the 
relative values of the various resources, and not necessarily the combination of uses that will give the 
greatest dollar return or the greatest unit output, consistent with the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act 
of 1960 (16 U.S.C. 528–531) (36 CFR 219.19).” 

The Forest Service has supported controlled livestock grazing since the very early days of the agency. 
The earliest version of published policy of the Forest Service (USDA Forest Service1905), stated: “The 
Forest Service will allow the use of the forage crop of the reserves as fully as the proper care and 
protection of the forests and the water supply permits. In new forest reserves where the livestock 
industry is of special importance, full grazing privileges will be given at first, and if reduction in number is 
afterwards found necessary, stockmen will be given ample opportunity to adjust their business to the 
new conditions. Every effort will be made to assist the stock owners to a satisfactory distribution of stock 
on the range in order to secure greater harmony among citizens, to reduce the waste of forage by 
tramping in unnecessary movement of stock, and to obtain a more permanent, judicious, and profitable 
use of the range. The leading objects of the grazing regulations are: 1. The protection and conservative 
use of all forest reserve land adapted for grazing. 2. The best permanent good of the live-stock industry 
through proper care and improvement of the grazing lands.3. The protection of the settler and home 
builder against unfair competition in the use of the range.” 
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The Forest Plan supports grazing as a valid use of forest lands through multiple plan components in its 
Rural Historic Communities section and its Sustainable Rangelands and Livestock Grazing section. 
Example plan components include FW-RURALH-DC-1, FW-RURALH-DC-2, FWRURALH-DC-3, FW-RURALH-
G-4, FW-RANGE-DC-1, FW-RANGE-DC-2, FW-RANGEDC-7, FW-RANGE-O-2, FW-RANGE-G-1, FW-RANGE-
G-7. Plan components in other sections also provide direction to support sustainable grazing, such as 
FW-VEG-DC-3b, FW-MSG-DC-1c, FW-CPGB-DC-1c, FW-CPGB-DC-6, FW-WATER-DC-1e, FW-WATER-DC-2, 
FW-RWE-G-2,FW-TERRASH-O-1 

However, it was never the intent of the Congress that all uses would occur on all areas. NEPA analyses 
(which are project level actions beyond the scope of the Forest Plan) are used to authorize grazing for 
specific allotments, and the rangelands management and livestock grazing program has multiple 
mechanisms to evaluate, review, and adapt management as needed to effectively protect resources and 
respond to changing conditions (as codified in the Forest Service Handbook on Grazing Permit 
Administration and Rangeland Decision Making—FSH Ch 96.2— and R3 Guidance 92.23b). Stocking 
decisions regarding the amount of livestock grazing authorized for each grazing allotment are 
considered as part of project-level analysis (NEPA) and beyond the scope of the forest plan EIS. Project-
level analysis would cover changes to authorized grazing through term grazing permits (subject to 
forest-wide standards and guidelines); allotment management plans; and annual operating instructions. 
In addition to these project-level actions, the Forest Plan details numerous protections for recreation, 
ecological resources, and wildlife in the face of potential grazing pressures. Example plan components 
include: FW-VEG-G-5, FW-RWE-G-2, FW-RWE-G-7, FW-TERRASH-S-1,FW-TERRASH-G-1, FW-TERRASH-G-
2, FW-ATRISK-G-1, FW-SOIL-G-4, FW-RANGE-DC-4, FW-RANGE-DC-5, FW-RANGE-DC-6, FW-RANGE-DC-7, 
FW-RANGE-O-1, FW-RANGES-1, FW-RANGE-S-2, FW-RANGE-S-3, FW-RANGE-G-1, FW-RANGE-G-2, FW-
RANGE-G3,FW-RANGE-G-4, FW-RANGE-G-5, FW-RANGE-G-8, FW-REC-DC-4, 

FEIS Vol. 4, p. 197, RNG005: Permit eligibility and changes in permit ownership are determined by 
Forest Service policy ( FSH 2209.13 Ch10, 2200 12.1, 12.2, 13.1), and beyond the scope of the Forest 
Plan Revision process. Outside of the planning process, the Forest is developing program level resource 
objectives that will be tied to specific measures that can be monitored. If those measures are not met, 
adaptive management will be used to address these issues. See  FSH 2209.13 Ch. 10 Section 16: 
"changes in permit condition may be modified, suspended or cancelled to achieve resource 
objectives…;" 2209.13 Ch. 90, 91.1 (we need to be consistent with land management plan), 92.23 
(adaptive management, including limits that can be checked through monitoring), 96.2. Policy dictates 
that grazing permits are to remain in families to ensure the ranching communities are able to continue 
grazing as both an economic and cultural tradition, the importance of which is detailed in the 
Assessment Volume II and analyzed in the Socioeconomics section of the EIS. These documents highlight 
that although it is a small number of people and a small amount of economic gain (EIS, Vol II, Sections 
3.17.2.2.1.1.3; Assessment Vol II, Ch. 4, pg. 104), grazing is an important part of the culture of certain 
Forest-dependent communities (EIS, Vol II, Sections 3.17.2.2.1.2.1, 3.17.2.2.1.2.3). In the Assessment 
phase of the FPR process, it was noted that, “The historical significance of the tradition [of grazing] is 
illustrated by the fact that 76.4 percent of the permittees have had their Forest Service grazing permits 
over 50 years and/or received them from their fathers or grandfathers” (McSweeney and Raish 2012). 
Permits can be canceled by Rangers due to resource concerns (FSH2209.13  Ch. 10 Sec. 16.2, 36 CFR 
224.4), but this is at the project level and thus, outside of the scope of the Plan. 
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FEIS Vol. 4, p. 217, RNG001/041/055/060/063: A no-grazing alternative would not meet legal direction 
that forests will be managed using multiple use and sustained yield principles per the National Forest 
Management Act and Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act. This alternative also would not allow the 
attainment of the desired condition for livestock grazing to contribute to the long-term socioeconomic 
diversity, stability, and cultural identity of local communities. Therefore, a no grazing alternative is 
inconsistent with existing laws, Forest Service policy and direction, as well as the purpose and need of 
revising the forest plan. Under all alternatives the rangelands management and livestock grazing 
program has multiple mechanisms to evaluate, review, and adapt management as needed to effectively 
protect resources and respond to changing conditions. Stocking decisions regarding the amount of 
livestock grazing authorized for each grazing allotment are considered as part of project-level analysis 
(NEPA) and beyond the scope of the forest plan EIS. Project-level analysis would cover changes to 
authorized grazing through term grazing permits (subject to forest-wide standards and guidelines); 
allotment management plans; and annual operating instructions. In addition, the alternatives include a 
range of options on how to deal with vacant and understocked allotments that could increase or 
decrease grazing numbers. Based on the above, a restricted grazing alternative was not considered 
necessary or legally compliant. 

FEIS Vol. 4, p. 218, RNG003: This is outside the scope of the Forest Plan. Management and 
administration of grazing permits is already addressed by existing regulation and policy. The authority to 
permanently retire an allotment from grazing is retained by the Forest Service and is not held by the 
permittee. Permits can be canceled by Rangers due to resource concerns (FSH 2209.13 Ch. 10 Sec. 16.2, 
36 CFR 224.4), but this is a project-level decision and thus, outside of the scope of the Plan. 

FEIS Vol. 4, p. 293, RW026: While it is beyond the scope of the forest planning process to eliminate 
grazing or allotments (see response to RNG005 and RNG072 for more on allotment management), the 
Forest Plan details numerous protections for recreation, ecological resources, and wildlife in the face of 
potential grazing pressures. Example plan components include: FWVEG-G-5, FW-RWE-G-2, FW-RWE-G-7, 
FW-TERRASH-S-1, FW-TERRASH-G-1, FWTERRASH-G-2, FW-ATRISK-G-1, FW-SOIL-G-4, FW-RANGE-DC-4, 
FW-RANGE-DC-5, FW-RANGE-DC-6, FW-RANGE-DC-7, FW-RANGE-O-1, FW-RANGE-S-1, FW-RANGE-S-2, 
FW-RANGE-S-3, FW-RANGE-G-1, FW-RANGE-G-2, FW-RANGE-G3, FW-RANGE-G-4, FW-RANGE-G-5, FW-
RANGE-G-8, FW-REC-DC-4. 

Wilderness designation would prohibit access by motorized vehicle and use of mechanized equipment 
for maintenance of stock water developments, salt placement and potentially restrict installation of new 
range improvements (for instance water troughs) unless approved following a minimum requirements 
decision. Wilderness designation of those areas recommended under the final revised plan would 
therefore not be expected to restrict current permitted grazing levels differently than under the current 
forest plan. Thus, it does not follow to restrict grazing in recommended wilderness when it is allowed in 
designated Wilderness (Wilderness Act of 1964, Public Law 88-577). 

FEIS Vol. 4, p. 308, DA006: This is outside the scope of the Forest Plan. Management and administration 
of grazing permits is already addressed by existing regulation and policy. The authority to permanently 
retire an allotment from grazing is retained by the Forest Service and is not held by the permittee. 
Permits can be canceled by Rangers due to resource concerns (FSH 2209/13 Ch. 10 Sec. 16.2, 36 CFR 
224.4), but this is a project-level decision and thus, outside of the scope of the Plan. The rangelands 
management and livestock grazing program has multiple mechanisms to evaluate, review, and adapt 
management as needed to effectively protect resources and respond to changing conditions (as codified 
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in the Forest Service Handbook on Grazing Permit Administration and Rangeland Decision Making—FSH 
2209.13 Ch. 96.2—and R3 Guidance 92.23b). Project-level analysis would cover changes to authorized 
grazing through term grazing permits (subject to forest-wide standards and guidelines); allotment 
management plans; and annual operating instructions. Grazing permit retirement is outside the scope of 
the Forest Plan. See RW026 for more on this subject. 

FEIS Vol. 4, p. 309, DA009: The Plan has direction for dealing with non-conforming structures that are no 
longer in use: FW-RANGE-O-1: Annually remove, improve, or reconstruct at least 5 percent of the 
forest’s range infrastructure that is no longer necessary or in poor or non-functional condition. DA-
WILD-MA-14: Consider removing non-conforming structures from wilderness that are no longer in use 
and do not meet the desired conditions. Grazing permit retirement is outside the scope of the Forest 
Plan. See also: RW026 and DA006 for more on this subject. 

Assessment  
Per 36 CFR 222.3(b), grazing permits and livestock use permits convey no right, title, or interest held by 
the United States in any land or resources. Forest Service grazing permittees are currently able to 
choose to waive their grazing permit (i.e., their grazing privileges) back to the Forest Service at any time. 
Analyzing retirement of grazing allotments within the Forest Plan is beyond the scope of a Forest Plan 
because it would unduly restrict Agency decision making into the future. The decision to not issue a new 
term grazing permit or to close a grazing allotment is made by the Forest Service through the NEPA 
process, not a third party or permittee as a result of a permit waiver. This includes grazing allotments 
that are in areas recommended for wilderness and allotments within designated wilderness areas.  

The issue raised and the proposed remedy are not appropriate at the plan level. Waiver of term grazing 
permits do not influence the Agencies decision on whether or not issue a new term grazing permit for 
the associated allotment(s). Those decisions are based on the applicable environmental analysis and 
site-specific information related to resource conditions and/or issues. The responsible official addressed 
issue raised in her analysis. Term grazing permits do not convey any rights, title, or interest to NFS 
lands, and the waiver of term grazing permits do not influence the long-term management of the 
associated allotment.  

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official is not required to address voluntary permit retirement at the plan 
level; these decisions are managed through projects or site-specific information related to resource 
conditions or issues. 

Livestock Protection from Predators 
Primary Objector 
Cyndi Tuell – Western Watersheds Project 

Issue Summary 
The objector disagrees with the lack of specific measures for livestock protection from predators and 
range improvement. The objector suggests: 



Page | 70  
 

Management Approach for AOIs   "Best Practices" for protecting livestock and grazing operations where 
predators are present have been successful in reducing negative interactions between predators and 
livestock. These best practices must be followed and include:    

1. Removing, destroying, burying, or placing electric fencing around dead livestock discovered on 
allotments if carcasses would attract predators into high use areas such as currently grazed 
meadows, salting grounds, water sources, or holding corrals.  

2. Removing sick or injured livestock from grazing allotments to prevent them from being targeted 
by predators.  

3. Increasing range riding to provide a more consistent human presence around your cattle. This 
has proven to be one of the most effective means for reducing predator-livestock interactions 
and depredation.  

There is nothing in your Grazing Permit, Allotment Management Plans (AMPs), or in these Annual 
Operation Instructions (AOI) that authorizes predator control. For this allotment, the permittee is aware:    

• The allotment does include predator habitat and the possibility of predator-livestock conflicts 
exists and will be an ongoing part of managing livestock on the allotment;  

• The permittee has an obligation to comply with the Endangered Species Act, among all other 
federal laws;  

• The Forest Service will provide conflict-reduction resources as they are developed;  
• A grazing permit in non-use status shall not be allowed to increase allowable animal unit months 

when returning to use to help prevent livestock-predator conflicts;  
• The Forest Service has provided notification to the permittee regarding BMPs to minimize the 

potential for predator-livestock interactions  
• Permittees must implement specific best management practices to reduce livestock-predator 

conflicts, including, at a minimum, the removal of predator attractants during calving season, 
increased human presence during vulnerable periods, use of range-riders and diversionary and 
deterrent tools such as fladry fencing, airhorns, crackershells, etc.;  

• Measures to reduce livestock-predator conflicts, including a clause notifying the permittee of 
the potential for modification, cancellation, suspension, or temporary cessation of livestock 
activities to resolve livestock-predator conflicts; 

• Permittees are prohibited from using leg-hold traps to manage livestock predation on any 
allotments.    

Objector’s Suggested Remedies 

Require the following of all allotment holders:  

1. Removing, destroying, burying, or placing electric fencing around dead livestock discovered on 
allotments if carcasses would attract predators into high use areas such as currently grazed 
meadows, salting grounds, water sources, or holding corrals.  

2. Removing sick or injured livestock from grazing allotments to prevent them from being targeted 
by predators.  
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3. Increasing range riding to provide a more consistent human presence around your cattle. This 
has proven to be one of the most effective means for reducing predator-livestock interactions 
and depredation. 

All AOIs should include a notice to grazing permittees that they may take conservation non-use for the 
sake of reducing livestock-predator conflicts on these allotments, pursuant to the Forest Service 
regulations at 36 C.F.R. 222.3 Issuance of grazing and livestock use permits 36 CFR 222.3 Issuance of 
grazing and livestock use permits(C)(1)(iv)(D); Forest Service Handbook 2209.13(17.2) Nonuse for 
Resource Protection or Development. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The FEIS identifies the needs for change from the previous Santa Fe Forest Plan. A few of those needs 
are directly applicable to the issues raised by the objectors (FEIS, Vol. 1, Ch. 1, pp. 5-8). Those needs 
are:   

• There is a need for plan direction that recognizes the interdependence of resources, provides for 
management areas that reflect natural features and ecological boundaries, incorporates 
adaptive management components to better respond to changing environmental conditions, 
and supports an all-lands approach of working with neighboring land managers to implement 
projects that improve landscape connectivity across mixed ownerships where natural systems 
span multiple administrative boundaries. 

• There is a need for plan direction that provides opportunities to use adaptive management for 
the range program that incorporates ecosystem-based desired conditions, with particular 
emphasis on strategies to address drought and other extreme weather-related events. 

• Management approaches are also needed that will emphasize public education regarding the 
Santa Fe NF's diverse ecological, social, and economic resources, the multiple-use philosophy, 
public laws and regulations, and management strategies. 

The responsible official provides discussion relative to livestock grazing within the affected environment 
and environmental conditions section for Rangelands and Grazing (FEIS, Vol. 1, Ch. 3. pp. 397-400). This 
includes a discussion that “on the Santa Fe NF, vegetation analyses show that the woodland and 
grassland ERUs commonly used for livestock grazing are trending toward unsustainable productivity 
(Ecological Assessment Vol. 1, 2016). The potential for unstained grassland productivity is further 
compounded by the approximately 21,000 acres of invasive species currently found in the Santa Fe NF 
(White et al. 2015), creating concerns for rangeland management into the future.” The section also 
disclosed that livestock management on the Forest has been shifting to an adaptive management 
approach that allows stocking levels to change in response to variability in forage production, water 
availability, and precipitation patterns. (FEIS, Vol. 1, Ch. 3, p. 397).   

The responsible official analyzed the environmental consequences for rangelands and grazing, which 
included the following assumptions (FEIS, Vol. 1, Ch. 3, p. 398):  

• Since this analysis is done at the program level, site-specific determinations will be made in 
allotment-scaled NEPA analysis. 

• Livestock grazing will be balanced with available forage using adaptive management as analyzed 
in allotment-level NEPA analysis.  
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• Livestock will be managed so that range conditions move toward desired conditions as outlined 
in this Plan.  

• Unauthorized use of rangeland will be minimal to non-existent. 
• Allotment-level sufficiency analysis (Section 18 Reviews) will be completed and reassessed 

before the grazing permit is reissued. Tools to monitor and manage areas where grazing is 
impacting other resources (e.g., riparian areas, habitat for at-risk species) will be assessed at the 
allotment level. 

• Range infrastructure is built across the forest to more uniformly distribute cattle and their 
utilization of forage. 

• We are aware of most populations of invasive species in the forest, and they have been 
mapped.  

• Site-specific invasive species management decisions will be made during allotment- level NEPA 
analysis. 

The environmental consequences sections discloses the potential effects of the various alternatives on 
rangeland condition ((FEIS, Vol. 1, Ch. 3, pp. 400-406) The FEIS also includes cumulative effects of 
livestock grazing together with impacts from other resources on page 406-407. Cumulative impacts from 
livestock grazing are also included in the FEIS within appropriate resource sections, such as wildlife, 
recreation, and vegetation. Climate change was considered during the development of plan components 
for ecological sustainability, ecosystem services, and multiple uses.  

A response to comments is also included in the planning record (FEIS, Vol. 4, Appendix O, p. 212, 
Concern Statement RNG047) where the Forest responded to a comment related to the issues raised by 
the objectors. In particular, RNG047 and the associated response is as follows:   

1. Management approaches in the Sustainable Rangeland and Grazing section should include 
Annual Operating Instructions (AOIs) for permitees to reduce the impacts of livestock grazing on 
Mexican gray wolves. Management approaches added to address AOIs should include BMPs for 
protecting livestock and grazing practices in areas where predators are present; details of what 
laws, policies, regulations, BMPs, responsibilities (permittee and Agency), and predator-livestock 
conflict reduction measures permittees in predator territory should be aware of; and drought 
management planning approaches that consider competition between wildlife and livestock for 
resources. 

o Response: There are currently no Mexican grey wolves on or near the Santa Fe NF, 
however the Sustainable Rangelands and Livestock Grazing section of the plan directs 
the Forest to manage livestock to be compatible with ecological resources, which would 
include the Mexican grey wolf if it ever appeared on the forest (FW-RANGE-S-1 and DC-
4). In addition, AOIs are developed with permitees on a project-level basis, and 
monitoring of allotments ensures we are able to do adaptive management to respond to 
changing ecological conditions like new species. 

The LMP includes plan components that speak to aspects related to interactions between livestock and 
wildlife (LMP, Ch. 2, Forest-wide Plan Components, pp. 94-99 and 119-121). Those include desired 
conditions, standards and guidelines. The following plan components are directly applicable to the issue 
raised by the objector:  
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Desired Conditions:   

FW-TERRASH-DC-1 – Terrestrial ecosystems are composed of appropriate (native) assemblages of 
sustainable populations of plant and animal species that are supported by healthy ecosystems… 

FW-TERRASH-DC-2 – Habitat configuration, connectivity, and availability allow wildlife populations to 
adjust their movements in response to major disturbances (e.g., climate change or uncharacteristic fire) 
and promote genetic flow between wildlife populations. 

FW-TERRASH-DC-3 – Wildlife are free from harassment and human disturbance at a scale that does not 
impact vital functions of populations (e.g., breeding, feeding, rearing young, migration, and dispersal) 
resulting in a negative impact to the persistence of the species in the forest. 

FW-ATRISK-DC-1 – Ecological conditions (physical and biotic) contribute to the survival and recovery of 
federally listed, proposed, and candidate species; preclude the need for listing new species; and allow 
for the recovery and persistence of species of conservation concern. 

FW-RANGE-DC-3 – Rangelands are resilient to disturbances and variations in the natural environment 
(e.g., fire, flood, and climate variability). 

FW-RANGE-DC-4 – Livestock grazing is compatible with ecological function and processes (e.g., water 
infiltration, wildlife habitat, soil stability, and natural fire regimes). 

FW-RANGE-DC-5 – Native plant communities support diverse age classes of shrubs and vigorous, 
diverse, self-sustaining understories of grasses and forbs relative to site potential, while providing forage 
for livestock and wildlife. 

Standards:   

FW-RANGE-S-1 – Livestock management must be compatible with capacity and address ecological 
resources (e.g., forage, invasive plants, at-risk species, soils, riparian health, and water quality) that are 
departed from desired conditions, as determined by temporally and spatially appropriate data.  

Guidelines:   

FW-ATRISK-G-2 – Project activities and special uses occurring within federally designated critical habitat 
should integrate habitat management objectives and species protection measures from the most recent 
approved U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) recovery plan. 

FW-ATRISK-G-2 – Project activities and special uses occurring within federally designated critical habitat 
should integrate habitat management objectives and species protection measures from the most recent 
approved U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) recovery plan. 

FW-ATRISK-G-3 – Where the Forest Service has entered into signed conservation agreements that 
provide guidance on activities or actions to be carried out by the forest, those activities or actions 
should be undertaken consistent with the guidance found within those conservation agreements. 

FW-RANGE-G-1 – Forage use should be based on current and desired ecological conditions as 
determined by temporally and spatially appropriate scientific data during planning cycles (e.g., Annual 
Operating Instructions or   permit renewal), to sustain livestock grazing and maintain ecological function 
and processes. 
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FW-RANGE-G-6 – Restocking decisions and management of grazing allotments following a major 
disturbance (e.g., wildfire) should occur on a case-by-case basis after consideration of site-specific 
resource conditions.  

FW-RANGE-G-7 – Vacant or understocked allotments should be made available to permitted livestock 
for pasture during times or events when other active allotments are unavailable and require ecosystem 
recovery as a result of   natural disturbances (e.g., wildfire) or management activities (e.g., vegetation 
restoration treatments).  

 Management Approaches for Terrestrial Species and Habitats (Land Management Plan, Chapter 
2, Forestwide Direction, p. 87)   

FW-TERRASH-MA-4 – During project planning, consider mitigations to wildlife habitat resulting from the 
effects of long-term and short-term climate fluctuations (e.g., global climate change, drought, El Niño 
Southern Oscillation), and subsequent effects of management activities.  

FW-TERRASH-MA-8 – Work with partners to develop and implement conservation strategies beneficial 
to terrestrial habitats (e.g., the State Wildlife Action Plan, etc.).  

Management Approaches At-Risk Species (Land Management Plan, Chapter 2, Forestwide Direction, 
p. 92) 

FW-ATRISK-MA-4 – Consider guidance from regional or local species conservation agreements, 
assessments, strategies, or guidelines to improve the status of at-risk species. 

Management Approaches for Sustainable Rangelands and Livestock Grazing (Land Management Plan, 
Chapter 2, Forestwide Direction, p. 123-124)    

FW-RANGE-MA-1 – Forest managers cooperate, collaborate, and coordinate with permit holders to 
respond to changing resource conditions. Cooperation, collaboration, and coordination among Santa Fe 
NF and permit holders is key to improving rangeland and forest conditions for multiple uses, moving 
toward desired conditions, and contributing to the socio-economic wellbeing of local communities. In 
addition, collaboration among stakeholders is important, including local communities; permit holders; 
and Federal, State, county, and local government entities.  

FW-RANGE-MA-2 – Develop partnerships with livestock grazing permit holders, agencies (e.g., the 
NMDGF), and other groups and individuals to develop collaborative proposals and implement projects 
that benefit multiple use on the forest.    

FW-RANGE-MA-6 – Consider emphasizing large-scale landscape approaches and treatments for 
restoring rangelands and the use and perpetuation of a diversity of native plant species, with an 
emphasis on grass, forb, and shrub communities. 

FW-RANGE-MA-7 – Consider using an adaptive management strategy to manage livestock grazing in a 
manner that promotes ecosystem resiliency, sustainability, and species diversity, based on changes in 
range conditions, climate, and other resource conditions. Using the adaptive management strategy 
provides more flexibility to grazing management, while improving or maintaining rangeland health. 

FW-RANGE-MA-10 – Consider how ungulates (e.g., elk, deer, and livestock) have cumulative impacts on 
Forest resources.  
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Assessment  
The objector requested for special management instructions be implemented as part of AOIs to reduce 
impacts from livestock grazing to all predators found on the Santa Fe National Forest. The 
objector provided a proposed remedy that would require the inclusion of best management practices as 
part of AOIs. The remedy also suggests that AOIs include a notice to grazing permittees that they may 
take conservation non-use for the sake of reducing livestock-predator conflicts on these allotments, 
pursuant to the Forest Service regulations at 36 C.F.R. 222.3.   

The objection also states that drought management planning should take into consideration increased 
competition between predators, native prey, and livestock for forage and resources, and the Forest 
Service should maintain an adequate supply of food for wildlife it intends to avoid livestock-
predator conflict.  

The objector asks that special management instructions be included as part of AOIs. Per FSH 2209.13, 
Ch. 90, Sec. 94.3, actions in an AOI must be within the scope of the project-level decision, and AOIs 
purely  communicate the actions that will be taken in a given year to carry out the management 
direction set forth in the project-level analysis and decision. The appropriate document that could be 
used to prescribe management direction would be a project-level decision and could also be included 
within an AMP.   

Per FSH 1909.12, Ch. 20, AMPs for livestock provide specific operational guidance and are the most 
appropriate planning level to carry out management tools. As such, specific decisions related to  the 
level of livestock grazing authorized, livestock management requirements, etc. are addressed at the 
project level and are outside of the scope of the FEIS and the LMP.  

Forest Service Policy states that the project-level NEPA-based decision to authorize grazing on one or 
more allotments is made by the authorized officer upon completion of site-specific environmental 
analysis (FSH 2209.13, Ch. 90, Sec. 94), that AMPs should be developed concurrently with the 
completion of the site-specific analysis and project-level decision and that AMPs contain the pertinent 
livestock management direction from the project-level NEPA-based decision (FSH 2209.13, Ch. 90, Sec. 
94.1). Under the NFMA of 1976 (16 U.S.C. 1600 et seq.), project-level decisions, which authorize the use 
of specific National Forest System lands for a particular purpose like livestock grazing, must be 
consistent with the broad programmatic direction established in the LMP.  Consistency is determined by 
examining whether the project-level decision implements the goals, objectives, desired conditions, 
standards and guidelines, and monitoring requirements from the LMP.  

The LMP includes programmatic direction in the form of plan components. The LMP includes various 
plan components in the form of desired conditions, standards, guidelines, and management approaches 
that are intended to ensure livestock grazing management and other management activities are carried 
out in a manner that is in harmony with other uses and resource values such as wildlife 
(including predators and the prey species that they rely on). The plan components address aspects 
related to minimizing impacts to wildlife habitat, avoiding disturbance of big game species, 
adjusting forage use due to annual fluctuations in ecological conditions, and encouraging coordination 
with state and federal wildlife agencies regarding listed and native species.  

The appropriate document that could be used to prescribe management direction, which the AOI would 
communicate annually, would be a project-level decision and could also be included within an AMP. 
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However, the analysis completed by the responsible official as well as the plan components included 
in LMP show that the responsible official addressed the issue appropriately.   

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official adequately addressed livestock-predator interactions at the level 
appropriate for an LMP and she has the ability to address this issue through annual operating 
instructions to the permit holder. 

Watershed and Riparian 
Riparian Area Consideration 
Primary Objectors 
Todd Schulke – Center for Biological Diversity 
Cyndi Tuell – Western Watersheds Project 

Issue Summary 
Two objectors raised a number of issues related to plan components that address the relationship 
between livestock grazing and the health of riparian areas as well as the analysis of the impacts of 
livestock grazing on riparian areas. These issues have been combined where possible and paraphrased 
as: 

• Grazing as allowed in the LMP would prevent riparian restoration initiatives from being 
successful, thus preventing the LMP from meeting a portion of the stated purpose and need. 

• Proper Functioning Condition (PFC) is an inappropriate assessment tool and/ or condition 
threshold for watershed management. 

• The responsible official should create new and enforceable riparian standards, especially where 
the protection of particularly sensitive riparian resources is needed (e.g., high-elevation 
meadows). 

• The responsible official does not acknowledge legacy or recent impacts from poorly managed 
livestock grazing on riparian areas. 

• The responsible official should include a plan component for monitoring riparian habitat. 
• The responsible official should analyze an alternative with grazing restrictions in riparian areas 

or include direction precluding livestock use of riparian areas that are in a less than fully 
functional condition. 

• The use of the term “sustainable” in relation to grazing is inappropriate. 
• The Forest makes incomplete or erroneous scientific references related to riparian area 

management. 

Objectors Suggested Remedies 
Todd Schulke 
The Santa Fe should rightly include meaningful project-level grazing guidance, as decisions made at 
project-level should be guided by the plan. We should see new and enforceable Standards and 
Guidelines in place to protect endangered riparian ecosystems into a hotter and dryer future. Such 
guidance is needed to provide enduring direction for sustainable use, and these must clearly confront 
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the biodiversity and climate crises which are stated and known top Biden administration priorities. 
Exclude livestock grazing from riparian areas, wetlands, and aquatic ecosystems during and following 
restoration projects. Otherwise, the proposed action is unlikely to achieve any level of restoration 
success, denying our public lands of the ecological integrity and resilience they need to endure 
increasingly stressful conditions driven by climate change. Much, if not all, of the riparian restoration 
components of this Forest Plan hinge on another massive project- the Northern New Mexico Riparian 
Restoration Project- to which the Center for Biological Diversity has also objected on the grounds that it 
too refuses to meaningfully address grazing management as within the project scope and ignores the 
best available science. It would be prudent and applicable to have a hard look discussion of the areas of 
overlap between this restoration project and the Revised Plan. 

Cyndi Tuell 
Cite full article and analyze importance of increased biomass in areas excluded from grazing. In wetland 
or riparian areas, PROHIBIT livestock grazing in the same area during the same vegetative growth and 
reproduction periods (e.g., leafing, flowering, or seeding) in consecutive years to ensure that riparian 
pastures have vegetative recovery. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
One of the needs for change in the LMP are “Standards and guidelines that minimize the ecological 
impact of multiple uses in riparian areas” (LMP, p. 12). Within the LMP (Ch. 2, pp. 69-73) there are desire 
conditions, objectives, standards, and guidelines that address water resources.  In the Water Resources 
section of the document, FW-WATER-DC-2 states “Most watersheds support multiple uses (e.g., timber, 
recreation, traditional and cultural uses, and grazing) with no long-term decline in ecological conditions, 
although some watersheds are reserved to preserve ecological function and may support more limited 
uses (e.g., municipal watersheds)” (underline added for emphasis). 

Within the LMP (Ch. 2, pp. 74-80) there are desire conditions, objectives, standards, and guidelines that 
address riparian and wetland ecosystems.  Within this section, the document states in FW-RWE-DC-4 
that, “Riparian areas and wetland ecosystems meet the standards defined by proper functioning 
condition metrics (e.g., Prichard et al. 1998). RE and WE are supported by surface and subsurface flow 
regimes that contribute to stream-channel and floodplain development, maintenance, and function; 
which maintain soil moisture necessary for riparian connectivity and for the regeneration of native 
plants that depend on flooding or high water tables.”  Although some of the objectors express concern 
with use of the proper functioning condition metrics, there is no discussion of which metrics should be 
used instead and generally conclude that grazing should be eliminated rather than managed.  

Within the LMP, (Ch. 2. pp. 120-124) there are plan components related to grazing in the Sustainable 
Rangelands and Livestock Grazing section. Specifically: 

• FW-RANGE-S-1 (p. 122) – Livestock management must be compatible with capacity and address 
ecological resources (e.g., forage, invasive plants, at-risk species, soils, riparian health, and water 
quality) that are departed from desired conditions, as determined by temporally and spatially 
appropriate data. 
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• FW-RANGE-G-2 (p.122) – Livestock grazing within riparian management zones (RMZ) should be 
managed to sustain proper stream channel morphology, floodplain function, and riparian 
vegetation desired conditions. 

FEIS Volume 1.7.1 recognizes the issue of vegetative resilience (p. 13) by stating, “Comments varied in 
the level of protection for riparian areas versus using them and their water for activities such as 
recreation and livestock grazing.” 

FEIS Volume 2.32 (p. 52) finds that, “A no-grazing alternative would not meet legal direction that forests 
will be managed using multiple-use and sustained-yield principles per the National Forest Management 
Act and Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act” and “Therefore, a no grazing alternative is inconsistent with 
existing laws, Forest Service policy and direction, as well as the purpose and need of revising the forest 
plan.”  This section goes on to state “Under all alternatives the rangelands management and livestock 
grazing program has multiple mechanisms to evaluate, review, and adapt management as needed to 
effectively protect resources and respond to changing conditions. Stocking decisions regarding the 
amount of livestock grazing authorized for each grazing allotment are considered as part of project-level 
analysis (NEPA) and beyond the scope of this programmatic analysis for the forest plan. Project-level 
analysis would cover changes to authorized grazing through term grazing permits (subject to forest wide 
standards and guidelines); allotment management plans; and annual operating instructions. In addition, 
the alternatives include a range of options on how to deal with vacant and understocked allotments that 
could increase or decrease grazing numbers. Based on the above, a restricted grazing alternative is not 
considered necessary as well as not legally compliant.” 

In the FEIS Volume 1, Chapter 2, Table 4, there is a statement acknowledging “Grazing effects: Adversely 
affects hydrologic processes and water quality, especially where animals are concentrated within 
riparian areas.” 

In the FEIS Volume 1 Chapter 3.3.1 (p. 156) the Affected Environment states that, “Both historical and 
ongoing land uses impact riparian areas in the Santa Fe NF. The wide variety of impacts mirror those 
elsewhere in the region, including…grazing (Fleischner 1994, Patten 1998, Belsky and Blumenthal 1999) 
…Includes various descriptions of actual or possible impacts of livestock grazing.  

The responsible official assumes relative to range that site-specific determinations will be made in 
allotment- scale NEPA, livestock will be managed so that range conditions move toward desired 
conditions as outlined in the LMP, and an allotment-level NEPA sufficiency analysis (Section 18 Reviews) 
will be completed and reassessed before the grazing permit is reissued (FEIS Volume 1,starting at . 397) 
Section 3.11.2.1)  

As part of the ROD, the decision makes statements relative to the Requirements of the Planning Rule 
219.8 Sustainability (starting page 18): “The final plan provides for ecological sustainability by including 
plan components that collectively ensure the maintenance or restoration of the coarse- and fine-filter 
habitat needs of all native species, while also maintaining or restoring the natural processes and 
functions on the landscape. Specifically, the Plan includes the following plan direction:… 

 5. Maintaining and restoring the ecological integrity of riparian areas in part by establishing riparian 
management zones around all lakes, streams, and open water wetlands (FWRWE section and 
subsections). 

6. Ensuring implementation of best management practices for water quality (FW-WATERS-1).” 
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Proper functioning condition (PFC) is defined as: “PFC is a methodology for assessing the physical 
functioning of riparian and wetland areas. The term PFC is used to describe both the assessment 
process, and a defined, on-the-ground condition of a riparian-wetland area. In either case, PFC defines a 
minimum or starting point” (FEIS Volume 2, p. 136). 

Assessment  
As written, FW-RANGE-S-1 and FW-RANGE-G-1 in the LMP would be expected to direct the Forest to 
ensure that grazing permits or administration of those permits would manage grazing access, timing, 
duration, intensity, etc. in a way that conserves or restores riparian functionality, including during and 
after restoration. Additionally, there does not appear to be anything in the LMP that would preclude 
project-level NEPA for restoration activities from identifying temporary livestock exclusion as a design or 
mitigation feature to help ensure the success of the restoration 

The LMP suggest the use of PFC and it is within the agency’s authority to identify protocols for use. The 
LMP leaves some flexibility to use other assessment methods if appropriate, but this is a forest decision 
as long as it helps to make informed decisions.  

The LMP includes a number of standards and other plan components related to grazing, wildlife habitat 
management, soils, watersheds, and riparian area management that are expected to be enforceable and 
are expected to conserve or allow for restoration of riparian resources (e.g., components related to 
vegetation, water resources, riparian and wetland ecosystems, aquatic species and habitats, and 
sustainable rangelands and livestock grazing). The LMP does not and is not required to include site 
specific direction. This direction is more appropriate in allotment management plans (FSH 1909.12, 
Chapter 20, Section 23.23d).  

The responsible official includes descriptions of past impacts from poorly managed grazing in the FEIS 
(e.g., FEIS pp. 5, 156-158, 169, 198, and 252). New plan components are intended to allow the Forest to 
appropriately manage livestock use and any impacts it may have on riparian resources into the future. 

The Forest Plan Monitoring Program (LMP, Ch. 5) includes numerous questions and indicators related to 
watersheds, soils, riparian areas and habitat, aquatic habitats, and terrestrial-aquatic habitat 
connectivity that are expected to allow the Forest to adequately demonstrate whether or not riparian 
habitat function is being conserved or improved (LMP, Ch. 5 pp. 241-245). The LMP does not appear to 
preclude the inclusion of additional, more specific monitoring elements related to project- level 
activities. 

The responsible official considered a no grazing or reduced grazing alternative but eliminated this 
alternative from detailed study because it did not meet the purpose and need identified for the LMP 
(FEIS Volume 1, p. 52). The LMP does not prescribe specific actions related to riparian area 
management, but it does not preclude the temporary or permanent exclusion of livestock from areas 
with identified resource management needs. The LMP directs the Forest to allow for sustainable levels 
of livestock use while maintaining or improving the health and functions of ecological components like 
soils, vegetative communities, etc. (e.g., plan components for Sustainable Rangelands and Livestock 
Grazing on pages 121-122 of the LMP). Forest service policy also directs the Rangeland Management 
Program to ensure natural resources, such as riparian areas, are conserved (FSM 2200). How the Forest 
achieves this would be identified at the project level. 
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Adherence to the plan components related to watersheds, riparian habitat, soils, wildlife habitat, etc. 
would provide the necessary framework in which to manage livestock use sustainably. Forest Service 
policy and plan components direct the responsible official to ensure that livestock grazing use is 
managed at the project level to conserve riparian areas along with other associated resources (e.g., 
soils, water quality, wildlife vegetative communities, etc.). Best available science will be best reflected 
when integrated into project-level decisions. 

Conclusion 
I find that the FEIS and LMP addressed grazing in riparian areas and put in place safeguards for riparian 
area protection.  The concerns identified by the objectors are best addressed in project-level NEPA. 

General Wildlife Concerns 
Desired Condition for Native Biota 
Primary Objector 
Sam Hitt, Wild Watershed 

Issue Summary 
The objector contends that while the LMP has a desired condition for native biota--"Habitats and refugia 
for rare, endemic, and culturally important species, are resilient to stressors and support species' 
persistence or recovery"--it is a vague aspiration with no regulatory mechanism, specific objective, or 
protected status. Refugia is not defined or mentioned elsewhere in the LMP and is absent criteria for 
designation of habitats or refugia for native biota. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The desired condition and the specific term ‘refugia’ are found within the LMP (p. 31). The inclusion of 
the desired condition is a result of early interest from the public (see response to comments, FEIS 
Volume 4, pp. 32, 34, 145). 

Assessment 
The responsible official added the plan component in response to public input. Although substantively 
there are no clear requirements that the desired condition would appear to violate, the language may 
not meet the requirements for clear communication with the public.  As highlighted by the objector, 
there are no active plan components that directly references the desired condition. Please note that the 
desired condition is a subset of a larger desired condition (FW-VEG-DC-3). Furthermore, while there are 
no specific objectives for vegetation that address refugia, objectives that intend to move conditions to 
meet the desired conditions would by default include providing for refugia. However, as the objector 
points out, there is no definition of refugia, which creates the potential for interpretation of how the 
desired condition is met.  Finally, the FEIS does not disclose how the group of plan components 
associated with this topic result in ecological or social outcomes to meet the intent of the Planning Rule. 

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official appropriately added a plan component regarding refugia, however 
“refugia” is not defined in the glossary and therefore may be considered jargon.   
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Instructions: 
• Add the term refugia to the glossary  

Management Versus Impacts on Wildlife Species 
Primary Objector  
Logan Glasenapp, New Mexico Wild 

Issue Summary 
Somewhat complementary to and complemented by the overall 30x30 goals, wildlife connectivity and 
species protection must be given a higher priority by the Santa Fe National Forest at this time. We raise 
our concerns, again, with the prioritization of restoration for areas that may not be feasibly mechanically 
treated, or the budget may not allow for restoration at this time. Managing areas as wilderness provides 
immediate and meaningful protection to forest species by preventing the trammeling effects of 
mechanized and motorized vehicles, commercial activity, and deforestation. We suggest, yet again, that 
the agency-preferred wait-and-see approach is inapposite to forest stewardship. 

Objector’s Suggested Remedy 
The Santa Fe National Forest should require the wildlife studies that need to be done before any more 
forest is disturbed.  

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The planning record includes several examples of how wildlife habitat connectivity was considered in 
the planning process.  Numerous plan components were incorporated to meet the planning 
requirements of ensuring connectivity (see Appendix E, Section C, FEIS Volume 2, p. 319 for detailed 
list).  Furthermore, the effects of each alternative on wildlife habitat connectivity were outlined within 
the EIS (20210900EISVol1FPRFinal, starting on p. 294). 

Assessment and Conclusion 
The responsible official adequately addressed issues of wildlife connectivity in the development of the 
plan components and in the consideration of the alternatives. 

Bighorn Sheep 
Disease Risk to Bighorn Sheep 
Primary Objector 
Cyndi Tuell – Western Watersheds Project 

Issue Summary 
The objector asserts that the responsible official should adopt a strict policy of no domestic sheep 
grazing in bighorn sheep areas. The objector questions the science behind statements in the FEIS 
regarding permit conversions and management of sheep allotments. The objector disagrees with 
proposed measures to protect native bighorn sheep from disease carried by domestic sheep. She cites 
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multiple studies which show native sheep foray beyond their recognized occupied habitat and are at risk 
for contacting disease pathogens in their forays if domestic sheep have access to the foray areas.  

Objectors’ Suggested Remedies 
The USFS make FW-RANGE-G-8 a standard and amend it to prohibit the authorization of domestic sheep 
and goats near bighorn sheep populations, where bighorn sheep forays may occur. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
Issues related to bighorn sheep disease management were brought up during the comment period (e.g. 
WILD054, 20210900EISVol4FPRFinal, p. 109), leading to the incorporation of plan components that 
directly relate to the objection. 

Management approaches for Terrestrial Species and Habitats (FW-TERRASH-MA-1): “Work 
collaboratively with the New Mexico Department of Game and Fish and other organizations, 
government institutions (local, State, Tribal, and Federal), individuals, and groups to plan and implement 
projects for the management and research of wildlife and their habitats, including Rocky Mountain 
bighorn sheep” (LMP, p. 87).  While management approaches are not plan components and do not bind 
the agency to any action, they do clarify expectations. 

Guidelines for Sustainable Rangelands and Livestock Grazing (FW-RANGE-G-1): “Grazing of domestic 
sheep or goats should not be authorized in areas occupied by bighorn sheep to minimize the spread of 
disease between domestic and wild populations.” 

Standard for Recreation Special Uses (FW-RECSU-S-1): “Commercial use of domestic sheep and goats 
(e.g., for filming, as pack animals, etc.) must not be authorized in areas occupied by or adjacent to 
bighorn sheep or in areas where bighorn sheep travel, to prevent the spread of disease between 
domestic and wild populations.” 

Assessment  
The responsible official considered the interests of the public in plan development and conducted 
comment periods to develop and improve upon plan components. The plan components included in the 
planning record directly address the objection. The species identified by the objector have no specific 
protections or requirements beyond the requirements to ensure for the management of wildlife on the 
forest. The current plan components meet the requirements to manage for the threats outlined during 
the comment period. 

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official provided plan components which address disease risk to bighorn 
sheep. 
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Threatened and Endangered Species Protection 
Conservation of Threatened and Endangered Species 
Primary Objector 
Todd Schulke, Center for Biological Diversity 

Issue Summary 
The objector contends that the LMP violates the NEPA, as the Forest Service has shirked its duty to 
conserve threatened and endangered wildlife and has ignored the best science that would guide the 
agency to achieve that legal obligation.  

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The planning record includes an analysis intent upon meeting the requirements of the NEPA and NFMA 
(FEIS Volume 1; e.g., determination Table 67).  In addition, the Forest developed a Biological Assessment 
to meet the regulations under ESA. 

Assessment 
There are two distinct components of the objection.  

1. Does the LMP as written meet the requirements to provide for the ecological conditions 
necessary to contribute to the recovery of ESA listed species? The analysis within the FEIS 
considers the extent to which plan components meet this requirement. Discussion of the 
benefits of various plan components are included within the analysis, but ties to the 
determination are less clear.  The language within the determination does not align with the 
language underlying the planning requirements for ESA.  Indeed, the FEIS uses the same 
terminology for all ‘at-risk’ species considered, yet the requirements for the various groups of 
species are not equivocal. Although the language specificity may have little to do with the 
ultimate efficacy of managing the species, it has important implications for ensuring the 
document is using clear plain language to communicate how it meets the requirements under 
the law. 

2. Does the project record provide for consideration of the best available science? Although the 
information within the FEIS is thorough, it is difficult to determine the extent to which is it based 
on the best available science and information because there are very few supporting citations. 
In responding to previous comments (FEIS Volume 4, SCI001, p. 23), the responsible official 
stated: “the DEIS, and the FEIS, including the best available scientific information and analyses 
therein. These materials include the publications listed in the reference sections of the Santa 
Fe’s assessment and EIS. Ultimately, a determination is made by the responsible official that the 
best scientific information was used based on accuracy, reliability, and relevance.” 

Conclusion 
I find the responsible official considered threatened and endangered species, but she must clarify 
determinations and citations to strengthen compliance with the 2012 Planning Rule. 
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Instructions 
1. Both the 2012 Rule and ESA require that explicit determinations are made regarding at-risk 

species. In meeting this requirement, include a determination section for each species that 
makes explicit the tie between plan components, the projected changes in the environment, the 
stressors plan components make or manage, and the outcome for the species (219.9 as 
described in FSH 1909.12, 23.13). Give the highlights of why the plan meets the requirements of 
the 2012 Rule and ESA requirements for conservation of at-risk species. 

2. State determinations using the specific language in the Rule regarding the requirements for the 
different at-risk species. Specifically, 219.9 requires that: “The responsible official shall 
determine whether or not the plan components required by paragraph (a) of this section 
provide the ecological conditions necessary to: contribute to the recovery of federally listed 
threatened and endangered species, conserve proposed and candidate species, and maintain a 
viable population of each species of conservation concern within the plan area.”   

• Thus, in making a determination call for ESA species, the FEIS should specifically state 
whether the plan does or does not “provide the ecological conditions necessary to 
contribute to the recovery of the species,” while for SCC the FEIS should specifically 
state whether the plan does or does not “provide the ecological conditions necessary to 
maintain a viable population within the plan area.” Failure to do so leaves ambiguity as 
to whether the LMP meets the requirements of 219.9.  

3. Provide citations that demonstrate the use of best available science within the FEIS, particularly 
as it relates to the determination. Include scientific literature that supports plan components 
that ensure the plan area provides the necessary ecological conditions to meet the 
requirements of 219.9 for the species considered.    

Mexican Spotted Owl 
Mexican Spotted Owl Biological Opinion 
Primary Objector  
Todd Schulke, Center for Biological Diversity 

Issue Summary 
Objector contends that the FWS's 2021 Biological Opinion that analyzes effects of the LMP on MSO and 
its critical habitat is flawed for numerous reasons, including but not limited to: relying on the 
programmatic nature of the action to avoid a robust analysis of the LMP's effects; ignoring best available 
science; failing to explain or justify inconsistencies with the 2012 Recovery Plan; failing to consider 
relevant factors; failing to explain changes in policy for MSO conservation and recovery; and providing a 
flawed no jeopardy determination.  

He claims FWS violated the ESA in preparing the 2021 Biological Opinion for the Santa Fe's LMP, and the 
2021 Biological Opinion is arbitrary, capricious, and contrary to the APA. 16 U.S.C. 1536; 5 U.S.C. 
706(2)(A), and that FWS's determination that the Santa Fe's LMP is not likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence of MSO, or destroy or adversely modify its designated critical habitat, is unsupported, 
arbitrary, and capricious.  
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Objector’s Suggested Remedy 
FWS must revise the 2021 Biological Opinion accordingly. Until then, the Forest Service must refrain 
from issuing any decision regarding the Revised Plan unless and until the legal flaws identified above are 
resolved, including through additional Section 7 consultation with FWS. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The planning record includes a biological assessment (BA) and a biological opinion (BO) reflecting the 
requirements of the USFS and the USFWS to manage species protected under the ESA. 

Assessment and Conclusion 
The objection outlines a series of issues as it relates to the BO provided to the responsible official by the 
USFWS, including: 1) the use of programmatic BO, 2) the use of the best available science and other 
relevant factors, 3) inconsistencies with the 2012 Recovery Plan and current policy, and 4) providing a 
flawed no jeopardy determination. The processes and decisions inherent to the development and 
release of a BO are beyond the purview of the USFS and therefore not subject to review.   

The BO is informed by the BA provided by the responsible official, which is largely reflective of the FEIS. 
Thus, information provided by the USFS that may have informed the USFWS processes and decisions 
may be subject to review, in particular points 2) the use of the best available science and other relevant 
factors, and 3) inconsistencies with the 2012 Recovery Plan and current policy.  However, as objections 
relating directly to these issues were reviewed independently, further review is not needed. 

Impacts to Mexican Spotted Owl 
Primary Objector 
Todd Schulke, Center for Biological Diversity 

Issue Summary 
The objector contends that while extensive high-severity fire can sometimes negatively impact MSO, the 
assumption in the LMP and FEIS that high-severity fire is a universal threat to MSO, and that logging is 
not a threat, is incompatible with MSO recovery and disregards the full range of the best available 
science. 

The objector also contends that the Forest Service doesn't have a clear tool or method to analyze 
impacts to MSO from logging and instead leaves decision making up to district level silviculturists post-
NEPA, even though emerging science questions the effectiveness of mechanical treatments in MSO 
habitat. He alleges this approach violates the NEPA's mandate to take a hard look at the environmental 
consequences of the individual projects to MSO. 

Objector’s Suggested Remedy 
Provide a framework to assess the effects of mechanical and prescribed fire treatments on the owl and 
its habitat in PACs outside of core areas. Evaluate the full range of best available science on the effects 
of fire and logging on MSO. 
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Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The planning record includes an analysis intent upon meeting the requirements of the NEPA and NFMA 
(FEIS Volume 1l, starting p. 206). The analysis includes some consideration of the effects of fire on owl 
populations (e.g., Table 51, FEIS Volume 1, p. 225) and how those effects are addressed through plan 
components (FEIS Volume 2, p. 290). In addition, the project record includes direct consideration of the 
comment outlined here (FEIS Volume 4, pp. 93, 132-133). 

The Forest Plan specifically references following the recovery plan: 

FW-ATRISK-G-2: Project activities and special uses occurring within federally designated critical habitat 
should integrate habitat management objectives and species protection measures from the most recent 
approved U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) recovery plan. 

The guideline, by reference, thus ensures consideration on a case-by-case basis for salvage operations to 
“contribute to the recovery of the federally listed species,” actions that fail to integrate the information 
in the Recovery Plan and subsequently lead to ecological conditions that do not support the recovery of 
the species would therefore be in violation of the guideline.  Project-level analyses would therefore be 
required to included relevant science, such as provided, to ensure compliance with the guideline. 

In addition, fine-filter, species-specific plan components were added to address the needs of MSO (FEIS 
Volume 2, p. 290). 

Assessment  
The objection has two interrelated components. The first is, did the FEIS meet the NEPA requirements 
for a hard look, and second is, more specifically, did the FEIS consider the effects of logging on owls. The 
FEIS includes the necessary information to address both issues, but the information is not presented in a 
demonstrative manner that makes this fact obvious. 

Although neither of the research papers included in the objection are included in the FEIS, the 
information included in the referenced manuscripts does not substantially differ from what is known 
about the species and broadly considered within the EIS.  Specifically, both manuscripts reiterate the 
relative effects of different fire severity classes on owls, a pattern supported by the Recovery Plan. Thus, 
the referenced manuscripts add to a wealth of knowledge concerning the effects of management 
actions on owls by helping to identify the specific effects of salvage logging for owls using burned 
environments. However, while the details of such information are new, the uncertainty around the 
effects of salvage logging was considered in the development of the Recovery Plan that guides the 
Forest Plan: 

“If a stand-replacing fire, windthrow event, or large-scale mortality due to insects or disease 
occurs within a PAC, timber salvage plans should be evaluated on a case-specific basis in 
consultation with the FWS. Salvage logging in PACs should be allowed only if sound ecological 
justification is provided and if the proposed actions meet the intent of this Recovery Plan, 
specifically to protect existing nest/roost habitat and accelerate the development of recovery 
nest/roost habitat.” (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2012, pp. 263-264) 
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Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official adequately analyzed the impacts of logging and fire on MSO and has 
provided adequate plan direction for the protection of the species, however I am instructing her to 
ensure better alignment of language among the plan components of the three northern New Mexico 
revised plans (including the Carson and Cibola) and modify specific guidelines.  Site-specific protection 
will be given at the project level. 

Instructions 
1. Demonstrate consistency among Forests concerning guidelines that regulate the inclusion of 

ESA recovery plans (Carson – FW-WFP-G-1, Cibola – FW-GDL-ARS-1, FW-ATRISK-G-2) and 
conservation agreements (Carson – FW-WFP-G-2, Cibola – FW-GDL-ARS-2, FW-ATRISK-G-3) into 
each LMP. Of particular importance are the choice of: 
• “Project activities” vs. “management activities” 
• “Federally listed species habitat” vs. “federally listed species’ habitat” vs. “federally 

designated critical habitat” 
• “Deviation from recovery plans may occur through consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service personnel.”  
• “Carried out by the Carson” vs. “carried out by the Cibola National Forest personnel” vs. 

“carried out by the forest”  
2. Remove “maintain the persistence or” from guidelines referencing federally listed species (e.g., 

FW-ATRISK-G-2) as this does not meet the requirements of 219.9 
3. Reword guidelines referencing conservation agreements (e.g., FW-WFP-G-2) to explicitly link the 

category of at-risk species (i.e., SCC vs. ESA) to the requirements under 219.9. 

Mexican Spotted Owl Monitoring Plan 
Primary Objector 
Todd Schulke, Center for Biological Diversity 

Issue Summary 
The objector claims that the Monitoring Plan in Chapter 5 of the LMP fails to provide the level of detail 
needed to evaluate whether or not projects approved under the LMP "contribute to the survival, 
recovery, and delisting of species under the Endangered Species Act." He asserts that the monitoring 
questions are vague, the intervals are too infrequent, and the indicators fail to capture essential habitat 
features needed by MSO such as canopy cover, large tree basal area, and other metrics. He claims the 
LMP fails to provide clear direction to accomplish any of the 2012 MSO Recovery Plan guidelines, leaving 
planning and implementation of projects up to the judgement of district level managers. 

Objector’s Suggested Remedy 
Provide a framework for tracking long-term trends in Mexican spotted owl PAC and Recovery Habitat on 
the forest, preferably as a standard with corresponding direction in the monitoring section of the 
Revised Plan, specifically providing direction that the Forest Service shall maintain the habitat trend 
information on an ongoing basis based upon the results of the most recent model inputs and analysis. 
To provide an example of a specific Standard that would address this deficiency in monitoring, we again 
point to the MSO Leadership Forum, where the June 2020 Notes recommend that that the Pinaleno, Bill 
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Williams, 4FRI, West Escudilla, Luna, Southwest Jemez, Puerco, and Burro projects must be corrected to 
specify that "Monitoring in PACs post treatment needs to be clearly stated as five years post 
treatment."226 The Revised Plan should eliminate this need to chase after projects post-decision and 
add these crucial monitoring details after the fact. So, to address this example, the Plan should provide a 
Standard requiring that monitoring in PACs must be completed for five years post treatment. Commit to 
ongoing owl population trend monitoring, including monitoring as a standard, or at least a guideline, 
with corresponding provisions within the monitoring plan. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The LMP (p. 251) describes monitoring for species conservation including at-risk species.  Monitoring for 
at-risk species that is generally described in the table incorporates a broad range of ecological 
conditions.  As outlined in the Rule, the specific monitoring program and protocol are not included but 
will be developed following adoption of the LMP.  

Assessment  
The Santa Fe LMP includes one monitoring question and two indicators associated with two plan 
components (one standard and one guideline) to monitor ecological conditions for at-risk species.  
These monitoring questions examine elements of environment relevant to ecological conditions that 
support at-risk species.  The responsible official has significant discretion establishing a monitoring plan 
to meet 36 CFR 219.12 and appears to have met those responsibilities.   

The objector questions the strength of monitoring in the LMP based on owl recovery plan monitoring.  
Recovery plan monitoring is a combination of project monitoring, which will be accomplished associated 
with specific actions, and broad-scale (multi-forest) monitoring, which is not the responsibility of this 
planning unit. 

Conclusion 
I find the responsible official adequately addressed MSO monitoring in compliance with the 2012 
Planning Rule. 

Mexican Spotted Owl Recovery Plan and Leadership Forum 
Primary Objector 
Todd Schulke, Center for Biological Diversity 

Issue Summary 
The  objector contends that the responsible official fails to adequately address how the 2012 MSO 
recovery plan criteria will be inventoried, monitored, restored, retained, conserved, and protected, 
adding that the FEIS and LMP fail to take a hard look at issues which the MSO Leadership Forum 
identified as systemic in Region 3; and fails to provide a program for MSO conservation in violation of 
Section 7(a)(1) of the ESA because no regional program for owl conservation has been provided, despite 
the widely recognized need to do so.  
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Objector’s Suggested Remedy 
The Forest Service must modify the Revised Plan's components to ensure the Forest Service is 
committed to a blueprint for the forest that is consistent with the 2012 Recovery Plan for MSO and an 
approach that will provide for survival and recovery of the MSO, based on the best available scientific 
and commercial data available. Incorporate the outcomes of the MSO Leadership Forum June 2020 
Agreement as well as the October 2020 Stipulation Letter. Commit to following the MSO Recovery Plan 
as a Standard, not a Guideline.  

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The LMP includes two guidelines that directly address this contention: 

1. FW-ATRISK-G-2:  Project activities and special uses occurring within federally designated critical 
habitat should integrate habitat management objectives and species protection measures from 
the most recent approved U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) recovery plan.  

2. FW-ATRISK-G-3:  Where the Forest Service has entered into signed conservation agreements 
that provide guidance on activities or actions to be carried out by the forest, those activities or 
actions should be undertaken consistent with the guidance found within those conservation 
agreements. 

Assessment  
Guidelines FW-ATRISK-G-2 and FW-ATRISK-G-3 ensure compliance with requirements under the 
Recovery Plan as well as other agreements that may lead to the recovery of the species, such as the 
Leadership Forum identified in this objection. 

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official provided adequate guidelines that may lead to the recovery of the 
species as identified by the Mexican Spotted Owl Leadership Forum, but she must provide additional 
documentation to support these guidelines; see instruction below. 

Instructions 
Include notes from the Mexican Spotted Owl Leadership Forum Workshop and the joint stipulation 
agreement in the planning record. 

Mexican Spotted Owl Standards and Guidelines 
Primary Objector 
Todd Schulke, Center for Biological Diversity 

Issue Summary 
The objector contends that the LMP does not include any standards or guidelines or monitoring plan 
components to ensure that the needs identified by the Forest Service will be met, which clearly 
demonstrates that the LMP fails to provide a program for MSO conservation. Without specific standards 
or guidelines to instruct managers to retain old and large trees, adequate canopy cover, dwarf mistletoe 
brooms, or sufficient downed woody debris or snags, these desired conditions do not provide 
satisfactory safeguards and as such the plan fails to provide the ecological conditions necessary to 
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contribute to Mexican spotted owl recovery. He also claims the LMP fails to utilize the best available 
science in regard to retention of old and large trees, in violation of the NFMA and NEPA (36 CFR 219.3, 
36 CFR 219.9(c), 36 CFR 219.14(a)(4), and 40 CFR  1500.1(b)). 

Objector’s Suggested Remedy 
Provide Standards and Guidelines to ensure that Recovery Criteria metrics (both occupancy rates and 
habitat conditions) are incorporated and followed in any forest management activities affecting the 
MSO. Include standards or guidelines that provide better protections for old and large trees, canopy 
cover, and higher basal area in recovery habitat The Revised Plan needs to include, as a standard, 
direction to conduct protocol occupancy surveys prior to commencement of ground- disturbing 
activities within Recovery Habitat, along with direction to minimize harm and harassment to Mexican 
spotted owl individuals in project areas that reside outside of currently known PACs. The standard 
should direct that if surveys cannot be completed, the unit will assume owl presence within the project 
area not surveyed, plus a buffer of 0.50 miles. The specific buffer makes this component more 
appropriate as a standard, but should the agency elect to incorporate it as a guideline, the buffer should 
still be included as a standard Commit to following the MSO Recovery Plan as a Standard, not a 
Guideline Add a plan component that instructs the Forest Service to strategically prioritize mechanical 
treatments, as recommended in the MSO Recovery Plan. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The LMP (p. 251) describes monitoring for species conservation, including at-risk species.  Monitoring 
for at-risk species that is generally described in the table incorporates a broad range of ecological 
conditions.  As outlined in the Rule, the specific monitoring program and protocol are not included but 
will be developed following adoption of the LMP.  

Assessment  
The responsible official has discretion regarding the application of objectives, standards, and guidelines 
to construct a fabric of conservation to meet 36 CFR 219.9.  If the review of plan components written to 
provide ecological integrity (36 CFR 219.8) provide ecological conditions to contribute to recovery of the 
owl, and if other responsibilities under the endangered species act are met through those components, 
no additional plan components are required (36 CFR 219.9(b)(1)). Plan components work together to 
form a fabric resulting in conservation outcomes for at-risk species. Therefore, the evaluation of plan 
components required by 36 CFR 219.9(b)(1) doesn’t rely on the nature of any individual plan component 
but instead the environmental outcome of all plan components influencing the ecological conditions of 
the owl. 

The LMP includes one monitoring question and two indicators associated with two plan components 
(one standard and one guideline) to monitor ecological conditions for at-risk species.  These monitoring 
questions examine elements of environment relevant to ecological conditions that support at-risk 
species.  The responsible official has significant discretion establishing a monitoring plan to meet 36 CFR 
219.12 and appears to have met those responsibilities. 

Recovery plan monitoring is combination of project monitoring which will be accomplished associated 
with specific actions and broad-scale (multi-forest) monitoring which not applicable to land 
management planning.  
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Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official properly brought forward standards and guidelines to further ensure 
the protection of MSO. 
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New Mexico Meadow Jumping Mouse 
Beaver Contribution to New Mexico Meadow Jumping Mouse 
Recovery 
Primary Objector 
Todd Schulke, Center for Biological Diversity 

Issue Summary 
The objector asserts that the LMP does not provide sufficient direction to provide for beaver restoration 
to contribute to the recovery of the jumping mouse. “FW-AQUASH-O-1: Complete aquatic restoration 
on priority projects that restore 30 miles of aquatic habitat (e.g., increase pool quantity, provide stream 
cover, remove or install fish barriers, restore beaver populations, or treat invasive aquatic species) every 
10 years to benefit aquatic species. However, the objective provides no assurance that beaver 
restoration will occur on any of the 30 miles slated for restoration. And, if the Forest Service works 
toward this objective by restoring beavers to the Forest, the objective nor another other plan 
component directs that beaver restoration be prioritized in jumping mouse habitat or potential recovery 
habitat.   As the planning directives state, objectives must "[h]elp set the basis for priority areas or 
activities, with a timing expectation that near-term objectives would be completed first." Meeting 36 
CFR 219.9(b)(1) for the NMMJM will necessitate that some restoration activities be prioritized in the 
species' habitat or potential habitat. Passive restoration is often preferable to active manipulation of 
habitat conditions.” 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
American Beaver is named as a focal species for wildlife connectivity in aquatic and terrestrial habitats 
(LMP, p. 245). 

Rio Grande cutthroat trout, northern leopard frog, plumbeous vireo, and Cordilleran flycatcher are 
named as a focal species for riparian habitats (LMP. p. 244). 

“Along various human-made canals, beaver attempt to build dams if suitable vegetation is nearby for 
such a project (Hoffmeister 1986). If appropriate habitat exists, it is likely that other beavers will 
eventually move into the area (Jackson and Decker 1993). Since beavers repopulate areas if habitat is 
connected and in reference condition, beavers will serve as an excellent indicator for wildlife 
connectivity (Hood and Larson 2014)” (FEIS Volume 2, p. 326). 

FW-AQUASH-O-1: Complete aquatic restoration on priority projects that restore 30 miles of aquatic 
habitat (e.g., increase pool quantity, provide stream cover, remove, or install fish barriers, restore 
beaver populations, or treat invasive aquatic species) every 10 years to benefit aquatic species. (LMP, p. 
84) 

Management approaches for Aquatic Species and Habitats (FW-AQUASH-MA) (LMP, p. 85): 

• Work collaboratively with the New Mexico Department of Game and Fish, government 
institutions (local, State, Tribal and Federal), and other organizations, individuals, and groups to 
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plan and implement projects for the management and research of fish and other aquatic species 
and their habitats. 

• Work with partners to develop and implement conservation strategies beneficial to aquatic 
habitats (e.g., Rio Grande Cutthroat Conservation Strategy, the State Wildlife Action Plan, etc.). 

• Prioritize restoration projects based on factors such as watershed conditions, at-risk species, 
restoring aquatic habitat connectivity, restoration after disturbances (e.g., fire or flood), partner 
interest, and other immediate needs. 

• Consider constructing beaver dam analogues to create similar beneficial conditions for aquatic 
and riparian habitats as reintroducing beavers while avoiding potential conflicts with adjacent 
land management. 

Assessment  
Focal Species: Beavers have been selected as a focal species by the responsible official for monitoring of 
wildlife habitat connectivity but not as a focal species for monitoring riparian and aquatic habitats.  The 
responsible official has no obligation to select more than one focal species and no obligation to use a 
particular focal species for a particular monitoring question. 

Use of particular planning components: 

The responsible official has discretion regarding the application of objectives, standards, and guidelines 
(the plan components mentioned by the objector) to construct a fabric of conservation to meet 36 CFR 
219.9.  If the review of plan components written to provide ecological integrity (36 CFR 219.8) provide 
ecological conditions to contribute to recovery of the NMMJM, and if other responsibilities under the 
endangered species act are met through those components, no additional plan components are 
required (36 CFR 219.9(b)(1)). Plan components work together to form a fabric resulting in conservation 
outcomes for at-risk species. Therefore, the evaluation of plan components required by 36 CFR 
219.9(b)(1) doesn’t rely on the nature of any individual plan component but instead the environmental 
and other outcomes of all plan components influencing the ecological conditions of the owl. 

Project-level environmental analysis would allow opportunities for active and passive restoration of 
riparian and aquatic habitat including the re-introduction of beavers.  The New Mexico State Wildlife 
Management Plan (2019, p. 113) suggests, “(d)esign and implement riparian and aquatic habitat 
restoration projects to benefit SGCN...May also include specific actions such as reintroducing keystone 
species including beavers (Castor canadensis; Baker and Cade 1995, McKinstry et al. 2001)...(with) 
(p)otential collaborators: ACOE, BLM, BOR, NPS, USFS, USFWS, NHNM, SFD, SLO, universities, private 
land managers.”  This aligns with management approaches for Aquatic Species and Habitats (FW-
AQUASH-MA) (LMP, p. 85).  Management approaches are non-binding plan content; they are not 
equivalent to plan components. 

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official properly selected beaver as a focal species for monitoring riparian and 
aquatic habitats and included plan components to ensure the ecological integrity to contribute to the 
recovery of the NMMJM. 
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Inadequate Plan Components for New Mexico Meadow Jumping 
Mouse 
Primary Objector 
Todd Schulke, Center for Biological Diversity 

Issue Summary 
The objector contends that the LMP does not contain an adequate set of plan components to provide 
necessary ecological conditions and habitat stressor and threat mitigation to achieve this essential aims. 
Thus, the LMP does not meet the requirements of 36 CFR 219.9(a)(1) and 36 CFR 219.9(b)(1). “Appendix 
E included almost 200 plan components it indicates are applicable to the jumping mouse. Appendix E 
includes 30 Management Approaches that apply to the NMMJM—incorrectly indicating that they are 
plan components; they are not, and the Forest Service is not under an obligation to abide by them. It's 
not always clear how some of these listed plan components are relevant to the jumping mouse.” 

Objector’s Suggested Remedy 
FW-RWE-G-4: Plantings to reestablish native riparian vegetation should use local sources and occur only 
if natural regeneration is not sufficient to provide shading, bank cover, and streambank stability. For 
seeding, only certified, weed-free native seed mixes of local species varieties should be used when 
commercially available. This is important direction, but it should be a standard. We see no other 
alternative paths that enable meeting the intent of this direction. 

FW-RANGE-G-5: Salting or mineral supplementation should not occur on or adjacent to areas especially 
sensitive to salt and increased ungulate traffic (e.g., riparian areas, wetlands, archeological sites, and at-
risk species present) to protect these sites. This should be a standard that simply prohibits salt and 
mineral supplements in riparian areas, wetlands, and occupied, suitable, or potential recovery habitat 
for the jumping mouse. We do not see how departure from the guidelines can result in achieving the 
intended result: keeping salt and minerals from polluting sensitive areas, including NMMJM habitat. 
Change the "should" to a "shall" and make it a standard. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
Plan requirements to contribute to recovery of New Mexico jumping mouse as a Federally listed 
Threatened and Endangered Species: 

The NMMJM was listed as federally endangered effective July 10, 2014 (Federal Register, Vol. 79, No. 
111, pp. 33119-33122) due to cumulative habitat loss and fragmentation of habitat resulting in small, 
isolated populations. Critical Habitat was designated March 26th, 2016 (Federal Register Vol. 81, No. 51, 
pp. 14, 264) and consist of approximately 5,657 hectares (13,973 acres) along 272.4 kilometers (169.3 
miles) of flowing streams, ditches, and canals as critical habitat in eight units within Colfax, Mora, Otero, 
Sandoval, and Socorro Counties in New Mexico; Las Animas, Archuleta, and La Plata Counties in 
Colorado; and Greenlee and Apache Counties in Arizona. Critical Habitat extends laterally from either 
side of a stream starting at bankfull for 330ft. 



Page | 95  
 

Designated Critical Habitat (DCH) is defined as specific geographic areas that contain features essential 
to the conservation of an endangered or threatened species and that may require special management 
and protection. Primary constituent elements (PCEs) are specific elements of physical or biological 
features that provide for a species’ life-history processes and are essential to the conservation of the 
species.   

There are four primary constituent elements of designated critical habitat for the NMMJM as follows: 

1. Riparian Communities 
• Riparian communities along rivers and streams, springs and wetlands, or canals and ditches 

characterized by one of two wetland types: 
• Persistent emergent herbaceous wetlands dominated by beaked sedge (Carex rostrata) or reed 

canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea) alliances; or 
• Scrub-shrub riparian areas that are dominated by willows (Salix spp.) or alders (Alnus spp.);  

2. Flowing Water 
• Flowing water that provides saturate soils throughout the mouse’s active season and that 

supports tall (average stubble height of herbaceous vegetation of at least 69 cm (27 inches) and 
dense herbaceous riparian vegetation (cover averaging at least 61 vertical cm (24 inches) 
composed primarily of sedges (Carex spp. or Schoenoplectus pungens) and forbs, including, but 
not limited to, one or more of the following associated species: Spikerush (Eleocharis 
macrostachya), beaked sedge (Carex rostrata), reed canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea), rushes 
(Juncus spp. and Scirpus spp.), and numerous species of grasses such as bluegrass (Poa spp.), 
slender wheatgrass (Elymus trachycaulus), brome (Bromus spp.), foxtail barley (Hordeum 
jubatum), or Japanese brome (Bromus japonicas), and forbs such as water hemlock (Circuta 
douglasii), field mint (Mentha arvense), asters (Aster spp.), or cutleaf coneflower (Rudbeckia 
laciniata).  

3. Sufficient Space 
• Sufficient areas of 9 to 24 km (5.6 to 15 mi) along streams, ditches, or canals that contain 

suitable or restorable habitat to support movements of individual NMMJM; and 
4. Floodplain and Upland Areas 

• Include adjacent floodplain and upland areas extending approximately 100 m (330 ft.) outward 
from the water’s edge (as defined by the bankfull stage of streams). 

These constituent elements of critical habitat represent important considerations to meet 36 CFR 
219.a(1) – contribute to recovery of endangered species.   

The LMP includes multiple plan components providing ecological conditions for the NMMJM. Forest Plan 
components supporting the mouse are listed in the crosswalk table in the FEIS (Volume 2, p. 291).  Plan 
components that are objectives represent active ecological restoration. Standards and guidelines 
represent protection for ecological conditions important for recovery of the mouse.   

The DROD, on pages 17-18, highlights plan components associated with ecological integrity and species 
diversity. In particular, the DROD states that the responsible official has provide(d) for a diversity of 
plant and animal communities, commensurate with the suitability and capability of the Santa Fe NF, by 
restoring and maintaining ecological integrity. Consistent with the 2012 Planning Rule, the LMP adopts a 
complementary ecosystem- and species-specific approach to maintaining species diversity (36 CFR 
219.9) (p.17). The DROD further indicates that effects to at-risk species are disclosed in the FEIS and that 
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FEIS document describes “...appropriate habitat conditions to support native aquatic, terrestrial, and at-
risk species, while providing protections from management activities that impact breeding, nesting, and 
critical habitat. Terrestrial and aquatic habitat improvement (5,000 acres and 3 miles/year respectively) 
and restoration in forested and non-forested vegetation types and riparian areas would also improve 
habitat conditions” (p. 18). The DROD suggests that the evaluation of the adequacy of plan components 
to provide ecological conditions to contribute to recovery of endangered species is disclosed in the FEIS. 

The Santa Fe NF planning record, including the BA, LMP, FEIS, Biological Assessment (BA), and DROD, 
disclose threats to the NMMJM, ecological conditions needed by the mouse, and a crosswalk disclosing 
those plan components that influence the status of jumping mouse in the plan area. Effects analyses for 
NMMJM are found in the BA (pp. 45-61), and effects on DCH and the PCE are found in the BA (pp. 61-
66).  

The response to comments outlined in FEIS Volume 4, Appendix O, address many elements of the 
concerns outlined in this objection. Sample comments are below: 

“The Revised Plan does not contain an adequate set of plan components that will provide necessary 
ecological conditions and habitat stressor and threat mitigation to achieve this essential aims.” 
Center for Biological Diversity   

“Many plan components do not provide specific enough guidance to direct project development and 
execution, as required by FSH 1909.12, Ch. 20, 22.1.2.b and FSH 1909.12, Ch. 20, 22.1.2.d.” 

“There are no desired conditions or supporting objectives, standards, or guidelines to maintain or 
restore herbaceous sedge and forb vegetation that is at least 24 inches tall in critical habitat and at a 
length of at least 15 miles along streams, ditches, and canals that could provide suitable recovery 
habitat for the jumping mouse” Center for Biological Diversity. 

The response to comments fails to provide sufficient insight into the relationship between the 
assessment of threats and limiting factors, plan components, expected ecological outcomes, and the 
elements of recovery outlined for the mouse.  Together with the FEIS, the response to comments fail to 
clearly explain how the plan addresses threats and necessary ecological conditions to contribute to 
recovery of the jumping mouse in the plan area  

Current status, threats to viability, and important ecological conditions supporting populations of the 
mouse were identified in the BA (pp. 43-44) and in the draft Recovery Plan. The draft Recovery Plan 
identifies the recovery criteria for the NMMJM (Federal Register Vol. 87, No. 8, p. 1775, 2022). 

The responsible official reviews the watershed history of the Santa Fe disclosing the primary threats to 
riparian and aquatic systems and associated species.  
 
The LMP includes a guideline directing projects occurring in critical habitat integrate “Recovery Plan” 
elements: 

• FW-ATRISK-G 2) Project activities and special uses occurring within federally designated critical 
habitat should integrate habitat management objectives and species protection measures from 
the most recent approved U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) recovery plan 
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Clarity of Plan components and feasibility of project consistency check: 
The objector lists the following plan components as either unclear, not specific enough to evaluate when 
projects are proposed, or as plan content that should be applied as a ‘Standard’ rather than an 
‘Objective’.     

• FW- ATRISK-DC-1 & 2 (p. 90), and FW-ATRISK; FW-RWE-G-2 & 3 (p. 79); FW-ATRISK-G-1& 2 (p. 
91); FW-RANGE-O-2 (p. 122); FW-ROADS-G-2 & 3 (p. 136) 

The FEIS does not provide a clear link between the adequacy of the Forest Plan components as they 
relate to recovery of the NMMJM.  See instructions below 

Standard vs Guideline: FW-RWE-G-4 and FW-RANGE-G-5 are found in the LMP on pages 79 and 121 
respectively. 

Treating management approaches like plan components: Appendix E includes 30 management 
approaches that apply to the mouse. These management approaches are outlined in the LMP (p. 291). 

Assessment 
I will assess and provide conclusions regarding the three objection points in the order examined above: 

1)  I find that the plan includes multiple components, including aspirational components (desired 
conditions), action components (objectives), and protection components (standards and guidelines) that 
individually provide ecological conditions intended to contribute to recovery of New Mexico meadow 
jumping mouse in the plan area. However, the plan, FEIS, DROD, and supporting record fall short of 
disclosing how the plan components work together to maintain ecological conditions to contribute to 
recovery of New Mexico meadow jumping mouse in the plan area as required by 36 CFR 219.9(b)(1).  
Therefore, it is unclear whether the plan components are sufficient, if additional plan components are 
necessary, or if plan components must be revised as indicated by the objectors.  The process to make a 
determination, as required by 36 CFR 219.9 is outlined in FSH 1909.12, 23.13. 

1b) The plan guideline directing projects occurring in critical habitat to integrate “Recovery Plan” 
elements is not an affirmative plan component.  The guideline does not motivate projects to accomplish 
recovery plan objectives as primary purpose, rather it speaks to actions being accomplished for other 
purposes.  Furthermore, it is not mandatory as it uses the word “should” rather than “shall”.  
Consequently, the LMP passively implements the recovery plan and as noted in the previous paragraph, 
the FEIS fails to outline how this guideline, along with other plan components meets the requirements 
of the Endangered Species Act Section 7(a)(1). 

2)  Clarity of Plan Components and feasibility of ‘project consistency check’: 

Plan components work together to form a fabric resulting in conservation outcomes for at-risk species.  
Given the insufficiency of the record outlining the combined outcome of plan components I find it 
difficult to evaluate the clarity of plan components nor the feasibility of conducting a clear “consistency 
check” for projects.   

2b) Guidelines FW-RWE-G-4 and FW-RANGE-G-5 should be changed to standards: 

There is no requirement that a plan employ a standard rather than a guideline.  As outlined in 36 CFR 
219.7(e)(1) both standards and guidelines can be employed to “help achieve or maintain a desired 
condition or conditions, to avoid or mitigate undesirable effects, or to meet applicable legal 
requirements.” 
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3) Treating “Management Approaches” like Plan Components  

It appears that the FEIS is treating management approaches as part of the fabric of conservation to meet 
rule requirements for at-risk species.  Evaluation of the adequacy of plan components to provide 
ecological conditions to meet requirements for at-risk species or satisfy other Rule requirements should 
not rely on explanatory and clarifying plan content such as management approaches.  While 
management approaches are important to the plan, the Rule is clear that the evaluation motivated by 
36 CFR 219.9 considers plan components rather than other plan content.  I conclude clarity could be 
improved if FEIS is revised to remove ambiguity and clarify the used of management approaches, see 
instructions below. 

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official included adequate plan components for the NMMJM, however she 
must provide further evaluation and clarification to strengthen 2012 Planning Rule compliance for at-
risk species. 

Instructions 
• In order to meet requirements of the Rule, the responsible official shall add an evaluation to the 

LMP and/or FEIS to effectively disclose how the responsible official determined whether the 
plan components fulfil 36 CFR 219.9 as it relates to recovery of New Mexico meadow jumping 
mouse [see FSH 1909.12, 23.13 for details]. The disclosure shall build on the Assessment 
(threats, limiting factors, etc.), and FEIS Volume 1, Chapter 3, Table 51 (p. 225), to describe how 
plan components form a conservation fabric to effectively provide necessary ecological 
conditions to recover the mouse in the plan area. The evaluation would be strengthened if it 
links the important roles of riparian and adjacent upland areas, ensuring the entirety of DCH 
(330ft [100m]) from stream bankfull, is considered.   

• Revise the FEIS to clearly state the differing roles management approaches and plan 
components play in the LMP.  Clarify that management approaches are not binding and do not 
represent elements of the system to meet 219.9 for at-risk species. 

New Mexico Meadow Jumping Mouse Recovery 
Primary Objector 
Todd Schulke, Center for Biological Diversity 

Issue Summary 
The objector alleges violations of 40 C.F.R. 1502.14, 1502.13 and 1502.16 because the FEIS and other 
relevant plan documents have failed to demonstrate how the specific plan components in the LMP will 
directly or indirectly affect the NMMJM and the species' critical habitat, potential restorable habitat, 
and connectivity habitat - beneficially or adversely. 

Objector’s Suggested Remedy 
Any subsequent NEPA document prepared during the forest plan revision process must include the best 
available science cited here (at a minimum) that documents the impacts of livestock grazing on the New 
Mexico meadow jumping mouse and the ecological integrity of its riparian and adjacent upland habitats. 
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Plan components must eliminate livestock grazing from jumping mouse occupied, suitable unoccupied, 
and potentially recoverable habitat FW-RWE-G-7: Herbivory of riparian plants should not cause long-
term trends away from desired riparian conditions. The intent of this guideline is important. However, it 
doesn't provide any real management guidance for forest personnel. Moreover, this direction should be 
a standard. As one of the most severe threats to the NMMJM, the revised plan should include a 
standard that provides certainty that management actions will prevent livestock grazing in critical, other 
suitable, and potential recovery habitat. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The responsible official submitted the BA (2020) pursuant to Section 7(a)(2) of ESA as a formal 
consultation with USFWS. The BA analyzes the programmatic effects of long-term management of the 
Santa Fe National Forest. Analysis is tiered to the 2012 planning regulations (36 CFR Part 219, Subpart B, 
2012). The Forest determined implementation of the LMP is “likely to adversely affect” the NMMJM and 
is “likely to adversely affect” DCH for the NMMJM. The USFWS concurred with these determinations in 
their BO, August 23rd, 2021.  

The BA (p. 45) states, “...Forest Plan guideline requires that project activities and special uses occurring 
within federally designated critical habitat should integrate habitat management objectives and species 
protection measures from the most recent approved U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) recovery 
plan. Those will be defined, incorporated and implemented in project scale analyses.” 

NMMJM draft Recovery Plan (pp. 7-8) outlines the five listing factors for the NMMJM: 

“Under the ESA, a species is an endangered or threatened species based on any one or a combination of 
the five listing factors established under section 4(a)(1): (A) The present or threatened destruction, 
modification, or curtailment of its habitat or range; (B) overutilization for commercial, recreational, 
scientific, or educational purposes; (C) disease or predation; (D) the inadequacy of existing regulatory 
mechanisms; or (E) other natural or manmade factors affecting its continued existence.” 

“Factor A. The loss of suitable habitat...from grazing that is incompatible with local ecological conditions, 
especially within riparian habitat. Incompatible grazing can result in overutilization of riparian and 
upland vegetation and water use and management that degrade riparian habitat and function. These 
threats can be reduced by implementing changes in grazing practices within riparian habitat that lead to 
recovery of the physical or biological features required by the New Mexico meadow jumping mouse. 
This can include modification of current livestock management practices or removal of livestock, as well 
as modification of water management and utilization within designated critical habitat or other riparian 
habitat required for downlisting or delisting, as described in the recovery criteria.” 

The effects to the NMMJM state “The action alternatives contain specific desired conditions for riparian 
areas (riparian management zones) as well as for water, and recreation (human disturbance). There is 
also guidance to follow the most recent Recovery plan for T&E species” (FEIS Volume 1, p. 305, table 
72).  The LMP (Alternative 2) will restore, annually, 109 acres of NMMJM habitat.  

Assessment  
Section 7(a)(1) of ESA states: “The Secretary shall review other programs administered by him and 
utilize such programs in furtherance of the purposes of this Act. All other Federal agencies shall, in   
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consultation with and with the assistance of the Secretary, utilize their authorities in furtherance of the 
purposes of this Act by carrying out programs for the conservation of endangered species and 
threatened species listed pursuant to section 4 of this Act.”   
There has been minimal direction provided through the courts, the Department of the Interior, and the 
Department of Commerce, or through various action agencies on the specifics of developing a 
conservation plan under Sec(7)(a)(1).   

Conclusion 
With regard to Section (7)(a)(2) of ESA requiring federal agencies to consult on discretionary projects 
that potentially affect listed species or DCH, I find the responsible official adhered to the requirements 
through submission of a BA and in making a determination that the LMP “may affect, likely to adversely 
affect” the NMMJM and “may affect, likely to adversely affect” DCH. 

I also find that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with the Forest’s determination in 
compliance with ESA Section (7)(a)(1 and 2). 

Alleged Endangered Species Act Violation Regarding New 
Mexico Meadow Jumping Mouse 
Primary Objector 
Todd Schulke, Center for Biological Diversity 

Issue Summary 
The objector alleges that the LMP, FEIS, and associated consultation documents, the BA developed by 
the Forest Service and BO written by the FWS, violate Section 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the ESA regarding 
the NMMJM, because the LMP does not provide a program for conserving the jumping mouse as 
required by Section 7(a)(1), and the FWS's determination that the LMP is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of NMMJM, or destroy or adversely modify its DCH, is unsupported, arbitrary, and 
capricious. 

Objector’s Suggested Remedy 
The revised plan includes a guideline (FW-ATRISK-G) that vaguely indicates threatened and endangered 
species recovery plan actions and habitat management objects for designated critical habitat be 
integrated at the project level. Again, we believe this guideline should be revised to be a standard to 
meet the bar for what would be considered a 7(a)(1) conservation program. Plan components at the 
management plan level should be specific enough to provide direction that pr projects must or shall, at 
the very least, follow Recovery Plan actions, provide for Critical Habitat PCEs, and incorporate Critical 
Habitat special management considerations - when they are based on the best available science. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The responsible official submitted the BA (2020) pursuant to Section 7(a)(2) of ESA as a formal 
consultation with USFWS. The BA analyzes the programmatic effects of long-term management of the 
Santa Fe National Forest. Analysis is tiered to the 2012 planning regulations (36 CFR Part 219, Subpart B, 
2012). The forest determined implementation of the LMP is “likely to adversely affect” the NMMJM and 
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is “likely to adversely affect” designated critical habitat for the NMMJM. The USFWS concurred with 
these determinations in their BO, August 23rd, 2021.  

The BA (p.45) states, “...Forest Plan guideline requires that project activities and special uses occurring 
within federally designated critical habitat should integrate habitat management objectives and species 
protection measures from the most recent approved U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) recovery 
plan. Those will be defined, incorporated and implemented in project scale analyses.” 

NMMJM draft Recovery Plan (pgs. 7-8) outlines the five listing factors for the NMMJM: 

“Under the ESA, a species is an endangered or threatened species based on any one or a combination of 
the five listing factors established under section 4(a)(1): (A) The present or threatened destruction, 
modification, or curtailment of its habitat or range; (B) overutilization for commercial, recreational, 
scientific, or educational purposes; (C) disease or predation; (D) the inadequacy of existing regulatory 
mechanisms; or (E) other natural or manmade factors affecting its continued existence.” 

“Factor A. The loss of suitable habitat...from grazing that is incompatible with local ecological conditions, 
especially within riparian habitat. Incompatible grazing can result in overutilization of riparian and 
upland vegetation and water use and management that degrade riparian habitat and function. These 
threats can be reduced by implementing changes in grazing practices within riparian habitat that lead to 
recovery of the physical or biological features required by the New Mexico meadow jumping mouse. 
This can include modification of current livestock management practices or removal of livestock, as well 
as modification of water management and utilization within designated critical habitat or other riparian 
habitat required for downlisting or delisting, as described in the recovery criteria.” 

The effects to the NMMJM state “The action alternatives contain specific desired conditions for riparian 
areas (riparian management zones) as well as for water, and recreation (human disturbance). There is 
also guidance to follow the most recent Recovery plan for T&E species” (FEIS Volume 1, p. 305, table 
72).  The LMP (Alternative 2) will restore, annually, 109 acres of NMMJM habitat.  

Assessment 
Section 7(a)(1) of ESA states: “The Secretary shall review other programs administered by him and utilize 
such programs in furtherance of the purposes of this Act. All other Federal agencies shall, in   
consultation with and with the assistance of the Secretary, utilize their authorities in furtherance of the 
purposes of this Act by carrying out programs for the conservation of endangered species and 
threatened species listed pursuant to section 4 of this Act.”   

Annual habitat restoration through implementation of the forest plan would restore 109 acres of 
NMMJM habitat annually. 

Conclusion 
With regard to Section (7)(a)(2) of ESA requiring federal agencies to consult on discretionary projects 
that potentially affect listed species or designated critical habitat, I find the Forest adhered to the 
requirements through submission of a BA and in making a determination that the LMP “may affect, 
likely to adversely affect” the NMMJM and “may affect, likely to adversely affect” DCH. 

I find that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with the Forest’s determination in compliance 
with ESA Section (7)(a)(1 and 2). 
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Holy Ghost Ipomopsis 
Alleged Endangered Species Act Violations Regarding Holy 
Ghost Ipomopsis 
Primary Objector 
Todd Schulke, Center for Biological Diversity 

Issue Summary 
The objector alleges that the LMP fails to comply with the ESA with regard to the Holy Ghost ipomopsis 
(HGI); and that the LMP, FEIS, and associated consultation documents, the BA developed by the Forest 
Service and BO written by the FWS, violate Section 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the ESA regarding the HGI. The 
LMP does not provide a program for conserving the species as required by Section 7(a)(1), and the FWS's 
determination that the LMP is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of HGI is unsupported, 
arbitrary, and capricious. 

Objector’s Suggested Remedy 
The FEIS must be supplemented or revised to overcome the issues we described in our analysis above. 
Section 7 consultation requires a do-over. And the Revised Plan requires improvement to existing plan 
components and the addition of others to comply with NFMA and ESA. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The responsible official submitted the BA (2020) pursuant to Section 7(a)(2) of ESA as a formal 
consultation with USFWS. The BA analyzes the programmatic effects of long-term management of the 
Santa Fe National Forest. Analysis is tiered to the 2012 planning regulations (36 CFR Part 219, Subpart B, 
2012). The forest determined implementation of the LMP is “likely to adversely affect” the HGI and is 
“likely to adversely affect” DCH for the HGI. The USFWS concurred with these determinations in their 
BO, August 23rd, 2021.  

The BA (p. 45) states, “...Forest Plan guideline requires that project activities and special uses occurring 
within federally designated critical habitat should integrate habitat management objectives and species 
protection measures from the most recent approved U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) recovery 
plan. Those will be defined, incorporated and implemented in project scale analyses.” 

The BO (p. 46) concluded for HGI: 

1. Management zone standards would help reduce the spread of invasive species, resulting in less 
competition for space and resources with these species. 

2. Prescribed fire and mechanical treatments over the long term, would reduce the chance of high-
severity uncharacteristic wildfires and the associated risk of substantial or complete loss of the 
endemic species limited habitat. 

3. While some short-term adverse effects or consequences may occur as part of implementing the 
management direction within the revised LMP, the components will help to minimize them and over 
the long-term, forest health and resiliency are expected to improve, benefitting the Holy Ghost 
ipomopsis. 



Page | 103  
 

The Holy Ghost Ipomopsis Recovery Plan (pp. 11-15) outlines the five listing factors for the HGI based on 
the following criteria: }(1) The present or threatened destruction, modification, or curtailment of its 
habitat or range; (2) overutilization for commercial, recreational, scientific, or educational purposes; (3) 
disease or predation; (4) the inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms; or (5) other natural or 
manmade factors affecting its continued existence.” 

“The effects to the HGI state Alternative 1 provides desired conditions for vegetative conditions and 
guidance for timber and fuel management within specific management areas. Guidance also requires we 
follow the latest recovery plan for listed species. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 provide desired conditions for 
vegetative conditions as well as objectives that ensure movement toward desired conditions at a steady 
rate. Alternative 3 increases the potential of uncharacteristic fire, therefore, alternatives 2 and 4 provide 
the greatest benefit. (For the entire list of plan components addressing this species, see Santa Fe NF FEIS 
Volume 2, Appendix E, At-Risk Species Crosswalk: Holy Ghost Ipomopsis)” (FEIS Volume 1, pp. 280-281). 

Assessment  
Section 7(a)(1) of ESA states: “The Secretary shall review other programs administered by him and utilize 
such programs in furtherance of the purposes of this Act. All other Federal agencies shall, in   
consultation with and with the assistance of the Secretary, utilize their authorities in furtherance of the 
purposes of this Act by carrying out programs for the conservation of endangered species and 
threatened species listed pursuant to section 4 of this Act.”   

There has been minimal direction provided through the courts, the Department of the Interior, and the 
Department of Commerce, or through various action agencies on the specifics of developing a 
conservation plan under Sec(7)(a)(1).  

Conclusion 
With regard to Section (7)(a)(2) of ESA requiring federal agencies to consult on discretionary projects 
that potentially affect listed species or designated critical habitat, I find the Forest adhered to the 
requirements through submission of a BA and in making a determination that the LMP “may affect, 
likely to adversely affect” the HGI and “may affect, likely to adversely affect” DCH. 

I also find that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with the Forest’s determination in 
compliance with ESA Section (7)(a)(1 and 2). 

Recovery Plan for Holy Ghost Ipomopsis 
Primary Objector 
Todd Schulke, Center for Biological Diversity 

Issue Summary 
The objector contends that the responsible official did not include any of the HGI recovery actions listed 
in the Recovery Plan in its revised plan and the revised plan and the DROD fail to achieve the purpose 
and need to provide the necessary ecological conditions to contribute to the recovery of the HGI, in 
violation of 40 C.F.R. 1502.13. 

The objector states “The Biological Assessment lists the PCEs for critical habitat, but plan components 
will not achieve them, as demonstrated in our analysis above. The Biological Assessment acknowledged, 
"[no] specific conservation actions have been implemented for the jumping mouse on the Santa Fe.” 
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Objector’s Suggested Remedy 
The EIS must be supplemented or revised to overcome the issues we described in our analysis above. 
Section 7 consultation requires a do- over. And the Revised Plan requires improvement to existing plan 
components and the addition of others to comply with NFMA and ESA. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
“Under the ESA, a species is an endangered or threatened species based on any one or a combination of 
the five listing factors established under section 4(a)(1): (A) The present or threatened destruction, 
modification, or curtailment of its habitat or range; (B) overutilization for commercial, recreational, 
scientific, or educational purposes; (C) disease or predation; (D) the inadequacy of existing regulatory 
mechanisms; or (E) other natural or manmade factors affecting its continued existence” (50 CFR part 
424). 

“The Service (1994) justified listing the Holy Ghost ipomopsis as Federally endangered for the following 
reasons: (1) it’s extremely limited distribution, with only one known population (factor 1); (2) heavy 
recreational use in the single canyon where the plant is found (factors 1, 2); (3) the plant was not 
adequately protected by existing regulations or management plans (factor 4); (4)management activities, 
including road maintenance and potential spruce budworm control, posed a significant threat (factors 1, 
5); and (5) fire and timber harvest, two activities that create habitat for Holy Ghost ipomopsis, have 
been excluded from the plant’s known range because of the development of summer homes and 
recreation in the canyon (Factors 1, 5)” (Holy Ghost Ipomopsis Recovery Plan, 2002, pp. 10-11). 

The Holy Ghost Ipomopsis Recovery Plan (2002, pp. 11-15) provides additional narrative for the five 
listing factors for the HGI. 

Assessment  
Section 7(a)(1) of ESA states: “The Secretary shall review other programs administered by him and utilize 
such programs in furtherance of the purposes of this Act. All other Federal agencies shall, in   
consultation with and with the assistance of the Secretary, utilize their authorities in furtherance of the 
purposes of this Act by carrying out programs for the conservation of endangered species and 
threatened species listed pursuant to section 4 of this Act.”   

There has been minimal direction provided through the courts, Department of the Interior and 
Department of Commerce or through various action agencies on the specifics of developing a 
conservation plan under Sec(7)(a)(1).  

Conclusion 
With regard to Section (7)(a)(2) of ESA requiring federal agencies to consult on discretionary projects 
that potentially affect listed species or designated critical habitat, I find the Forest adhered to the 
requirements through submission of a BA and in making a determination that the LMP “may affect, 
likely to adversely affect” the HGI and “may affect, likely to adversely affect” DCH. 

I also find that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with the Forest’s determination in 
compliance with ESA Section (7)(a)(1 and 2). 
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Jemez Mountain Salamander 
Inadequate NEPA Analysis for Jemez Mountain Salamander 
Primary Objector 
Todd Schulke, Center for Biological Diversity 

Issue Summary 
The objector alleges that the FEIS for the LMP does not comply with the NEPA (42 U.S.C.  4321 et seq.) 
regarding the Jemez Mountains salamander, because it does meet a significant purpose and need for 
the LMP, does not provide a range of reasonable alternatives, and fails to take a “hard look” at the 
environmental consequences to the species. The objector further alleges the LMP and the DROD fail to 
achieve the purpose and need to provide the necessary ecological conditions to contribute to the 
recovery of the Jemez Mountains salamander, in violation of 40 C.F.R. 1502.13. 

Objector’s Suggested Remedy 
The EIS must be supplemented or revised to overcome the issues we described in our analysis above. 
Section 7 consultation requires a do- over. And the Revised Plan requires improvement to existing plan 
components and the addition of others to comply with NFMA and ESA. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
Purpose and Need 

As the objector points out, an aspect of the purpose and need is to “restore ecosystem resilience,” in 
which the following need is included: “There is a need for plan direction that supports restoration and 
maintenance of ecological conditions that contribute to the recovery and conservation of federally listed 
species” (FEIS Volume 1, Sec. 1.3.1, p. 5). This aspect of the purpose and need statement also includes 
the need for plan direction for terrestrial habitat connectivity for species migration and movement (FEIS 
Volume 1, Sec. 1.3.1, p. 5). 

Range of Alternatives 

Alternative 3 was developed in part to “focus on protecting areas with special ecological features such 
as…endangered species” (FEIS Volume 1, Sec. 2.1, p. 17).   

All alternatives must comply with applicable laws (FEIS Volume 1, Sec. 2.2.1, p. 18), including the ESA. 

All alternatives provide “appropriate habitat to support species’ viability and critical habitat for 
threatened and endangered species across the planning area” (FEIS Volume 1, Sec. 2.2.1, p. 18). 

Environmental Consequences – “Hard Look” 

Impacts to wildlife species are addressed in the FEIS Volume 1, Section 3.5, on pages 206 to 328. 

As described in the methodology section, “habitat-based management activities should remain the 
primary tool to address multiple objectives for at-risk species conservation” since enhancing ecological 
conditions will benefit species found in the forest (FEIS Volume 1, Sec. 3.5.2.1, p. 211). Therefore, the 
environmental consequences (i.e., direct, indirect, and cumulative effects) for the salamander is based 
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on “(m)easuring the positive and negative impacts of management actions to those ecological 
conditions that support” the species (p. 212). 

The wildlife analysis identifies three indicators in which the effects analysis for the Jemez Mountain 
salamander is based on, which include: 1) habitat quality ratings; 2) at-risk wildlife issues and threats; 
and 3) wildlife habitat connectivity (FEIS Volume 1, Sec. 3.5.2.4, pp. 212-215). Consequently, the analysis 
describes the impacts to the salamander by alternative associated with each indicator. For example, in 
Alternative 2, the FEIS concludes that habitat quality for two ecological response units (ERUs) (MCD and 
PPF) out of the three ERUs (MCD, MCW, and PPF) that support the salamander are likely to be improved 
(p. 219). Another example is that the FEIS concludes that Alternative 2 provides objectives and 
guidelines that result in a decrease in the likelihood that ecological conditions required by at-risk species 
will be negatively impacted by uncharacteristic fire (p. 248). On page 274, it states that Alternative 2 has, 
“the greatest effect on reducing unnatural disease spread and its impact to at-risk species.” The wildlife 
analysis on page 281 of the FEIS provides a summary of the viability of the Jemez Mountain salamander. 
It is determined, “Numerous plan components within multiple resource areas are integrated in this 
alternative to provide maximum resource benefit to at-risk species. Alternative 2 is reasonably expected 
to increase the viability of at-risk species across the forest” (p. 285). 

Volume 2, Appendix D – Documentation of Analysis of At-Risk Species 

This part of the FEIS outlines the standards, guidelines, and objectives in the LMP that direct forest 
management to help achieve desired conditions. It states on page 268: “Since the plan does not direct 
where management takes place, its impact on individual species cannot be determined. It is, however, 
possible to determine effects on ecological conditions required by those species.” 

Volume 2, Appendix E – At-Risk Species Crosswalk 

On page 270 it states, “If someone is interested in what the forest is doing for any particular at-risk 
species, it would be difficult to find that individual species in one place in the forest plan. Rather, the 
forest is managing the ecological conditions that may negatively be impacting each at-risk species. This, 
in turn, improves conditions not just for at-risk species, but for a myriad of other species dependent 
upon those same ecological conditions. In addition, since wildlife can be impacted by numerous 
resources and activities (such as vegetation, water, roads, recreation, range, etc.) wildlife plan 
components are integrated throughout multiple resource sections within the forest plan and the full 
scope of plan components for any species is not evident in only the wildlife section. These crosswalks 
pull together all the plan components in one location to better demonstrate how the forest will manage 
for the viability of each at-risk species.” 

For this reason, this appendix includes a table that outlines the forest plan components for managing 
ecosystems for the persistence of at-risk species, for addressing the issues and treats impacting at-risk 
species, and wildlife connectivity (p. 270). More specifically, on page 284 in Section A, it states which 
forest plan components ensure management for persistence for the Jemez Mountain salamander. In 
Section B, it includes forest plan components that address the issues and treats for the Jemez Mountain 
salamander (pp. 308-319), which, for example, outlines uncharacteristic fire (issue) plan components on 
page 311 and unnatural disease (threat) plan components on page 318. In Section C, it includes forest 
plan components that address wildlife connectivity on pages 319-320.  

Forest Plan 
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FW-ATRISK-G-2 directs the use of the “most recent approved U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
recovery plan” (p.  91). 

Draft Record of Decision 

In the DROD on page 17, it states: “Under Alternative 2, these species will be managed according to 
recovery plans developed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) that outline critical habitat and 
ecological conditions necessary to facilitate their protection and recovery. Fine-filter components have 
been included in the final plan when additional management direction is necessary.” On page 18 it 
states, “Terrestrial and aquatic habitat improvement (5,000 acres and 3 miles/year respectively) and 
restoration in forested and non-forested vegetation types and riparian areas would also improve habitat 
conditions.” 

In the DROD on page 18, it states, “In my decision, I considered concerns raised by commenters that 
Alternative 2 does not adequately address habitat connectivity and its importance to species viability. In 
the Plan, connectivity is supported by a multitude of components, including desired conditions for 
vegetation structure and composition, wildlife habitat characteristics, and standards and guidelines for 
aquatic and terrestrial connectivity. Improved vegetation leads to improved terrestrial wildlife habitat 
and connectivity. This integration is recognized with the objective to restore or enhance at least 50,000 
acres for terrestrial wildlife habitat improvement. Barriers to movement are minimized by Plan 
direction, except where they benefit species management and recovery (e.g., barriers to keep out 
invasive species). Plan direction also promotes wildlife connectivity through wildlife passages with new 
or reconstructed fencing and infrastructure to improve habitat connectivity.” 

Page 38 of DROD: “These species are managed according to recovery plans developed by the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) that outline the critical habitat (CH) and ecological conditions necessary to 
facilitate their protection and recovery.” 

Page 43 of DROD: “These plan components comply with the requirements of the Endangered Species 
Act and the associated recovery plan for each federally listed species.” 

Biological Assessment (pp. 84-98) 

Effects to the salamander associated with frequent fires and grass cover are discussed in the BA on 
pages 87-90. In the BA, it concludes that the relevant desired conditions from the Forest Plan would 
reduce the likelihood of stand-replacing or uncharacteristic wildfire to the salamander and habitat. Also, 
coarse woody debris levels would trend towards desired conditions, thereby creating habitat for the 
salamander. However, the effects analysis also discloses how activities associated with burning, such as 
ground-based equipment, could result in short-term impacts which would disturb the salamander and 
adversely impact critical habitat. Hence, the determination of “may affect and is likely to adversely 
affect” the Jemez Mountain salamander and its habitat (BA, p. 90). 

Effects to the salamander associated with watershed and soil management are discussed in the BA on 
pages 90-91. The BA concludes that ground-disturbing management activities have the potential to 
cause soil movement, thereby resulting in short-term impacts to the salamander and its habitat. 

Effects to the salamander associated with infrastructures, roads, and trails are discussed in the BA on 
pages 91-92. The BA concludes that motorized roads and trails could damage soil and vegetation, 
thereby resulting in short-term impacts to the salamander and its habitat. 
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Effects of wildlife, fish, and plants (BA, pp. 92-94): not all negative impacts would be reduced or 
eliminated. 

Effects of energy, mineral, and caves (BA, p. 94): surface occupancy causes direct habitat loss and 
human occupation increases chances for harassment and lethal encounters. 

As concluded in the BA on page 98: “Standards and guidelines are designed to limit the extent, level, and 
duration of potential short term effects; however, LMP implementation does not provide for mitigation 
of all potential effects to a level that can be equated to or considered insignificant and/or discountable. 
Therefore, LMP implementation may affect and is likely to adversely affect the Jemez Mountain 
Salamander and it may affect and is likely to adversely affect critical habitat for the species.” 

Assessment  
First, the objector asserts that the FEIS does not provide a range of reasonable alternatives regarding 
the recovery of the Jemez Mountain salamander. However, in my review of the record, I conclude that 
all alternatives provide “appropriate habitat to support species’ viability and critical habitat for 
threatened and endangered species across the planning area” (FEIS Volume 1, Sec. 2.2.1, p. 18). 
Alternative 3 was developed to in part to “focus on protecting areas with special ecological features 
such as…endangered species” (FEIS Volume 1, Sec. 2.1, p. 17).  

The objector also asserts that the FEIS fails to take a “hard look” at the environmental consequences of 
the LMP to the Jemez Mountain salamander. However, in my review of the wildlife analysis discussed in 
the FEIS, Volume 1, Section 3.5, on pages 206 to 328, I conclude that each action alternative adequately 
addresses LMP direction promoting ecological conditions that contribute to the recovery and 
conservation of federally-listed species (FEIS Volume 1, Sec. 1.3.1, p. 5). The FEIS also demonstrates how 
alternatives address terrestrial habitat connectivity, which is another aspect of the purpose and need 
(FEIS Volume 1, Sec. 1.3.1, p. 5).  

In addition to the FEIS, the BA contains an in-depth effects analysis for the Jemez Mountain salamander 
(pp. 84-98). The analysis in the BA discloses that actions associated with LMP implementation, such as 
restoration activities and fuels management, may have short-term impacts to the salamander and its 
habitat (BA, p. 95). However, plan components are likely going to decrease the footprint of ground-
disturbing activities; and plan direction, over the long term, will allow ecological conditions to improve, 
thereby supporting habitat for the Jemez Mountain salamander.  

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official has appropriately met her obligation under the NEPA (40 CFR 1500-
1508) regarding the Jemez Mountain Salamander. I further find that the responsible official has 
considered plan objectives that lead to the recovery of the Jemez Mountain salamander, included a 
reasonable range of alternatives addressing the purpose to contribute to the recovery of the species, 
and evaluated potential environmental consequences resulting from plan components and 
implementation. For these reasons, I find the FEIS is consistent with 40 CFR 1502.1, 1502.13, 1502.14, 
and 1502.16. 
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Vegetation and Timber 
Five-Needle Pines 
Primary Objector 
Sam Hitt, Wild Watershed 

Issue Summary 
The objector contends that the responsible official violated NFMA at 16 U.S.C §1604(g)(3)(B) by failing to 
provide for the diversity of tree species. The objector is specifically concerned the LMP did not 
adequately provide protection for five-needle pines given the threat of climate change and also in 
violation of the NEPA. 

The objector states, “Despite the recommendations of expert Forest Service pathologists and 
researchers, the Santa Fe National Forest Land Management Plan (revised plan) does not acknowledge 
the unique diversity of the white pine complex, recognize multiple threats, or propose binding measures 
to enhance and maintain their populations. As a result, fuel reduction targets are proposed that 
eliminate white pines from vast stretches of the landscape. Other threats include the recent appearance 
on the Santa Fe National Forest (SFNF) of a century-old exotic rust, potential bark beetle outbreaks, a 
history of mismanaged fire and most significantly a rapidly warming and drying climate. The revised plan 
does not take a hard look at these cumulative threats or, while itis still possible, propose proactive 
strategies to conserve a diverse germ plasm needed to confront the dual threats of climate disruption 
and exotic disease. This failure violates NFMA's mandate to preserve diversity in general and tree 
diversity in particular.[...]the revised plan fails to establish proactive standards to protect populations of 
native five-needle white pines threatened by an exotic disease, climate disruption and landscape level 
fuel reduction targets. Failing to act now, before significant loss of tree diversity, is not an approach 
informed by the best available science (Tomback et al. 2001b)” 

Objectors’ Suggested Remedy 
The revised plan should highlight the need for a proactive strategy and facilitate its implementation. 
Keane and Schoettle 2011 provide a credible strategy for areas such as the SFNF that harbor intact and 
unique five-needle white pines populations. These measures include: 

• Educate and engage. Increase awareness of the threats to the High Elevation Five Needle Pine 
ecosystems and facilitate a shift from crisis management to managing for sustained resilience. 

• Gene conservation. Take advantage of the intact healthy ecosystems to assess and capture the 
genetic diversity for gene conservation, research, and future management activities. 

• Research patterns, processes, and responses. Gain information on natural disturbances and 
management responses to provide valuable process-level information to evaluate future 
impacts and treatment effectiveness as well as parameterize predictive models. Assess 
geographic patterns of natural frequencies of resistance mechanisms to white pine blister rust. 

• Prepare the landscape for change. Develop and implement interventions to increase adaptive 
capacity, mitigate ecosystem impacts of tree mortality, and accelerate the increase in frequency 
of rust resistance. 
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Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The document, “Seral State Proportions for the Southwest Region” (January 2020), contains a synthesis 
of data sources to describe desired condition ranges for forested cover types. 

The Assessment contains the Historical Range of Variation (HRV) and State and Transition Modeling of 
Historic and Current Landscape Conditions for Potential Natural Vegetation Types of the Southwest, 
including Chapter 6. Mixed Conifer Forest, Chapter 7. Ponderosa Pine Forest, Chapter 8. Spruce-fir 
Forest, and Chapter 9. Aspen Forest and Woodland. This document and associated chapters describe the 
existing conditions, ecosystem components including composition, structure, and function of Ecological 
Response Units (ERU), including habitats that support the unique diversity of species assemblages that 
include five-needle pine species. This analysis also includes detailed discussions of disturbance processes 
and environmental effects of stressors such as insects and disease, fire regimes and climate change. The 
Assessment details the analysis of HRV for habitat type groups (Ecological Response Units; ERUs) that 
include five-needle pines (mixed Conifer, ponderosa pine, spruce-fir, and aspen forest types). HRV 
analysis is used to inform plan components including desired conditions that, taken together, are 
intended to promote resiliency of forest vegetation including five-needle pines. The Assessment 
addresses the unique diversity of forest ecosystems that include five-needle pines, details known and 
expected disturbances and stressors which may influence the long-term sustainability of seral species 
including five-needle pines.  

The LMP contains plan components for forestwide and ERU vegetation types. Desired conditions FW-
VEG-DC, page 30, FW-SFF-DC, page 34, FW-MCW-DC, page 37, and FW-MCD-DC, page 40, include 
language that address structure, function, and composition for forest vegetation types at multiple 
scales. These plan components provide for the diversity of tree species including five-needle pines. 

Other plan components, including FW-VEG-G, page 32, and FW-VEG-MA, page 32, provide guidelines 
that promote native species compositions and assemblages that include five-needle pines. Management 
approaches promotes natural disturbance patterns and frequencies that are informed by the HRV 
analysis. Ecosystems that are operating within the HRV are considered resilient. Resiliency to 
disturbance promotes persistence of native species. Management approaches outlined in FW-VEG-MA 
include guidance for utilizing native seed sources to facilitate restoration. These plan components 
address the conservation of generic resources including populations of five-needle pines. 

Bristlecone pine is a native five-needle pine with limited distribution in the southwest U.S. This species 
was not specifically analyzed due to limited distribution, small fraction of species composition and 
having limited occurrence within designated areas (withdrawn lands, wilderness, IRA, RNA) and 
unsuitable lands. 

Assessment 
The HRV analysis utilized historic climatic regimes to develop the envelope of species compositions and 
structural characteristics of vegetation communities. Historic climate regimes incorporate a range of 
climatic conditions under which native species have persisted. Desired conditions for forested 
vegetation (LMP Ch. 2, p. 27) are informed by the HRV analysis. Both forestwide (FW-VEG-DC, page 30) 
and ERU (beginning on page 33) desired conditions address composition, structure, and function of 
native species assemblages with a focus on early seral species composition and seral stages in line with 
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disturbance frequencies at multiple scales. Five-needle pines represent seral species components and 
generally persist into late successional stages.  

The LMP and supporting FEIS are silent on the subject of ongoing analysis of five-needle pines in the 
Southwestern Region because there continues to be ongoing research and analysis of five-needle pine 
distributions, genetics inventory, and assessments. These efforts are accomplished through a 
cooperative research effort with the University of Northern Arizona, called “Ecology, Management, 
Genomics and Conservation of Southwestern White Pines.” This work will continue and provide a source 
of disease resistant trees for further restoration efforts. 

The objector’s claim the LMP violates the NFMA by failing to provide for species diversity is not 
supported. Plan components that address species diversity are found at: All Vegetation Types (ERUs) – 
FW-VEG-DC, pg. 30, FW-SFF-DC, pg. 34, FW-MCW-DC, pg. 37, FW-MCD-DC, pg. 40, FW-PPF-DC, pg. 44, 
FW-JUG-DC, pg. 48, FW-PJS-DC, pg. 51, FW-PJO-DC, pg. 53. Additional sections of the LMP that have plan 
components that address native species functions within the context of the historic fire regime include: 
Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI) – FW-WUI-DC, pg. 63, and Fire and Fuels – FW-FIRE-DC, pg. 65.  

The objector’s claim the LMP violates the NEPA is not supported. Climate change is discussed in the FEIS 
and is incorporated throughout the LMP. There are currently no specific “protections” required by any 
regulatory agency for any species of five-needle pines in the Southwestern Region. Resiliency of 
ecosystems is specifically addressed in the LMP through desired conditions.  

The assertion that fuel reduction targets will result in elimination of white pines from the landscape is 
not supported in the planning record. White pines are not targeted for removal given that whites pines 
(five-needle pines) are seral components of the species assemblage.  

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official provides for a diversity of tree species, including white pines, in 
compliance with the 2012 Planning Rule. 

Reforestation 
Primary Objector 
Valerie Gremillion 

Objection Issue 
The objector is concerned about success of reforestation measures proposed and disclosed in FEIS, 
citing thinning, fuels treatments, and climate change. She states: “In your plans for the forest, you are 
ignoring not just the direct impacts of climate change, but the implications severe and accelerated 
climate change has for the basic assumptions and plans you are making for these forests. Accelerating 
climate change makes your plan for ponderosa restoration extremely damaging, if not completely 
destructive, to ponderosa in these forests. The protocol you have used for ponderosa restoration will 
not work under climate change conditions. How will any new ponderosas be propagated when your 
approach is 1. Thinning: removal of 90-95% of all trees. This includes all ponderosas 3-20 ft tall, as well 
as most if not all pinon/juniper. (Do correct me, but this is what your work on the Santa Fe looks like) 2. 
Prescribed burning: low intensity burn of all understory, presumed to leave remaining ponderosa, both 
oldest/biggest trees, and ponderosa saplings, relatively unharmed. 3. Repeated burning at roughly 3-
year intervals This normally removes most intermediate-size and age trees, as well as the understory - 
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leaving oldest/best trees, and youngest trees/saplings. Ah yes, new seedlings can start. But - can they 
survive, with no chance to adapt to untypical and out-of-range temperature changes, intermittent and 
excessive rains, and competitive invasive species brought by forest roads and created a specific avenue 
by prescribed fire? Literally, no one knows or can tell how resilient these trees will be to the tremendous 
stresses brought by accelerating climate change - so we are merely HOPING that even newer ponderosa 
seeds can sprout and survive.” 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The document “Historical Range of Variation and State and Transition Modeling of Historic and Current 
Landscape Conditions for Potential Natural Vegetation Types of the Southwest - Chapter 7”  (cited in the 
Assessment) describes the existing conditions, ecosystem components including composition, structure, 
and function of ERUs, including habitats that support ponderosa pine. This analysis also includes 
detailed discussions of disturbance processes and environmental effects of stressors such as insects and 
disease, fire regimes, and climate change. The Assessment details the analysis of HRV for habitat type 
groups (ERUs) that include ponderosa pine forests. HRV analysis is used to inform plan components, 
including desired conditions, that taken together are intended to promote resiliency of forest 
vegetation, including ponderosa pines. The Assessment addresses the unique diversity of forest 
ecosystems and details known and expected disturbances and stressors which may influence the long-
term sustainability of seral species such as ponderosa pine. 

The FEIS, Section 3.2 Vegetation Communities and Fuels (p. 76) details the affected environment for 
forest vegetation and fuels. The forest vegetation and fuels discussion demonstrate the degree of 
departure from HRV. Vegetation is discussed in the context of ERUs. The use of ERUs aligns with the 
Assessment.  

The FEIS,  Section 3.10 Forest Products (p. 382), details the affected environment for forest products. 
The affected environment for forest products discusses forest density in the context of departure from 
HRV. Commercial-sized trees are a component of the proposed thinning objectives. Thinning objectives 
are intended to address restoration needs, including managing forest densities to promote natural fire 
regimes within ponderosa pine forests. 

The FEIS, Section 3.2.2.3.2 Canopy Cover (p. 81), discusses canopy cover as a component of stand 
density and relates canopy cover with natural fire regimes. Managing canopy cover is critical to 
promoting both natural and artificial regeneration prescriptions as well as promoting high-frequency, 
low-intensity fire. Regeneration of seral species such as ponderosa pine requires more open canopies.  

The FEIS, Section 3.2.2.3.6 Fire and Fuels (p. 83), and the FEIS, Appendix B. Fire Return Intervals, both 
detail the fire regimes that influence forest vegetation on the Santa Fe NF. Fire regimes and fire regime 
condition class are discussed in the context of HRV and the role fire plays in promoting ecosystem 
health. Fire return intervals by fire regime group are presented in Table 11 on page 84 of the FEIS.  

Desired conditions in the LMP – FW-VEG-DC, FW-VEG-O, FW-VEG-G, FW-VEG-MA (beginning on page 
30)--provide forestwide guidance that address the composition, structure and function of forest 
vegetation and reference the “Seral State Proportions for the Southwest Region” supplement, which 
describes the size class distributions for forest vegetation types including ponderosa pine. These seral 
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state proportion are informed by the HRV analysis and promote forest resiliency under changing climate 
conditions.  

Desired conditions in the LMP’s Ponderosa Pine section (FW-PPF-DC, specifically DC-1a, beginning on 
page 44), provide specific guidance for ponderosa pine forests that address the composition, structure, 
and function of these ecosystems. Seral stages and associated seral stage percentages are presented 
that align with historic fire regimes for ponderosa pine.  

Plan components in the LMP’s Fire and Fuels section – FW-FIRE-DC (p. 65), FW-FIRE-G and FW-FIRE-MA 
(p. 66)--provide forestwide guidance that address the role wildland fire plays in ecosystem function as 
well as forest restoration.  

Plan components in the LMP’s Forest Products section– FW-FORESTRY-DC (p. 116), FW-FORESTRY-S (p. 
117)-- promote the multiple-use requirements under the NFMA including the utilization of commercial-
sized trees resulting from forest restoration efforts. The plan standards emphasize that forest 
restoration is achieved on a sustained yield basis that ensures long-term sustainability of forest cover 
types, including ponderosa pine forests.   

Assessment 
The HRV analysis utilized historic climatic regimes to develop the envelope of species compositions and 
structural characteristics of vegetation communities. Desired conditions for forested vegetation (LMP 
Ch. 2, p. 27) are informed by the HRV analysis. Both forestwide (FW-VEG-DC, p. 30) and ecological 
response unit (beginning on page 33) desired conditions address composition, structure, and function of 
native species assemblages with a focus on early seral species composition and seral stages in line with 
disturbance frequencies at multiple scales. All structural stages including the seedling/sapling stage are 
informed by the HRV analysis and incorporated into desired conditions. Desired conditions for structural 
stages and stand density for the ponderosa pine cover type (FW-PPF-DC) are detailed in the LMP 
beginning on page 44. Historic fire regimes and current fire regime condition classes are discussed in the 
FEIS (Section 3.2.2.3.6 Fire and Fuels) and the LMP (FW-FIRE-DC, p. 65 and FW-FIRE-DC, p. 66). 
Objectives for both prescribed fire and natural ignitions are detailed in narrative (Fire and Fuels p. 64) 
that supports plan components and provide a range to accommodate multiple-use concerns. 

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official provided clear rationale and guidance to provide for ecosystem 
resilience and sustainability, including reforestation and regeneration for ponderosa pine cover types.   

Large and Old Trees 
Primary Objector 
Todd Schulke, Center for Biological Diversity 

Issue Summary 
The objector contends that the LMP was stripped of the protective standards and guidelines for MSO 
and goshawk that were in the 1996 amended plan and the desired conditions (established in GTR-310) 
will force silviculturalists to prescribe the cutting of large and old trees to meet basal area, trees per 
acre, and regeneration opening objectives. Past management, including fire suppression, overgrazing, 
and logging practices, has severely depleted large and old trees and departed conditions on the Santa Fe 
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National Forest. Prior to the interruption of natural fire regimes, southwestern frequent fire adapted 
forests had higher proportions of large and old trees than contemporary forests. The FEIS states that a 
variety of forest and woodlands are threatened by "loss of large trees and snags, down woody debris, 
and loss of interlocking canopy which provides nesting, roosting, and foraging habitat," yet the LMP 
does not include existing plan protections for large and old trees and mature forest components. Large 
and old trees and mature and old-grow forests also have a prominent role in fighting climate change. 
Old trees and old-grow forest structure play an outsized role in carbon sequestration and storage. 
Mature and old stands of forest take in more carbon than they release, making them carbon sinks. They 
also provide a host of other ecological services including overall watershed function, clean water, soil 
retention and storage of greenhouse gasses. 

The objector further describes his concern: “Large and old trees and mature and old growth forests have 
a prominent role in fighting climate change, but the Forest Service consistently ignores this, even though 
scientific studies have long concluded that old trees and old growth forest structure play an outsized 
role in carbon sequestration and storage. Old growth forests contain huge quantities of carbon 
accumulated over centuries. Mature and old stands of forest take in more carbon than they release, 
making them carbon sinks. Large trees, which are usually the oldest trees, contain most of the carbon in 
dry conifer stands, and their retention in tree thinning operations helps offset carbon losses that result 
from wildfires. Old growth ponderosa pine stands have been shown to assimilate more carbon and have 
greater drought resilience than young stands, and old trees continue to sequester carbon at rates far 
greater than young, fast-growing trees. As we said in previous comments, we support the protection of 
old growth ponderosa, mixed conifer, and pinyon-juniper forests and all individual old trees. Old growth 
forest is essential to many species because it provides habitat attributes not found in younger forests. 
These include large, old trees, large standing dead trees, vertical and horizontal structural diversity, 
nesting cavities, broken tops, and fire-resistant "plated" bark structure. In addition to these important 
habitat characteristics, old growth provides a host of ecological services including overall watershed 
function, clean water, soil retention and storage of greenhouse gasses.   We generally consider "old 
trees" to be those that established prior to the onset of fire suppression, which is approximately 1870, 
based on arrival of cattle and sheep, which eliminated many of the fine fuels that carried frequent, low 
intensity fire. Therefore, any tree that is approximately 150 years or older should be retained. Forest 
restoration practitioners generally agree that 150 years is the threshold of an old tree, and many NEPA 
projects on US Forest Service lands include protections for trees over 150 years old. Because it is difficult 
and time consuming to age trees during treatment design, any tree that exhibits morphological 
characteristics of advanced age (yellow/red bark, large diameter, deeply furrowed bark, large bark 
pates, broad flattened crown, drooping branches, cat-face fire scars, and other features) should be 
retained regardless of diameter. The plan components do nothing to direct project design towards 
small-diameter thinning and the retention of old and large trees. Recent examples of proposed 
restoration projects on the Santa Fe National Forest, like the Santa Fe Mountains Landscape Resiliency 
Project, have not proposed to protect any trees under 24". The final forest plan must include meaningful 
guidance to encourage the retention of old and large trees, or it is not in conformance with the best 
available science and numerous forest stakeholders.” 

Objector’s Suggested Remedy 
The final plan should include guidance to encourage the retention of old and large trees in conformance 
with the best available science. Objector recommends a single Standard or Guideline that instructs 
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managers to retain large and old trees during thinning operations that clearly states that "old trees 
(>150 years) will be retained" and that "old trees (>150 years) will not be cut." In addition, the plan 
should be clear that no large trees (generally those 16" dbh and larger) will be cut, except in narrowly 
defined circumstances and that any tree that exhibits morphological characteristics of advanced age 
(yellow/red bark, large diameter, deeply furrowed bark, large bark pates, broad flattened crown, 
drooping branches, cat-face fire scars, and other features) should be retained regardless of diameter. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The document cited in the Assessment, “Historical Range of Variation and State and Transition Modeling 
of Historic and Current Landscape Conditions for Potential Natural Vegetation Types of the Southwest” 
(Southwest Forest Assessment Project, 2006), describes the existing condition of the Santa Fe NF, the 
development of HRV metrics for forest vegetation, and the departure of existing vegetation classes from 
the HRV. Old growth is discussed within each ERU chapter. 

The document, “Desired Conditions for Use in Forest Plan Revision in the Southwest Region, 
Development of Science Basis, Updated Final: 7/20/218” describes the rational and strategy for 
incorporating existing plan management direction for the Mexican spotted owl (MSO), northern 
goshawk (NOGO), and old-growth forests into the plan revision process. The document establishes a 
rule set for developing desired condition language that incorporates restoration of species composition, 
forest structure, and ecological function to address long-term sustainability of forested ecosystems, 
including habitats for native and desired species. 

The document, “Seral State Proportions for the Southwest Region Desired Conditions Supplement” 
(January 2020) is a supplement to the Assessment that describes the rational and processes of 
developing desired conditions for seral state proportions used in the LMP. Vegetation plan components 
are developed with consideration of departure from HRV and presented by ecological response units. 

DEIS: 

Within each section of Chapter 3 of the FEIS Volume 1, the affected environment and environmental 
consequences is discussed relative to five resource indicators including seral stage, canopy cover and 
ground cover, old growth and associated components, patch size and fire. 

Relevant sections include: Section 3.2.3.1 Fire and Fuels, page 86, Section 3.2.3.2 Vegetation which is 
further subdivided into Section 3.2.3.2.1 Forested ERUs, page 88, Section 3.5 Wildlife, Fish and Plants, 
page 204 which analyzes three indicators including Habitat Quality Ratings (Section 3.5.2.3.1, page 210), 
At-Risk Wildlife Issues and Threats (Section 3.5.2.3.2, page 212), and Wildlife Habitat Connectivity 
(Section 3.5.2.3.3, page 213) and Section 3.10 Forest Products, page 382.  

The FEIS Volume 2, Appendix B – Description of the Modeling Process, describes the analysis 
procedures, assumptions and modeling results, provides definitions for the seral stages, illustrates 
treatment alternatives including the treatment acres needed to move toward desired conditions, and 
connects historic range of variation with desired conditions. This section explains the context (seral 
stages for each ERU) in which old growth is considered in the vegetation modeling analysis. 

The FEIS Volume 2, Appendix C – Timber Suitability and Forest Products Analysis Processes, details the 
process and procedure for determining lands suitable for timber production, unsuitable lands, illustrates 
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the sustained yield analysis, and describes how each alternative contributes toward achieving harvest 
objectives and desired conditions. This section provides context to the extent in which forest 
management may affect large-diameter trees and old-growth as well as describes the relationship 
between the proposed harvest levels and the sustained yield calculated for the Forest. 

Santa Fe National Forest Land Management Plan: 

The LMP has several relevant sections in Chapter 2, which include: Vegetation-Ecological Response units 
(p. 27) and Forestwide Plan Components All Vegetation Types (ERUs) Desired Conditions (FW-VEG-DC, p. 
30). This suite of desired conditions describes the desired conditions for forest structure and density as 
well as the distribution of old-growth structures on the landscape. The objectives for All Vegetation 
Types (FW-VEG-O, p. 31) indicate the minimum level of vegetation treatment required to move towards 
desired conditions. Guidelines for All Vegetation Types (FW-VEG-G, specifically G-4, p. 32) provides 
guidance to incorporate multiple-use considerations in developing proposed actions to address 
composition, structure, and function. The management approaches for All Vegetation Types (FW-VEG-
MA, p. 32)  include strategies for managing within natural fire regimes, conserving genetics, and 
reducing bark beetle occurrence. Plan components for relevant ERUs where old growth is specifically 
considered include: FW-SFF-DC, specifically DC-1c, (p. 34), FW-MCW-DC1c (p. 37), FW-MCD-DC-1d (p. 
40),FW-PPF-DC-1d) (p. 44), FW-JUG-DC-1(p. 48), FW-PJS-DC-1 ( p. 51), and  FW-PJO-DC-2(p. 53). This 
suite of plan components addresses the composition, structure, function, and disturbance processes 
that influence old-growth characteristics. Plan components that specifically address old growth in the 
context of forest vegetation management and timber harvesting include: FW-FORESTRY-S-1, S-2, S-4, 
and S-4a (p. 117); and FW-FORESTRY-MA-4 (p. 118).  

Assessment 
The objector expresses concerns about old-growth forests related to wildlife habitat, protection and 
retention of large trees, ecosystem services, carbon sequestration, and potential effects of climate 
change. A review of the planning record reveals illustration of analysis and development of plan 
components that address the objector’s concerns. The FEIS includes climate change discussions (FEIS 
Volume 2, Sect. 3.17.3 Stressors and Drivers, p. 34; FEIS Volume 2, Appendix B. Description of the 
Analysis Process, p. 175) that inform plan components for each resource area. Desired conditions for 
both species composition and stand structure are informed by the HRV analysis and described by seral 
state proportions for each forested ecological response unit (ERU). Seral state proportions for forested 
ERUs are presented in the FEIS Volume 1 (Sec. 3.2.3.2.1) beginning on page 88. Other management level 
thresholds for forest stand characteristics are also illustrated and include species composition, snags, 
coarse woody debris, patch size, and fire regime. Large tree retention is the focus of frequent-fire ERUs 
such as dry mixed conifer (FEIS Volume 1, Sec. 3.2.3.2.1.1, p. 88) and ponderosa pine forest types (FEIS 
Volume 1, Sec. 3.2.3.2.1.2, p. 90), which comprise the majority of forest cover types. The degree of seral 
state departure from HRV is high for both frequent-fire ERUs, suggesting that large tree retention will be 
a primary focus of management. This strategy is reinforced in the FEIS Volume 1, Section 3.5 Wildlife, 
Fish and Plants, beginning on page 204, which correlates terrestrial species’ habitats with ERUs. This 
section discusses how habitat requirements for SCC species are incorporated into desired conditions and 
other supporting plan components for forest vegetation. In addition, the FEIS Appendix F. Focal Species 
presents a specific discussion of ponderosa pine forests and northern goshawk habitat. This discussion 
relates the importance of restoring resiliency to ponderosa pine habitats, which in turn supports 
persistence of northern goshawks. 



Page | 117  
 

Both forestwide and individual ERU plan components contained in the LMP, such as guidelines and 
management approaches, provide guidance regarding considerations and protections for other 
ecosystem services.  

Both the FEIS and LMP are silent on the subject of carbon sequestration specifically related to old-
growth forests, but carbon release potential is discussed within Section 3.2.4.3 Climate Change, 
beginning on page 107 of the FEIS. However, plan components, including desired conditions, promote 
resilient landscapes that operate within HRV. Specific plan components that provide guidance for the 
retention and restoration of old-growth forest support carbon sequestration capacity. 

The objector emphasizes the subject of tree size (diameter) and old-growth characteristics. The LMP 
glossary (p. 271) contains a definition for old-growth characteristics used in the Southwest Region that 
distinguishes between tree size and stand- (patch) level characteristics, which define old-growth forest. 

Vegetation analysis and supporting narrative within the DEIS Volumes 1 and 2 include analysis and 
environmental consequences that consider climate change. Analysis of harvest levels for all structural 
stages including structural size classes that may exhibit old-growth characteristics is compared by 
alternative and against the historic range of variation. Plan component language adequately addresses 
the objector’s concerns. Supporting narrative for each plan component provides sufficient context to 
frame the intent for each plan component. 

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official properly considered and applied appropriate plan components 
regarding old and large trees within the planning area. 

Fire and Fuels 
Fire and Fuels Literature 
Primary Objector 
Sam Hitt, Wild Watershed 

Issue summary 
An objector asserts that the responsible official ignored, misinterpreted, or dismissed the following 
literature regarding fire and fuels management:  

• Baker (2017) - regarding fire rotation was dismissed  
• Dellasala and Hanson (2019) - regarding fire severity was dismissed in favor of unpublished data  
• Hutto et al. (2016) was misinterpreted  
• DellaSala (2017) and DellaSala and Hanson (2019) regarding fire severity in ponderosa pine 

forests was dismissed Iftekhar and Pannel (2015) - was ignored  
• Mitchel (2015), Mitchell et al (2009), and Jones et al (2019)- regarding analyzing climate impacts 

were ignored  
• Schoennegal et al (2017)- regarding ineffectiveness of thinning was possibly ignored because it 

concluded thinning was ineffective to reduce fire severity. The objector also contends that the 
best available science was not used as required by 36 C.F.R; 219.3. 
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Objector’s Suggested Remedy 

Explain why these sources were ignored, dismissed, or misinterpreted. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
Best Available Scientific Information (BASI) Literature Review- page 3, 30,31, 32, 44, 71 

DROD, page 35  

FEIS Volume 4 pages 23, 59, 61, 62, 240 

Assessment  
Review of Baker (2017): Baker acknowledges that low-severity fires played a historic role in shaping dry 
forests of the western US, but recommends scaling back treatment in these areas. Literature cited 
within the planning documents provides ample evidence for the scale of treatments in these areas to be 
increased (as quantified in plan objectives) in order to increase resiliency and proper structure and 
function to these frequent-fire systems that are highly departed from HRV. Further, this paper contains 
methodological and other issues which include: (1) few "calibration sites" and "prediction sites" in the 
plan area (2 total for each), (2) biased and selective use of citations and studies used in dataset, (3) 
conclusions made that are beyond the inferential space of the study results, (4) use of unaccepted fire 
terminology definitions (e.g., low severity fire), (5) lack of familiarity with data sets analyzed, (6) lack of 
sufficient information (e.g., regression assumptions ) to determine whether linear regression analysis 
was appropriate for evaluating hypotheses, and (7) inappropriate conclusions based on a new and 
untested analytical approach that is not placed in proper context (e.g., no clearly stated limitations or 
assumptions; biased treatment of competing hypotheses). (Lit Review page 3) 

Review of DellaSala and Hanson (2019): DellaSala and Hanson (2019) argues for high severity fire 
patches that create complex early seral forests and relays their importance ecologically.  The author 
suggests that these high-severity fires are not causing ecosystem type conversions.  While this is true in 
infrequent, high-intensity fire regimes such as subalpine forests or wet mixed-conifer, it is not broadly 
applicable to dry mixed-conifer and pine forests.  Localized studies have shown that frequent-fire forests 
do not recover in the same way.  Hurteau et al. 2020 found evidence from the Las Conchas fire that 
demonstrated a transition toward shrub dominated communities following high-intensity fire. Further, 
the results indicated that these areas have an increased probability to remain in a resprouting shrub 
species dominated state because when conditions are such that shrubs are available to burn, conifer 
seedlings are unlikely to survive. Similar findings were shown in Guiterman et al. 2017, as cited in the 
EIS. (Lit Review page 17)   

Review of Hutto et al (2016): The authors present evidence from mixed-conifer forests of the western 
U.S. to build support towards "a more ecologically informed view of severe wildland fire effects." The 
authors highlight the benefits of landscape heterogeneity created by patches of forests that burn at high 
severity. These patches provide critical habitat for several species and create desirable early 
successional habitats. The authors urge land managers to accept areas of high severity within burned 
areas to promote biodiversity and relay the importance of increasing public knowledge and acceptance 
of this natural effect of fire. The Santa Fe LMP contains desired conditions for fire to occur naturally on 
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the landscape for resource benefit where feasible and appropriate. This paper is cited in the revised EIS. 
(Lit Review page 30) 

Review of DellaSala et al (2017): DellaSala et al. 2017 presented work from the Sierra Nevada to 
support the use of mixed and high severity fire in dry mixed conifer and ponderosa pine forests for 
enhancing ecological diversity. The paper utilizes the two focal species the black-backed woodpecker 
and the California spotted owl to illustrate the benefits of mixed severity fire.  The plan and EIS 
recognize the importance of natural disturbance agents such as fire to shape the landscape and provide 
unique habitat components for species foraging, nesting habitat, and persistence. Small areas of mixed-
severity effects are ecologically beneficial outcomes of fires. The plan emphasizes reducing high-severity 
effects over large areas within predominantly low-severity, frequent fire systems. (Lit Review page 17) 

Review of Mitchell (2015): This source is a book chapter outlining Carbon dynamics of mixed- and high-
severity fires. This chapter discusses the factors influencing the combustion of different constituents of 
forest carbon storage and variations in rates of fuel combustion change among fires varied severity. It 
also looks at relationships between fuel reduction treatments for fire severity reduction and carbon 
emissions, as well as postfire carbon emissions, forest succession, and the eventual recovery of forest 
carbon storage. The commenter cites the summary of Mitchell (2015) saying, “While such treatments 
[referring to thinning and prescribed burning] can sometimes be effective in reducing fire severity, if and 
when fires occur in thinned areas (Rhodes and Baker, 2008), they can come at the expense of carbon 
storage. The majority of carbon stored in leaves, leaf litter, and duff is typically consumed by high-
severity wildfire and often constitutes the majority of the carbon emissions during the a given fire, yet 
most of the carbon stored in forest biomass (stem wood, branches, and coarse, woody debris) remains 
unconsumed even by high-severity wildfires. Consequently, fuel removal via forest thinning almost 
always reduces carbon storage more than the additional carbon that a stand is able to store when made 
more resistant to wildfire. For this reason, removing large amounts of biomass to reduce the fraction by 
which other biomass components are consumed via combustion is inefficient (Mitchell et al., 2009). Fuel 
reduction treatments that involve the removal of overstory biomass (i.e., intermediate-sized and large 
trees) are, perhaps unsurprisingly, the most inefficient methods of reducing wildfire-related carbon 
losses because they remove large amounts of carbon for only a marginal reduction in expected fire 
severity (Figure 10.2).” The chapter includes relevant information on the relationships between fire and 
carbon emissions, and between fuels treatments and carbon storage, but overall the source is not highly 
relevant to the Santa Fe NF. Many of the studies cited in this chapter are from the Pacific Northwest, 
which even though there is an overlap in some species due to very large suitable ranges (e.g., Douglas-
Fir, white fir, and ponderosa pine), there are numerous differences between the arid southwest and the 
Pacific Northwest that make direct comparisons challenging. Information about carbon storage and 
emissions, differences in fire severities, and how treatments may impact carbon could be useful to 
consider at the project-scale, but practitioners would likely refer to the individual studies applicable to 
the Santa Fe and its forests instead of this book chapter for that information. (Lit review page 44) 

Review of Mitchell et al (2009): The authors examined the trade-off between removing excess fuels to 
reduce fire severity (reducing carbon stores) and managing for enhanced C sequestration by employing 
a forest ecosystem simulation model in three Pacific Northwest ecosystems. The closest ecosystem to 
those found in the southwest would be the eastern Cascades ponderosa pine forests, but there are still 
numerous differences that inhibit direct comparison and application of the study’s results. The authors 
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suggest that fuels reduction treatments should be avoided on the basis of carbon storage except in, 
"some east Cascades ponderosa pine stands with uncharacteristic levels of understory fuel 
accumulation." Most of the ponderosa pine forests in the southwest would be considered to have 
uncharacteristic levels of understory fuel accumulation and would benefit from fuels treatment (e.g., 
thinning and/or fire) as the LMP and FEIS explain. Carbon sequestration and storage is also discussed in 
the LMP within desired conditions. The commenter cited this paper in three instances, "emissions from 
wildfires are typically much lower than landscape-level logging projects aimed at reducing wildfires (e.g., 
see Mitchell et al. 2009, Campbell et al. 2016, Law et al. 2018 as examples of appropriate 
methodologies); "removing large amounts of biomass to reduce the fraction by which other biomass 
components are consumed via combustion is inefficient (Mitchell et al., 2009)."; and "The application of 
fuel treatments can be effective in reducing fire severity and carbon emissions, but such treatments 
come at the cost of a net reduction in carbon storage relative to fire alone (Mitchell et al., 2009 ).” All 
three of these citations are supported in the paper.  Because this paper focused on Oregon ecosystems 
it is not considered BASI for the Santa Fe, although there are some relevant takeaways as pointed out 
above that could be considered at the project level. (Lit review page 44) 

Review of Iftekhar and Pannell (2015): The central concept of this paper is that natural resource 
management is susceptible to a wide array of bias. To reduce bias, the authors suggest that agencies 
promote a culture of learning; adopt the use of decision support systems; conduct cost-benefit analyses 
of planned options; involve third parties; and conduct a scenario analysis to anticipate expected 
outcomes. Some of these suggestions are outside of the scope of plan revision (e.g., cost-benefit 
analysis- which could be more appropriate at the project level). The LMP incorporates input gathered 
from multiple sources including the incorporation of feedback received at over 300 public meetings 
during the plan revision process to avoid bias as these authors have presented. (Lit Review page 31) 

Review of Jones et al (2019): From the abstract, "Here we present a comprehensive dataset of 
pyrogenic carbon production factors from field and experimental fires and merge this with the Global 
Fire Emissions Database to quantify the global pyrogenic carbon production flux. We found that 256 
(uncertainty range: 196–340) teragrams (Tg) of biomass carbon was converted annually into pyrogenic 
carbon between 1997 and 2016. Our central estimate equates to 12% of the annual carbon emitted 
globally by landscape fires, which indicates that their emissions are buffered by pyrogenic carbon 
production. We further estimate that cumulative pyrogenic carbon production is 60 Pg. since 1750, or 
33–40% of the global biomass carbon lost through land use change in this period. Our results 
demonstrate that pyrogenic carbon production by landscape fires could be a significant, but overlooked, 
sink for atmospheric CO2." This paper presents relevant information on carbon on a global scale but is 
not refined enough for incorporation into plan revision documents on the Santa Fe. (Lit Review page 32) 

Review of Schoennagel et al 2017: I agree with the authors that the agency must continue to improve 
adaptive management approaches in the face of a changing climate and potential increases in fire 
severity and frequency, thus we have drafted the SFNF LMP by focusing on building resiliency to 
disturbance and to provide for continued and sustainable multiple uses. The authors suggest that 
increasing the use of prescribed fires and managing natural ignitions (where safe to do so) can promote 
adaptive resilience to large-scale disturbance. The proposed action in the revised draft land 
management plan has objectives for increasing the use of prescribed fire over current levels and has 
plan components for managing naturally ignited wildfires for resource benefit when and where it is safe 
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to do so. Like the authors, we agree that the development of fire-adapted communities is of paramount 
importance at this time and that state and local governments must assume responsibility for the 
development of fire-adapted communities. Thus, the SFNF plan has components and management 
approaches to coordinate efforts with state and other federal agencies that have more direct 
involvement with private lands management, in order to build a collaborative approach that provides 
for healthy, functioning ecosystems, and also protects communities in the WUI. (Lit Review page 71) 

Conclusion 
I find that that responsible official used best available science in developing the LMP, as is required by 
36 CFR 219.3, in regard to fire and fuels. All of the literature submitted was considered, and a response 
was included of how it applied to the FEIS and LMP (BASI Lit Review), and this was included in the 
record. This was explained to the public in the DROD (DROD, pp. 35 and 36). I find no violation of law, 
regulation, or policy.    

Best Available Science and Treatment Use 
Primary Objector 
Logan Glasenapp, New Mexico Wild 

Issue summary 
The objector claims that the responsible official did not use the best available science regarding fuel 
treatments because these treatments are not effective. The objector also shares concerns about fuel 
treatments in roadless areas. The objector also claims the LMP does not set a clear budget for these 
treatments in violation of the 2012 Planning Rule at 36 CFR 219.1(g). The objector is also concerned 
there are less recommended wilderness areas due to the agency’s desire for thinning and burning. 

The objector further states: “we are concerned that the thinning and burning proposals and projects the 
Santa Fe has undertaken thus far are not based on the best available science. We do not agree that 
restoration activities are appropriate in places so deep in the forest in the heart of roadless areas with 
highly valued wilderness characteristics. We believe there is an overstatement of the need for thinning 
in the plan, particularly evidenced by the lack of any cost- benefit analyses comparing restoration 
activities in wildland urban interfaces (WUIs) to those same activities in roadless and wild areas. As 
we've said, we are deeply concerned that what the forest is proposing in this plan is an unrealistic 
objective without the resources or capacity within the Forest Service to conduct the scale of thinning in 
these roadless areas. “We are aware, as most folks are that have been working on forest issues for the 
last few years, that a regional priority has been set on forest restoration through thinning, prescribed 
burning, and other treatments. We understand that at certain intersections, primarily in Wildland Urban 
Interfaces, fuels need to be reduced and wildfire threats mitigated to the extent possible to protect 
developed infrastructure and dwellings. We struggle, however, to understand why this prioritization 
must inherently lead to fewer wilderness recommendations. By limiting the preferred alternative's 
recommended wilderness areas solely to those that "would not limit management activities for 
restoration of fire-dependent ecosystems," the Santa Fe has created a preferred alternative in violation 
of the 2012 planning rule. In fact, using idealistic restoration goals as the basis for recommended 
wilderness decisions may be in violation of Forest Service regulations. It is your responsibility to "ensure 
that the planning process, plan components, and other plan content are within…the fiscal capacity of 
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the unit." 36 C.F.R. § 219.1(g). Without a clear budget, the kind of sweeping restoration envisioned by 
this plan appears to be outside the fiscal capacity of the unit.” 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
Response to comments, FEIS Volume 4 pages pp.. 14, 23, 46, 47, 49, 58, 63, 285/288, 286, 315  

DROD, p. 35, explains the consideration process for BASI 

Literature Review- all Vegetation/Fire citations 

Assessment 
The objector has three parts to this issue, first he claims fuels treatments are ineffective. The second 
part is he is opposed to the tradeoff between fuels treatments and recommended wilderness areas in 
the preferred alternative. The third part of his issue is he claims the forest cannot afford to do the fuels 
treatments and prescribed fire that they are proposing in the LMP. 

Fuels treatment effectiveness has a large body of peer reviewed literature, which is included in the 
record (Lit Review and references in the FEIS). Scientific consensus highlights the ability of fuels 
treatments to change fire behavior to lower severity. These treatments have positive effects on fire 
severity, tree mortality, and crown scorch. In the WUI, fuels treatments can reduce the loss of structures 
and other infrastructure (Lit Review). Additionally, in the 2012 Planning Rule, BASI must inform the 
planning process, plan components, and other plan content, but neither dictates what the decisions 
must be nor claims to cover all scientific controversy around a subject. “There may be competing 
scientific perspectives and uncertainty in the available science. Plan decisions also reflect other relevant 
factors such as budget, legal authorities, traditional ecological knowledge, agency policies, public input, 
and the experience of land managers” (FSH 1909.12, zero code, section 07). (FEIS Volume 4, p. 24) 

The responsible official considered a wide range of alternatives in FEIS, with the goal of striking a 
balance between areas recommended for wilderness, and the need to provide for multiple uses and 
retain management flexibility (FEIS Volume 1, pp.  31 and 56). Within the Santa Fe NF’s FEIS a no-action 
and three action alternatives were analyzed in detail, and 11 additional alternatives were considered but 
eliminated from detailed study (FEIS Volume 4, p. 15). The decision represents a mix of recommended 
wilderness areas and lands identified as suitable for timber production and includes provisions for active 
management of vegetation, including fuel reduction, and eligible wild and scenic rivers (DROD, p. 14). The 
responsible official has broad discretion to make wilderness recommendations as long as the 
recommendation is based on analysis in the FEIS and public input (FSH 1909.12, Ch. 74). This analysis is 
well documented in the FEIS and response to comments (FEIS Volume 4, Ch. 2,  pp. 14, 58, 285/288, 286, 
315) 

The responsible official developed objectives considering historic and expected budget allocation. One 
of the assumptions the effects analysis in the FEIS is based on is funding being similar to the past 5 years. 
(FEIS Volume 1, p. 76). It is not required that the responsible official do a cost-benefit analysis or 
detailed budget as the objector may be suggesting, but simply meet the requirement at 36 CFR 219.1(g) 
that “...the planning process, plan components, and other plan content are within Forest Service 
authority, the inherent capability of the plan area, and the fiscal capability of the unit.”   
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Conclusion 
I find that the record shows the responsible official addressed all three parts of this issue. The 
effectiveness of fuels treatments was well documented in the science synthesis of fuels treatment 
effectiveness literature included in the record. The responsible official considered the tradeoffs between 
recommended wilderness and fuels treatments by analyzing four alternatives in detail that contained 
differing amounts of fuels treatments and recommended wilderness.  Additionally, I found that the 
responsible official considered the budget required to meet the objectives set forth in the LMP, and no 
further cost evaluation is required by 36 CFR 219.1(g). In conclusion, I find no violation of law, 
regulation, or policy.  

Fire Resilience 
Primary Objector 
Ernest Torrez 

Issue Summary 
The objector disputes the LMP (p. 64) which states "Ecosystems are resilient to uncharacteristic fire 
disturbance (fires that burn large areas with excessive severity, like the Cerro Grande (2000) and Los 
Conchas (2011) fires)". He contends that this is a misleading statement that leads the reader to believe 
forests were healthy and resilient to fire before these large fires. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
LMP p. 64: Healthy ecosystems are resilient to uncharacteristic fire disturbance (fires that burn large 
areas with excessive severity, like the Cerro Grande (2000) and Los Conchas (2011) fires). Fire, both 
planned and unplanned, is a tool for restoring fire-adapted ecosystems that burn under natural fire 
regimes, where fires typically burn over smaller areas and with mixed (not extreme) severity. 

FEIS Volume 4 p. 80: response to previously submitted comment – but doesn’t really seem to get to the 
answer to this Issue. It discusses the Forest’s vision of restoring fire resiliency to the Santa Fe National 
Forest. 

Assessment and Conclusion 
The fires listed are not the best example of fires interacting with resilient landscapes. See instruction 
below. 

Instruction 
Remove examples of the listed high-intensity wildfires referencing fires interacting with resilient 
landscapes. 

Wording change: Healthy Ecosystems are resilient to uncharacteristic fire disturbance (fires that burn 
large areas with excessive severity). Fire, both planned and unplanned, is a tool for restoring fire-
adapted ecosystems that burn under natural fire regimes, where fires typically burn over smaller areas 
and with mixed (not extreme) severity. 
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Continental Divide National Scenic Trail 
Acquire Lands for Completing the Continental Divide National 
Scenic Trail 

Primary Objector  
Greg Warren 

Issue Summary 
The objector recommends completing the CDNST by acquiring land as necessary to eliminate gaps 
between sections of the trail and secure corridors compatible with the nature and purposes of the trail 
and optimize the trail by relocating existing portions of the trail on federal land as necessary to 
maximize conservation and enjoyment of the nationally significant scenic, historic, natural, and cultural 
qualities of the trail corridor. 

The objector further states “These objection recommendations support the direction proposed in H.R. 
5118 (August 27, 2021) Section 2, which would require: 

1. Complete the CDNST by acquiring land as necessary to eliminate gaps between sections of the 
Trail and secure corridors compatible with the nature and purposes of the Trail.  

2. Optimize the Trail by relocating existing portions of the Trail on Federal land as necessary to 
maximize conservation and enjoyment of the nationally significant scenic, historic, natural, and 
cultural qualities of the Trail corridor." 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The LMP includes multiple plan components in that provide direction for the acquisition of land to 
improve land ownership patterns and improve management of the CDNST. DA-CDNST-MA-6 is a 
management approach that responsible officials would consider when pursuing opportunities to acquire 
lands along or adjacent to the CDNST.  FW-XBound-DC-4 is a desired condition seeking to improve 
landownership patterns, FW-XBOUND-G-1 is a guideline that directs responsible officials to acquire 
private lands from willing and interested sellers to promote connectivity and manageability. FW-
XBOUND-G-2 provides criteria for the prioritization of parcels to be acquired. FW-XBOUND-MA-1 states 
that collaborative relationships with adjacent landowners, users, and public land managers (e.g., 
counties, states, federally recognized tribes, and other federal agencies) are actively encouraged to 
develop contiguous road and trail systems across multiple ownerships. FW-REALTY-DC-1 states that NFS 
lands are largely contiguous and promote efficient and effective management of various lands and 
resources found within the forest. FW-REALTY-MA-2 asks land managers to consider updating the 
existing landownership adjustment plan, which will identify lands desirable for acquisition, as well as 
identify parcels or areas as suitable for exchange or sale. DA-NHT-S-1 states that management of the 
NHTs must comply with the most recent version of respective comprehensive management plans (CMP). 

The CDNST Comprehensive Plan (p.12) warns agencies not to acquire any non-federal land or interest in 
land for the CDNST without the owner’s consent, and not to acquire fee title more than an average of ¼-
mile on either side of the CDNST.  
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The LMP also includes a management approach (DA-CDNST-MA-5, p. 187) that recommends evaluating 
proposed trail relocation or new trail segments (e.g., using methods such as the Optimal Location 
Review process for substantial trail locations) for the CDNST, including locating the CDNST as close as 
possible to the geographic Continental Divide. 

Assessment 
36 CFR 219 directs forest plans. LMPs do not to commit to an action but are guides to how an action 
should be managed. The objector requests that the responsible official should include language in the 
LMP to take an action: to eliminate gaps in, secure corridors for and relocate undesirable segments of 
the CDNST. Including this level of commitment in the LMP would be inconsistent with the direction in 36 
CFR 219. The Santa Fe National Forest plan does not explicitly direct or prohibit the forest from 
acquiring lands to accomplish the requests from the objector. Rather the LMP provides an objective to 
connect the remaining unconnected segments where the nature and purposes of the trail can be 
retained (DA-CDNST-O-01) as well as a standard to comply with the most recent comprehensive plan for 
the trail (DA-CDNST-S-01). The 2009 CDNST comprehensive plan does discuss acquisition of lands and 
guidance for doing so but does not instruct, or mandate, that forests do so. The actual decision to 
acquire lands for the trail or to relocate the trail is a project-level decision and would require project-
level NEPA analysis. Again, 36 CFR 219 directs a forest not to undertake this level of decision in an LMP 
but rather to provide the direction on manner of design for such a project.  

As mentioned in the objective, the Santa Fe National Forest has approximately 11 miles of gaps along 
the CDNST as it crosses the Cuba Ranger District (5 miles on NFS lands and 7 miles within the San Pedro 
Parks Wilderness). As an objective the Forest will be working to connect those gaps in the coming years. 
While there are citations in the CDNST comprehensive plan and the CDT Optimal Location Review Guide 
outlining criteria for choosing a relocated trail segment there is no requirement to initiate trail segment 
relocation in either of these sources of policy. Therefore, again the forest plan components are in line 
with these two sources of policy guidance. 

House Bill 5118, which was introduced in 2021 has not become law and while it might provide more 
direction to acquire lands if it becomes law, it is not currently a law and therefore there is no 
contradiction between the LMP and this bill based on any legal requirement to enact any portion of the 
bill. 

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official complied with 36 CFR 219 to ensure the LMP does not authorize or 
commit the forest to take an action—to relocate the CDNST—but provides constraints and guidance on 
the way such an action should occur, DA-CDNST standards and guidelines additional desired conditions 
for the CDNST 
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Continental Divide National Scenic Trail Monitoring of Use 
Primary Objector 
Luke Fisher, Continental Divide Trail Coalition 

Issue Summary 
The objector requests monitoring of visitor use of the CDNST to understand current and projected use, 
impacts from other user groups, trails within the corridor, and other actions and activities occurring 
within the zone of concern. 

The objector specifically states:  

• “It would be helpful to understand visitor use of the Santa Fe NF portion of the CDNST as part of 
understanding a baseline against which to measure future use. Solution: We would like to work 
collaboratively with Santa Fe NF managers to more fully understand current and projected use 
of the Trail, and impacts from other user groups, trails within the corridor, and other actions and 
activities occurring within the zone of concern. In doing so, CDTC believes monitoring and 
carrying capacity would inform an adaptive management scheme, which fits perfectly into the 
USFS Planning process.” 

• “Monitoring plans to ensure stewardship continues to meet the established nature and 
purposes of the trail include mitigation strategies of actions that could potentially impact the 
CDNST as well as monitoring plans that inform the establishment of a carrying capacity.” 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
In response to a comment received on the DEIS suggesting that the Forest needed to monitor progress 
toward desired condition for the National Scenic Trails, the forest responded that elements found in the 
CDNST comprehensive management plan are monitored based on the direction in the most recent 
comprehensive management plan DA-CDNST-S-1.   

Chapter 5 of the LMP (p. 252) Includes Forest Plan Monitoring elements specific to monitoring 
conditions along system trails. 

The LMP also includes plan components that will retain and promote the character for which the CDNST 
was designated, protect foreground scenery, enhance scenic qualities, promote non-motorized settings 
(DA-CDNST-G-1-12, pp. 186-187).  

The LMP includes a management approach (DA-CDNST-MA-4, p. 187) to consider appropriate visitor 
use-levels for specific segments of the CDNST and to take appropriate actions if there is a trend away 
from the desired condition. 

The responsible official developed a Monitoring Plan consistent with the regulation and handbook 
requirements at 1909.12.3. The objectors asserts that FSH direction at 2353.44(b) requires inclusion of a 
CDNST monitoring plan in the LMP. This is not the case. All direction necessary for plan development 
and revision is contained in the current planning rule, planning manual, and planning handbook (FSM 
1920.3 (6). This set of direction does not include a requirement to develop a monitoring plan for the use 
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and management of the CDNST. However, the Forest has included monitoring questions in Chapter 5 of 
the LMP that could apply to the CDNST (p. 252). 

Assessment 
Under 36 CFR 219.12, the Forest Supervisor has the discretion to set the scope, scale, and priorities for 
plan monitoring. The monitoring program includes a wide spectrum of questions designed to monitor 
indicators of ecological integrity or management success across many different resource areas. 
Achievement of every desired condition does not need to be monitored.  

Conclusion 
I find the responsible official appropriately developed an adequate monitoring program using BASI. I find 
the plan monitoring program complies with the monitoring requirements at 36 CFR 219.12(a)(5). 
Regarding the objection issues raised “…monitoring of visitor usage for understanding of current and 
projected use of the trail, and impacts from other user groups, trails within the corridor, and other 
actions and activities occurring within the zone of concern” would be better included in a CDNST unit 
plan. That plan was not developed as part of the revision process. 

Continental Divide National Scenic Trail Right-of-Way 
Primary Objector  
Greg Warren 

Issue Summary 
The objector asserts that the revised forest plan components for the CDNST do not reflect the guidance 
in the NFMA (1976) and the National Trails System Act as amended in 1978. The objector specifically 
states "The Forest Service relies on an ambiguous right-of-way statement in the National Trails System 
Act as enacted in 1968 as an indicator that the management and protection of National Scenic and 
Historic Trails is subordinate to common multiple-use programs." 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
LMP DA-CDNST-DC-1 (p. 185): The CDNST is a well-defined trail a highly scenic setting that provides for 
high-quality primitive hiking and horseback riding opportunities, and other compatible non-motorized 
trail activities. Significant scenic, natural, historic, and cultural resources along the CDNST’s corridor are 
conserved. 

LMP DA-CDNST-DC-2 (p. 185): Viewsheds from the CDNST have high scenic values. The CDNST provides 
visitors with expansive views of the natural landscapes along the Continental Divide. The foreground of 
the CDNST (up to 0.5 mile on either side) is natural appearing. 

LMP DA-CDNST-S-2 (p. 186): Management of the CDNST must comply with the most recent version of 
the CDNST Comprehensive Plan. Best available science can be used in lieu of the comprehensive plan if 
the plan is out-of-date with science. 

LMP DA-CDNST-O-1 (p. 185): During the life of the plan, connect the remaining unconnected segments 
(5 miles on NFS lands and approximately 7 miles within San Pedro Parks Wilderness) in the Cuba Ranger 
District. 
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FSM 2353.4(1)(d) expired 1985: Development and administration of a National Scenic Trail or National 
Historic Trail will ensure retention of the outdoor recreation experience for which the trail was 
established. Each segment of a trail should be designed to harmonize with and complement any 
established land management plans for that specific area in order to ensure continued maximum 
benefits from the land. Decisions relating to trail design and management practices should reflect a 
philosophy of perpetuation the spectrum of recreation objectives envisioned for the trail users. Land 
management planning should describe the planned actions that may affect that trail and its associated 
environments. Through this process, resource management activities prescribed for land adjacent to the 
trail can be made compatible with the purpose for which the trail is established. The objective is to 
maintain or enhance such values as esthetics, natural features, historic and archeological resources, and 
other cultural qualities of the areas through which a National Scenic or National Historic Trail goes. 

Assessment 
The objector contends that the responsible official relies on an erroneous interpretation of the National 
Trails Act as amended in 2019 (16 U.S.C. § 1246(a)(2)) when the Act directs the forest to ensure 
harmony and compatibility between any CDNST trail-specific planning documents and any other land 
management plans. The objector contends that the responsible official interprets this portion of the 
National Trails Act as indicating that the “management and protection of National Scenic and Historic 
Trails is subordinate to common multiple-use programs.” The National Trails Act does not imply that one 
plan should supersede the other and the LMP does not establish a rank either. No components in the 
LMP indicated any preference for one plan over the other, rather plan components do indicate the 
forest will manage the trail with both plans.  DA-CDNST-DC-1 describes the purposes and values for 
which the CDNST was established, and the conservation of the significant scenic, natural, historic, and 
cultural resources along the CDNST’s corridor.  

The objector further contends since the NFMA as amended in 1978 (16 U.S.C. § 1600(f)(1)) directs that 
plans written under this Act must incorporate into one document or one set of documents all the 
relevant plans in an accessible, to the public, location, this invalidates the National Trails Act direction 
used for the CDNST comprehensive plan and again implies that the LMP supersedes the CDNST plan.  
NFMA is applied to all plans statutorily written under NFMA but does not invalidate other Acts or plans 
written under the direction of other Acts. Therefore, the LMP does not invalidate or supersede the 
CDNST comprehensive plan. The two plans should both be used to guide management of the CDNST on 
the forest. The LMP provides just such a link between itself and the CDNST comprehensive plan in DA-
CDNST-S-1. 

The objector quotes Forest Service Chief Max Peterson from 1980, this appears to be a reference to FSM 
2353.4(1)(d) which expired in 1985. If this manual section were still applicable and had not expired, the 
direction would still be met by the LMP to retain the outdoor recreation experience for which the trail 
was established through DA-CDNST-DC-1 and DC-6. Additionally, the LMP describes the planned actions 
that may affect the trail and its associated environments in DA-CDNST-DC-1 and DC-6, and through DA-
NTRL-S-1, which establishes the relationship between the LMP and the CDNST comprehensive plan. 

The compatibility requirement between the CDNST comprehensive plan and the LMP establishes a 
relationship between them that if they are found incompatible one must be amended to make them 
compatible (FSH 1909.12, section 24.3). This unique and important relationship between the CDNST 
comprehensive plan and the LMP is demonstrated in the close ties between the CDNST comprehensive 
plan, and the plan components present in the LMP (pp. 184-188).  
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Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official complied with 36 CFR 219 to ensure the LMP follows all laws, 
regulations, and policies, including FSM and FSH direction related to national scenic trails and ensuring 
comprehensive national scenic trail plans and forest plans are compatible. There is no establishment of 
rank or supersession between the relevant laws, regulations, and policies that the objector is identifying. 
I find that the responsible official linked the LMP to the CDNST comprehensive plan and included plan 
components to ensure management of the trail is guided by both documents. However, that is clearly 
articulated in the ROD; see instructions below. 

Instructions 
In the ROD include the following, or something similar, under the “Findings Required by Other Laws” 
section.  

• National Trails Act As directed by the National Trails System Act (Public Law 90-543), the 2009 
CDNST Comprehensive Plan sets forth direction to guide the development and Record of 
Decision Record of Decision – Santa Fe National Forest Land Management Plan management 
along the trail and within the corridor of the CDNST (CDNST). The intent of the 2009 
Comprehensive Plan is to provide a uniform CDNST program that reflects the purposes of the 
National Scenic Trail System and allows for the use and protection of the natural and cultural 
resources found along the rights-of-way and located route on lands of all jurisdictions.  

• The land management plan provides for the nature and purposes of the CDNST (CDNST), in 
accordance with the programmatic requirements of the National Trails System Act, as amended, 
and the 2009 CDNST Comprehensive Plan. Therefore, I find that the land management plan 
complies with this Act. 

Create Alternative – Continental Divide National Scenic Trail as 
a Plan Management Area 

Primary Objector  
Greg Warren 

Issue Summary 
The objector asserts that for the LMP to be consistent with the comprehensive management plan for 
the CDSNT, the trail route must be located off roads and as close to the geographic continental divide as 
possible. To accomplish this, the objector states that a CDNST Management Area with standards and 
guidelines should be created. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The responsible official considered the No-Action Alternative, three action Alternatives, and 11 
alternatives considered and eliminated from detailed stud (FEIS Volume 1, pp. 24-55). All alternatives 
provide direction that is applied specifically to the management of designated areas and includes the 
nationally designated CDNST as a designated area with specific plan components (FEIS Volume 1, p. 19; 
FEIS Volume 2, pp.96-103). The Forest describes how it uses the comprehensive plan for the CDNST and 
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corresponding directives to guide management that is included in all alternatives (FEIS Volume 2, pp. 97, 
98). The FEIS goes on to describe how the CDNST and other nationally designated trails on the unit 
would continue to be managed to protect the values for which the trails were designated (FEIS Volume 
2, pp. 96-99).  

Consistent with direction in 1909.12. 24. 42 and 43 and FSM 2353.44 (b) (1) the LMP (p. 184-188) 
includes plan components that are consistent with the CDNST comprehensive plan and help preserve 
the nature and purpose of the trail. The LMP applies plan components to the Congressionally 
Designated Area per instructions at FSH 1909.12,24.3 over the instructions at FSM 2353.44 (b) (1) to 
create a management area because the existing Designated Area reflects the high value of the trail, 
applies all the plan components to the trial corridor, and serves the same purpose as a management 
area. Incorporated into the plan components, the Forest included a 1-mile-wide corridor within which 
the plan components would apply. This corridor was then illustrated on Figure 5 (LMP, p. 183).  While it 
is difficult to illustrate on the map the CDNST on the Santa Fe National Forest is approximately 42 miles 
long and includes approximately 11 miles of unconnected segments on NFS lands and in the San Pedro 
Parks Wilderness.  

In response to the objector's desire to see the trail located as close to the geographic continental divide 
as possible the LMP has a management approach that instructs the Forest to consider evaluating 
proposed trail relocations or new trail segments (e.g., using methods such as the Optimal Location 
Review process for substantial trail locations) for the CDNST, including to locate the CDNST as close as 
possible to the geographic Continental Divide (DA-CDNST-MA-5, p. 187). The location of the CDNST 
corridor, depicted on Figure 5 (p. 183), indicates where plan components apply. 

The responsible official also completed a response to comment for the same issue (DA054 response, 
FEIS Volume 4), which stated the responsible official can protect the CDNST through designated area 
plan components, rather than a management area. 

Assessment 
The responsible official developed plan components that provide for the nature and purpose of national, 
scenic, and historic trails, the applied those components to the Designated Area creating a one-mile-
wide corridor that parallels the CDNST consistent with direction at FSH 1909.12. 24.43 (2) (f). While FSM 
2353. 44(b) requires identification of a “management area” the responsible official used the “Designated 
Area” classification as required in the FSH at 1909.12.24.3 because the CDNST is a congressionally 
designated area. The responsible official produced a map that shows the location of the trail and the 
width of the Designated Area Corridor (LMP Figure 5, p. 183) and properly responded to comments in 
the DA054 response (FEIS Volume 4).  

Conclusion 
Based on my assessment of the planning requirements and the planning record, I find that the LMP will 
provide for the nature and purpose of the CDNST. I also find the responsible official met the 
requirements of the planning rule, manual, and handbook at 1909.12.24.43.1 (f) and the requirements 
in the recreation manual at FSM 2353.44 (b). 
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Create an Alternative for High-Potential Continental Divide 
National Scenic Trail Routes 

Primary Objectors 
Luke Fisher, Continental Divide Trail Coalition 
Greg Warren 

Issue Summary 
The objectors ask for an additional EIS that includes an alternative that identifies and expands corridors 
along high-potential route segments of the CDNST. The additional EIS and alternative should protect 
high-potential route segments with components of the Comprehensive Plan. 

Luke Fisher’s Suggested Remedy 
Conduct an additional Environmental Impact Statement with at least one alternative that identifies 
CDSNT high potential route segment corridors, guided by the Comprehensive Plan and the NTSA. The 
routes identified in the alternative should be protected with plan components that align with the nature 
and purposes of the CDNST. Additionally, these routes, taking into consideration the .5-mile-wide 
corridor on either side, should be at least 1-mile wide, if not more, in order to give flexibility for future 
route layout considerations. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The LMP includes plan components specifically applied within the mile wide CDNST designated area 
corridor  (pp. 184-188). 

Figure 5 (LMP, p. 183) illustrates the location of the CDNST and the mile-wide corridor.  

The response to comment (FEIS Volume 4, pp. 322- 326) related to management of high-potential route 
segments,DA052, explains that the CDNST corridor will go through multiple ROS classes and that the 
intent for the trail is to keep it in primitive or semi-primitive non-motorized ROS settings as much as 
possible (p. 322). DA054 states that a management area extending at least one mile from the CDNST 
should be added between the draft and final plan.  The response indicates that the corridor and the trail 
is managed as part of a designated area and the plan components (DA-CDNST-G-1 and G-3) use the 0.5 
mile on either side of the trail to protect or enhance the scenic qualities of the CDNST. DA065 seeks a 
plan objective locating the CDNST on high-potential segments. The Forest’s response (p. 325) points to 
DA-CDNST-G-10 as a constraint on project activity decision-making that will help achieve or maintain 
desired conditions and avoid or mitigate undesirable effects. DA-CDNST-G-12 also provides a constraint 
on decision-making by prohibiting uses that could conflict with the nature and purpose of the trail. 
There are also management approaches that support working with Federal, State, Tribal, local 
governments, and adjacent landowners to maintain the CDNST corridors, and the condition and 
character of the surrounding landscape (DA-CDNST-MA-1). DA-CDNST-MA-5 recommends the Forest 
consider evaluating proposed trail relocations or new trail segments (e.g., using methods such as the 
Optimal Location Review process for substantial trail locations) for the CDNST, including to locate the 
CDNST as close as possible to the geographic Continental Divide. 
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Assessment  
The responsible official considered the No-Action Alternative, three action Alternatives, and 11 
alternatives considered and eliminated from detailed stud (FEIS Volume 1, pp. 24-55).  Except for the 
No-Action Alternative, the remaining action alternatives provide additional direction that is applied 
specifically to the designated areas and includes the CDNST designated trail as a designated area with 
specific plan components (FEIS Volume 2, pp. 61, 96). The responsible official describes how she used 
the comprehensive plan for the CDNST and corresponding directives to guide management to protect 
the values for which the trails were designated in all alternatives (FEIS Volume 2, p. 97). The analysis of 
the potential effects of the alternatives relied on the management assumptions that management under 
all alternatives would be consistent with a designated trails comprehensive management plan (FEIS 
Volume 2, p. 98).  

The alternative proposed by the objector is not a reasonable alternative since there are no “high-
potential” route segments identified on the Forest. Plan components developed for managing the 
natural, historic, and cultural resources along the trail would apply to the trail wherever it is located on 
the Forest and to areas within the 0.5 mile buffer on either side of the trail. At this time, approximately 
40.4 miles of CDNST is mapped on the Coyote and Cuba Ranger Districts.   

Conclusion 
I find that the plan components in the LMP (pp. 184-188) provide management direction for the entire 
length of the trial and are consistent with the CDNST Comprehensive plan.  I find that the responsible 
official does not need to complete another FEIS to include an alternative including high-potential CDNST 
routes because she considered an adequate range of alternatives in the FEIS, and appropriately found 
there are no high-potential CDNST routes on the Santa Fe National Forest. 

Draft Record of Decision Does Not Implement Continental 
Divide National Scenic Trail Comprehensive Management Plan 

Primary Objector 
Luke Fisher - Continental Divide Trail Coalition 

Issue Summary 
The objector asserts that the DROD does not implement the existing 2009 CDNST Comprehensive Plan. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
During the comment period for the DEIS the objector stated that the LMP should describe the CDNST 
Comprehensive Plan and related directives (FEIS Volume 4, p. 321).  The Forest’s response referenced 
DA-CDNST-S-1, which directs the Forest to comply with the most recent version of the CDNST 
comprehensive plan.  The Forest goes on to describe how law, regulations, and policies are followed 
throughout the LMP even when they are not directly cited or explained.  

In response to comment DA055, which suggests that DA-CDNST-DC -1 does not align with the CDNST 
Comprehensive Plan, the Forest responded that the desired condition supports and complements the 
nature and purpose of the trail as stated in the 2009 Comprehensive Plan. The desired condition was 
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developed in response to the multi-regional guidance from the Regional Foresters and describes the 
vision for the Santa Fe NF toward which management of the land and resources of the plan are directed 
(FEIS Volume 4, p. 323). 

In another comment, the objector asserts that the standard,DA-CDNST-S-2, is inconsistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan.  In response the Forest demonstrates that the plan standard (which prohibits new 
motor vehicle use on CDNST trail segments is consistent with the act and provides that the 
Comprehensive Plan in general allow established motor vehicle uses but new use will not be designated 
on the trail (FEIS Volume 4, p.323). 

In compliance with the handbook at 1909.24.43 the Forest included plan components for all National 
Scenic, Historic, and Recreation Trails and specifically for the CDNST in the proposed and LMP (LMP, pp. 
184-188). These plan components meet the requirements of NSTA and the CDNST Comprehensive Plan 
by synchronizing the desired condition in the LMP with the nature and purpose described in the 
Comprehensive Plan (LMP, p.185). The plan components in the LMP can often be traced back to the 
CDNST Comprehensive Plan.  The desired condition reiterates the nature and purpose of the CDNST as 
presented in the Comprehensive Plan.  The standard DA-CDNST-S-1 directly references the 
Comprehensive Plan requiring compliance with the most recent version when considering management 
action along the trail. 

Assessment 
While the DROD does not reference the CDNST Comprehensive Plan directly, it does not mean that the 
LMP and DROD do not implement the Comprehensive Plan. A review the plan components related to 
the management of the CDNST (LMP. pp. 184-188) clearly demonstrates the influence the CDNST 
Comprehensive Plan had in the development of the desired conditions, standards, guidelines, and 
management approaches. There are multiple reference and deference to the Comprehensive Plan.   

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official included plan components that provide adequate direction consistent 
with the nature and purpose of the CDNST and that are compatible with the 2009 Comprehensive Plan. 
The responsible official incorporated the requirements of the comprehensive plan into the LMP by 
requiring that management of the trail must comply with the CDNST Comprehensive Plan. However, I 
am providing an instruction for the responsible official to reference the comprehensive plan in the ROD. 

Instruction 
In the ROD, I instruct you to describe consistency with the National Trail System Act and the relationship 
of the Act with the CDNST Comprehensive Plan of 2009, as well as the influence the Comprehensive Plan 
had on the designated area and plan components.  
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Leasable Activities within 0.5 Miles of the Continental Divide 
National Scenic Trail 

Primary Objector 
Luke Fisher, Continental Divide Trail Coalition 

Issue Summary 
The objector asserts that by not explicitly prohibiting oil and gas leasable activities within 0.5 miles 
(either side) of the CDNST, the LMP does not meet the nature and purposes of the CDNST recognized in 
the Comprehensive Plan. 

The objector specifically states: Surface occupancy for geothermal energy leasing activities must not 
occur within the CDNST corridor.   This standard does not meet the nature and purposes of the CDNST 
recognized by the Comprehensive Plan.   Solution: It is unclear why geothermal energy is specifically 
identified as in conflict with the nature and purposes of the CDNST, when development, activity, and 
other actions related to other extractive activities degrade the scenic, cultural, and historic values of the 
CDNST as much, if not more so. Particularly, oil and gas development permanently alters ecosystems, 
disrupts wildlife habitat and crossings, and creates a human activity disturbance that directly contradicts 
the hiking experience described in the 1976 Study Report of the CDNST and reiterated in the 
Comprehensive Plan. As such, we recommend this standard be altered with the following wording:   DA-
NTRL-S-3: No surface occupancy for oil and gas or geothermal energy leasing activities shall occur within 
0.5 mile either side of the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail.” 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The Comprehensive Plan identifies the nature and purpose of the CDNST.  The LMP provides 
management direction that constrains the Forest decision making.  The CDNST Comprehensive 
Management Plan does not require that the LMP include components that constrain all potential 
activities that could be proposed along the CDNST corridor.   

The objector recommends that standard DA-CNDST-S-3 should say “No surface occupancy for oil and gas 
or geothermal energy leasing activities shall occur within 0.5 mile either side of the Continental Divide 
National Scenic Trail.”  

In response to that recommendation the Forest stated, “The exploration for and production of oil and 
gas resources is generally allowed on National Forest System lands as required by the Mining and 
Minerals Policy Act of 1970 (30 U.S.C. 21a). Exceptions include lands formally withdrawn from mineral 
leasing by Congress or Executive order. The decision to lease lands is not dictated by the land 
management plan but by a leasing analysis (FSH 1909.12 23.23i(4)(d)). Leasing analyses are different in 
scope, proposed action, and level of detail than a programmatic plan revision. The required dual level of 
analysis complicates the plan revision process and decision to be made. The Santa Fe NF is not 
completing a revised oil and gas leasing availability analysis at this time per the requirement of 36 CFR 
228 Subpart E, 228.102. Instead, the Land Management Plan identifies components for multiple 
resources that would guide future leasing decisions (e.g., MA-OGLEASE-DC-1, S-1, G-1, G-3, and G-4)” 
(FEIS Volume 4, p. 329). 
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The responsible official included the following standard in the LMP related to geothermal leasing (DA-
CDNST-S-3) “Surface occupancy for geothermal energy leasing activities must not occur within the 
CDNST corridor” (LMP, p. 186). 

Assessment  
The responsible official decided to not complete a revised oil and gas leasing availability analysis at the 
same time as this plan revision effort per the requirement of 36 CFR 228 Subpart E, 228.102. Instead, 
the LMP identifies plan components for multiple resources that would guide future leasing decisions 
(e.g., MA-OGLEASE-DC-1, S-1, G-1, G-3, and G-4). That does not mean they will allow oil and gas leasing 
to occur within 0.5 miles of the CDNST. The LMP (DA-CDNST-S-1) requires that management of the 
CDNST will comply with the most recent version of the CDNST Comprehensive Plan. Allowing surface 
occupancy of oil and gas leasing within 0.5 miles on either side of the CDNST would likely not meet the 
nature and purpose of the CDNST but that remains the subject of site-specific analysis in the future 
rather than a determination to be made in this revision decision.  

Conclusion 
I find the responsible official followed all laws, regulations, and policies related to the CDNST in the 
preparation of her LMP and the analysis in the FEIS and that they will continue to manage the CDNST to 
conserve the nature and purpose of the trail. Any lease applications will have to comply with the 
Comprehensive Plan. 

The Revised Forest Plan does not Protect, Preserve, or Avoid 
the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail 

Primary Objectors 
Luke Fisher - Continental Divide Trail Coalition  
Greg Warren 

Issue Summary 
The objectors assert that the revised forest plan components do not: 

1. Protect the CDNST corridor to the degree necessary to ensure that the values for which the 
CDNST was established remain intact or are restored (E.O. 13195, FSM 2353.44b(1) and FSH 
1909.12 24.43); 

2. Establish direction to preserve significant natural, historical, and cultural resources (16 U.S.C. 
1244(f)(1)); and 

3. Avoid approving activities that are incompatible with the purposes for which the CDNST was 
established. 

One objector states: “Uses that could conflict with the nature and purpose of the Continental Divide 
National Scenic Trail should be prohibited when it is determined that the use would interfere with the 
nature and purpose of the trail.   This guideline is inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan.   Solution: 
As stated in our previous comments to the proposed plan, this guideline must remain consistent with 
the language in the CDNST Comprehensive Plan. The Comprehensive Plan clearly states the standard of 
"substantial interference" as a qualifier when evaluating impact to the CDNST. To remove this language 
begins to change the direction for management of the CDT outside of an open public engagement 
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process and uses administrative action to change the intention of the Comprehensive Plan and should 
not be allowed. To resolve this issue, the guideline should add "substantially" before interfering. This 
will help to ensure the threshold of interference is not inadequately met for decisions and actions that 
would oppose the nature and purposes of the trail.” 

Another objector agrees: “The Forest Plan allows management activities and uses within the CDNST 
corridor that are not compatible with the nature and purposes as described in the CDNST 
Comprehensive Plan and policy. The revised Forest Plan CDNST plan components do not protect the 
qualities and values of this National Scenic Trail. The plan components do not address the National Trails 
System Act and CDNST Comprehensive Plan requirements to: (1) provide for high-quality scenic, 
primitive hiking and horseback riding opportunities that reflect ROS planning framework conventions, 
and (2) conserve scenic, historic, natural, or cultural qualities of the areas through which such trails may 
pass (16 U.S.C. § 1242(a)(2)). In addition, the plan does not establish direction to: (1) preserve significant 
natural, historical, and cultural resources (16 U.S.C. § 1244(f)(1)); and (2) protect the CDNST corridor to 
the degree necessary to ensure that the values for which the CDNST was established remain intact or 
are restored (E.O. 13195, FSM 2353.44b(1) and FSH 1909.12 24.43). The revised plan draft decision does 
not avoid approving activities that are incompatible with the purposes for which the CDNST was 
established.” 

Objectors’ Suggested Remedy 
Prepare a supplemental FEIS 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The LMP describes the plan component developed specifically to protect the nature and purpose of the 
CDNST using both the guidance provided in FSM 2353.44 (b) and FSH 1909.12. 24. 1 (1) and 24.43. In 
compliance with Section 24.1, the Forest identified the existing CDNST designated area and expanded 
the designated area to 0.5 miles either side of the CDNST (LMP, Appendix A, Figure 10, p. 292). Plan 
components specific to the CDNST  (e.g., DA-CDNST-DC-1) state the importance of managing the trail to 
provide high-quality scenic, primitive hiking and pack and saddle stock opportunities while conserving 
natural, historic, and cultural resources along the trail. Other desired conditions address the viewshed 
within the CDNST (DA-CDNST-DC-2), the maintenance of primitive and semi-primitive settings (DA-
CDNST-DC-8), and access (DA-CDNST-DC-3). Other plan components (standards, guidelines, and 
management approaches; LMP, pp. 184-188) apply additional constraints to Forest Service decision-
making over and above the plan components applied the general forest area that is part of the 
designated area and surrounds the designated area. 

Assessment 
All of the plan components in the LMP, specifically those included to protect the nature and purpose of 
the CDNST (LMP, pp. 184-188) as illustrated on Figure 10 (p. 292), provide direction that preserves 
significant natural, historical, and cultural resources situated within the designated area, and provide 
constraints to decision making when proposed activities may be incompatible with the nature and 
purpose of the CDNST. 
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Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official complied with all laws, regulations, and policies as she developed the 
designated area section of the plan related to the CDNST. The decision to use the designated area is 
consistent with both the direction in FSM 2353.44 (b) (1) and FSH 1909.12 24.1 and 24.43 (1). The 
application of the plan components in the LMP, the mapping of the designated area and trail are 
consistent with FSH direction. 

Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Statement Needed 
Due to Continental Divide National Scenic Trail 

Primary Objectors  
Luke Fisher - Continental Divide Trail Coalition  
Greg Warren 

Issue Summary 
The objectors assert that a supplemental FEIS is required because the FEIS failed to disclose and analysis 
proposed activities and uses that would substantially interfere with the nature and purposes of the 
CDNST. The objector specifically states: “For the purpose of addressing CDNST issues and concerns, the 
FEIS does not contain sufficient accurate information to foster informed decision-making or informed 
public participation. A Supplemental FEIS should be prepared to address the requirements of the CEQ 
NEPA regulations as found in 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508 (2005). Land use planning associated NEPA must 
(1) rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and (2) take a hard look at the 
effects of the alternatives. A Supplemental FEIS must also address whether proposed activities and use 
substantially interferes with the nature and purposes of the CDNST, which did not occur in the FEIS that 
supports the draft ROD.” 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The responsible official analyzed the effects of the proposed plan and alternatives on all the National, 
Scenic, Historic, and Recreation Trails including the CDNST to disclose the potential effects and 
environmental consequences in the FEIS (Volume 2, pp. 96-103). The objectors provided comments on 
the DEIS that are captured along with the Forest’s responses in FEIS Volume 4, Appendix O (p. 326), 
where the Forest clarifies the most current Comprehensive Plan would guide management (p. 327), and 
where the Forest provided that the type of analysis expected is more appropriate during a site-specific 
trail project rather than the programmatic analysis conducted for the plan revision.  

As with their objections their comments assert that in the preparation of the LMP the Forest is 
inconsistent with multiple laws, regulations, and policies governing the preparation of the NEPA 
documents, and preserving the nature and purpose of the CDNST. In response, the Forest points out 
how the plan components presented in the LMP (pp. 184-188) were prepared to meet and exceed 
requirements set out in the CDNST Comprehensive Plan. 

Assessment 
The responsible official was consistent in how she presented and addressed issues related to the CDNST. 
She used the FSH direction a 1909.12.24.1 to establish a designated area within which plan components 
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specific to meeting the requirements in the Comprehensive Plan will be applied. She illustrated the 
location of the CDNST and associated designated area in the LMP at Figure 10 (LMP, p. 292). She 
developed plan components specific to the CDNST and designated area which preserve the nature and 
purpose of the Trail.  

There has been no changed condition or new information provided by the objectors in their comments 
to the DEIS or their objection that would require the preparation and publication of a supplemental EIS.   

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official followed all laws, regulations, and policies related to the CDNST in the 
preparation of her LMP and the analysis in the FEIS and that no supplement is needed.   

Disclosure of Effects to the Continental Divide National Scenic 
Trail 

Primary Objectors:  
Luke Fisher, Continental Divide Trail Coalition 
Greg Warren 

Issue Summary 
The objectors state that the LMP does not reflect adequate considerations of the impacts to the scenic 
trail, cultural, and natural resources related to the CDNST. One objector contends the FEIS fails to 
disclose the conflict between the desire for natural settings and the effects of mechanical vegetation 
treatments, including road effects on the CDNST. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
EIS Vol. 2, Chapter 3, 3.18.7 Nationally Designated Trails, 3.18.7.1 Affected Environment, 3.18.7.1.3, 
Continental Divide National Scenic Trail (CDNST), Pages 96-97: 

Designated by an Act of Congress in 1978, the CDNST traverses 3,100 miles from Mexico to Canada. 
Within the Santa Fe NF, the CDNST includes approximately 40.4 miles on the Coyote and Cuba Ranger 
Districts.  

EIS Vol. 2, Chapter 3, 3.18.7 Nationally Designated Trails, Pages 98-99: 

3.18.7.2 Methodology and Analysis Process  

Effects of the alternatives to nationally-designated trails were evaluated by comparing the plan direction 
of each alternative toward meeting the nature and purpose of these routes and protecting their historic, 
recreation and scenic qualities. The most important management tool and metric associated with 
designated trails is the National Trails System Act of 1968. There are numerous requirements in the 
National Trails System Act that must be met to comply with the intent of the law. Scenic and historic 
trails are required to have a comprehensive trail management plan (Pub. L. 90- 543, as amended 
through Pub. L. 111-11, 2009). These plans are developed by the trail’s administrating agency and 
provide a framework for managing and allocating uses along the trails. Additional management tools 



Page | 139  
 

and metrics used to manage designated trails include the scenery management system and recreation 
opportunity spectrum. 

3.18.7.2.1 Analysis Assumptions  

• Management under all alternatives would be consistent with a designated trail’s comprehensive 
management plan. 

• ROS classes may vary considerably depending on the alignment of the trail and its proximity to 
roads. However, trails are primarily non-motorized and most often classified as Semi-primitive 
Non-Motorized or Primitive.  

• For alternative 1, the visual quality objectives identified in the 1987 Forest Plan and other Plan 
direction would be used to manage scenery. Similar to the scenery section, to describe and 
compare consequences, this analysis uses Scenery Management System (SMS) terminology 
(scenic integrity objectives or SIOs) for all alternatives.  

• Retention visual quality objective is equivalent to high SIO; preservation visual quality objective 
is equivalent to very high SIO. 

3.18.7.2.2 Issues and Indicators  

A subpart of one of the four major issues identified during the public involvement period included the 
desire to manage national scenic trails and national historic trails to meet desired visitor experiences. 
This includes reducing conflicting uses along trail corridors.  

Effects of the alternatives to designated trails are indicated by evaluating the plan direction for the trails 
that guide future management. The following indicators will be used in this evaluation:  

• meeting the nature and purpose of the trail through plan direction;  
• scenic integrity objective allocations within each designated trail corridor; and  
• a qualitative discussion of the potential effects to scenic resources from vegetation 

management activities. 

3.18.7.3 Stressors and Drivers  

Stressors and drivers for designated trails would be similar those for any resource associated with the 
nature and purpose of the trail such as historic, recreational, or scenic qualities. Common stressors and 
drivers that may affect these intrinsic qualities include, but are not limited to: atypical temperatures and 
rainfall patterns from climate change, drought, wildfires, or insect and disease activity. The 
consequences of these stressors could result in long-term effects to the natural or scenic resources of 
the designated trail corridors and recreational use and patterns within them. Consequences of climate 
change or prolonged drought include stressed native vegetation and access to water sources. Seasons 
and patterns of use may change, especially on the long-distance trails, to coincide with water access and 
to avoid higher temperatures. Uncharacteristic natural disturbances such as wildfire or insect and 
disease activity can cause changes to vegetation that dominates views from designated trails. All of 
these potential changes to vegetation can diminish the visitor satisfaction or experience along 
designated trails. Visitors may be displaced if the historic, scenic, or recreational qualities of a trail 
corridor are affected by these stressors, causing them to seek out desired experiences on other trails. 
This in turn may affect the social and economic benefits designated trails are meant to provide. 
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EIS Vol. 2, Chapter 3, 3.18.7 Nationally Designated Trails, 3.18.7.4 Environmental Consequences, Pages 
99-103: 

3.18.7.4.1 Indicator: meeting the nature and purpose of the trail through plan direction  

3.18.7.4.1.1 Effects common to all alternatives 

The most current comprehensive plans for the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail and national 
historic trails would guide management for these trails under all alternatives. Establishment reports for 
national recreation trails would continue to guide management under all alternatives. The current 
nationally designated trails would continue to be managed to protect the values for which they were 
designated and provide opportunities to view natural features and scenery, recreational opportunities in 
a variety of ROS settings, and public use and enjoyment of historic routes and associated historic 
remnants resulting in opportunities for the public to connect with nature and enjoy the nature and 
purposes for which the trails were designated. 

3.18.7.4.1.2 Alternative 1 – 1987 Forest Plan Current management direction under the 1987 Forest Plan 
would continue. Nationally designated trails pass through a variety of management areas with varying 
emphasis as listed below 

Continental Divide National Scenic Trail – A (Timber/Wildlife) with management area direction specific 
to the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail to retain scenic qualities, D (Recreation, Visual/Timber), E 
(Dispersed Recreation, Visual/Timber with management area direction specific to the Continental Divide 
National Scenic Trail to retain scenic qualities, F (Wild and Scenic River), H (Wilderness) 

The 1987 Forest Plan includes plan components for the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail to 
protect the scenic qualities along the trail and implement standards of trail signing and maintenance 
along the route corridor. 

3.18.7.4.1.3 Effects common to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4  

Each nationally designated trail is included in the draft plan as a designated area with specific plan 
components in alternatives 2, 3, and 4, including desired conditions that conflicts among users are rare 
and easily resolved. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 include specific plan components for each type of trail 
designation to align with the nature and purpose of the trail. Designated area plan components include 
comprehensive direction for: Continental Divide National Scenic Trail, national historic trails, and 
national recreation trails. Desired conditions, objectives, standards, and guidelines align management 
direction with the nature and purpose of each trail and any applicable comprehensive plans and 
establishment reports for national recreation trails. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 provide more 
comprehensive direction than alternative 1. The management direction causes the best management 
and protection of the scenic, recreation, cultural and historic qualities of the nationally designated trails 
and the associated effects. 

3.18.7.4.1.4 Alternative 4 – Human Uses Emphasis  

Alternative 4 includes a geothermal leasing management area. A Plan standard for this alternative would 
specify that surface occupancy for geothermal energy leasing activities would not occur within the 
Continental Divide National Scenic Trail corridor protecting the scenic qualities of the trail corridor and 
associated effects. 

3.18.7.4.2 Indicator: Scenic integrity objective allocations within each designated trail corridor.  
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3.18.7.4.2.1 Alternative 1 – 1987 Forest Plan  

Scenic quality would continue to be managed as indicated for the current management areas along the 
trail. Management area specific plan components for scenic resources include different SIOs for each 
trail varying among, very high, high, and moderate SIOs. 

Continental Divide National Scenic Trail – A (Timber/Wildlife---retain scenic qualities of Continental 
Divide National Scenic Trail by managing for High SIO in the foreground), D (Recreation, Visual/Timber---
High SIO), E (Dispersed Recreation, Visual/Timber---retain scenic qualities of Continental Divide National 
Scenic Trail by managing for High SIO in the foreground), F (Wild and Scenic River---High SIO), H 
(Wilderness---Very High SIO) 

Landscapes managed for Very High SIO would be unaltered with a naturally evolving scenic character; 
few deviations from the natural character occur, such as non-motorized trails or trail signsNDT2. 
Landscapes managed for High SIO would have a predominately natural appearance or appear unaltered, 
even though some deviations to the scenic character are present. Deviations in the scenic character in 
“high” SIO borrow from elements in the landscape, such as form, line, color, texture and patternNDT3. 
Managing foreground viewsheds of national designated trails for Very High and High SIO would meet 
public expectation for natural appearing scenery by protecting and enhancing the scenic qualities for 
which they were designatedNDT4. Landscapes managed for Moderate SIO would have scenic character 
that appears slightly altered but noticeable deviations remain visually subordinate, resulting in a mostly 
natural-appearingNDT6. 

3.18.7.4.2.2 Effects Common to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4  

Desired conditions and guidelines in alternatives 2, 3, and 4 emphasize natural-appearing scenery, 
managing for natural-appearing scenery in foreground views including High or Very High SIOs and 
Moderate SIO in middle ground views of national recreation trails (NDT2-4, 6). Very High SIOs occur 
when the trail passes through designated or recommended wilderness (NDT2). Forestwide guidelines 
include meeting scenery objectives as identified on the Scenic Integrity Objective Map (NDT6). With 
more comprehensive plan direction, opportunities to protect and enhance trail qualities are anticipated 
with beneficial effects of connecting people with nature and enhancing natural settings (NDT4, 6). A 
greater amount of beneficial effects (NDT1, 4, 6) occur in alternatives 2, 3, and 4, when compared to 
alternative 1 due to the comprehensive plan direction.  

3.18.7.4.3Indicator: Consequences of Vegetation Management on Nationally Designated Trails  

3.18.7.4.3.1 Effects Common to All Alternatives  

Multiple-use management activities affect scenic resources viewed from nationally designated trails. 
This section focuses on the consequences of vegetation management since that is the management 
activity trails users would notice the most. Effects of other multiple use management on scenic 
resources can be found in the Scenic Resources section of the FEIS.  

There is potential to impact scenic integrity as viewed from designated trails as a result of proposed 
vegetation management activities, particularly activities with mechanical treatments, under all 
alternatives. In the short term, restoration activities completed with mechanical treatments may alter 
scenic resources visible from the designated trails resulting in evident management activities changing 
forest stands from closed forests to more open forests and from residual stumps and soil 
disturbanceNDT7. In the long term, vegetation treatments may improve scenery by creating vistas, 
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promoting healthy vegetation, and improving ecosystem resilience to uncharacteristic 
disturbancesNDT8. Prescribed fire activities typically have effects in the short term (NDT7) with benefits 
occurring within a few years (NDT8). While some short-term impacts may occur (NDT7), scenic integrity 
objectives would still be met, particularly in the long term (NDT2-6). More detailed effects can be found 
in the Scenic Resources section of the FEIS.  

3.18.7.4.3.2 Alternative 1 – 1987 Forest Plan  

The 1987 Forest Plan does not include any objectives that direct specific amounts of vegetation 
treatment, either mechanically or with prescribed fire. Vegetation management both mechanically or 
with prescribed fire would continue within the views of designated trails with both short-term effects 
(NDT7) and long-term benefits (NDT4,6,8) to meet the High and Very High SIOs in foreground views 
(NDT2,3,4,6) and Moderate SIO in some foreground views (NDT5).  

3.18.7.4.3.3 Alternative 2 –Forest Plan  

Alterative 2 has objectives to accomplish vegetation treatments using both mechanical treatments and 
prescribed fire. Stretches of these trails lie within designated wilderness, where mechanical treatment is 
prohibited; no mechanical treatments are anticipated in Very High SIO areas (NDT2).Vegetation 
management both mechanically or with prescribed fire would continue within the views of designated 
trails with both short term effects (NDT7) and long-term benefits (NDT4, 6, 8) to meet the High SIO in 
foreground views (NDT3, 4, 6). Alternative 2 has a guideline that visual impacts from management 
activities and infrastructure should meet scenery objectives as identified on the Scenic Integrity 
Objective Map. Where High SIO is assigned beyond the foreground distance, the benefits of 
implementing vegetation management to meet the Scenic Integrity Objective Map would occur 
throughout a trail corridor viewshed (NDT4, 6, 8)  

3.18.7.4.3.4 Alternative 3 – Natural Processes Emphasis  

Effects of alternative 3 would be similar to alternative 2. Alternative 3 would have the least amount of 
mechanical treatment, per vegetation management objectives, and therefore, the least amount of 
short-term impact for these types of activities (NDT7). Alternative 3 would have more prescribed fire 
treatments with more short-term impacts (NDT7) and benefits occurring within a few years (NDT8) since 
landscapes typically recover quickly with the effects of prescribed fire being less noticeable than the 
effects of mechanical treatments.  

3.18.7.4.3.5 Alternative 4 – Human Uses Emphasis  

Effects of alternative 4 would be similar to alternative 2. Alternative 4 would treat the most acres 
mechanically, per vegetation management objectives, and potentially have the most amount of short-
term impact for these types of activities (NDT7) if restoration treatments occur in trail corridor 
viewsheds. However, visual impacts of management activities would be designed to meet the Scenic 
Integrity Objective Map (NDT4, 6, 8).  

3.18.7.4.4 Cumulative Effects  

The cumulative effects analysis timeframe is the next 10 to 15 years and the area is the Santa Fe 
National Forest, the lands adjacent to and lands within the Santa Fe NF under other ownership within 
about 10 miles. National recreation trails may experience increased visitation and recreation use as 
populations increase, especially due to their proximity to urban areas like Santa Fe. The longer distance 
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designated trails (Continental Divide National Scenic Trail and national historic trails) pass in and out of 
NFS lands and settings and landscapes may change rather abruptly from undeveloped, natural settings 
to developed, rural or urban settings. Since most private lands and other ownerships do not have the 
same regulations for natural resource management, the effects of ongoing developments or activities 
next to or within NFS land boundaries can sometimes be quite noticeable when viewing the continuous 
landscape potentially affecting the visitor’s satisfaction and quality of their experience on a long-
distance designated trail NDT9.  

Comprehensive management plans for nationally designated scenic and historic trails are developed to 
guide management along the entire length of a trail to protect and enhance the nature and purpose for 
which the trail was designated including historic, scenic, and recreational qualities across ownership 
boundaries, reducing any negative cumulative consequences (NDT9). The cumulative environmental 
consequences of proposed management efforts in the context of the larger cumulative effects analysis 
area though comprehensive management plans would contribute to the movement of designated trail 
values toward desired conditions. Ultimately, movement toward desired conditions for designated trails 
would provide tourism benefits for the region and communities which they traverse (NDT1) and 
contributes to sustainable social and economic systemsNDT10. 

EIS Vol. 4, Appendix O, Response to Comments, Page 327: 

DA071: The DEIS does not address the expected effects of resource management under each alternative 
on CDNST nature and purposes values as measured through the ROS planning framework, and must 
disclose effects on scenic integrity, ROS class conditions, and carrying capacities. A Supplemental DEIS 
effects analysis must include cross-tabular tables that explore and disclose the relationship between (1) 
the proposed CDNST travel route location and management corridor/rights-of-way extent and (2) the 
intersection and overlap with the proposed ROS Classes and Scenic Integrity Objectives allocations. 
Utilizing the ROS and Scenery Management System will help ensure that NEPA assessments are 
systematic and accurately describe the affected environment and expected outcomes from each 
alternative.  

Associated Comments: #11984-31  

Changes made to Plan or EIS: None  

DA071 Response: The plan revision process does not designate new segments of the trail, but directs 
management of existing trail segments. The FEIS analyzes the effects of our proposed management on 
the trail under each alternative in section 3.18.7, Nationally Designated Trails. The type of analysis being 
asked for in the comment is more appropriate for a site-specific trail delineation or re-route, rather than 
for a programmatic management analysis.  

Plan components in the Forest Plan have been designed to protect the nature and purposes of the 
CDNST during future proposed site-specific management activities. Regardless of the recreation 
opportunity setting that designated trails pass through they are managed according to the National 
Scenic, Historic, and Recreation Trails section of the final Plan, including DA-NTRL-DC-1 which directs 
management to protect the nature and purposes of trail designations.  

In the final Plan, DA-NTRL-DC-8 reflects the desire that the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail 
passes mainly through primitive or semi-primitive non-motorized settings. This is the case on the Santa 
Fe NF to the extent possible. 
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EIS Vol. 4, Appendix O, Response to Comments, Page 333: 

DA307: In comments submitted on January 22, 2018, I requested that the DEIS disclose specific effects 
relationships of the proposed action and alternatives on the CDNST corridor. This disclosure is not part 
of the DEIS, so I ask that a Supplemental DEIS disclose the effects on scenic integrity and ROS class 
conditions of the proposed action and each alternative on a CDNST MA. The Supplemental DEIS effects 
analyses must include cross-tabular tables that explore and disclose the relationship between (1) the 
proposed CDNST travel route location and management corridor/rights-of-way extent and (2) the 
intersection and overlap with the proposed ROS Classes and Scenic Integrity Objectives allocations.  

Associated Comments: #11984-24  

Changes made to Plan or EIS: None  

DA307 Response: The plan revision process does not designate new segments of the trail, but directs 
management of existing trail segments. The FEIS analyzes the effects of our proposed management on 
the trail under each alternative in section 3.18.7, Nationally Designated Trails. The type of analysis being 
asked for in the comment is more appropriate for a site-specific trail delineation or re-route, rather than 
for a programmatic management analysis.  

Plan components in the Forest Plan have been designed to protect the nature and purposes of the 
CDNST during future proposed site-specific management activities. Regardless of the recreation 
opportunity setting that designated trails pass through, they are managed according to the National 
Scenic, Historic, and Recreation Trails section of the final Plan, including DA-CDNSTDC-1 which directs 
management to protect the nature and purposes of trail designations.  

In the final plan DA-CDNST-G-2 stipulates that the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail passes mainly 
through primitive or semi-primitive non-motorized settings, to the extent possible. 

Assessment  
The FEIS contains a broad description of the affected environment and it meaningfully identifies and 
evaluates potentially impacted resources. Impacts are discussed in a broad geographic and temporal 
context as well as cumulative impacts. The scope and range of impacts are more qualitative in nature 
than those that will be in subsequent project- or site-specific NEPA reviews required for projects that 
implement the types of treatments identified by the objectors as impacting the CDNST. 

The responsible official is not required to analyze project- or site-specific impacts of all potential 
treatments under the forest plan revision EIS. Project design and NEPA reviews will comply with ROS and 
SIO plan guidance (including relative to the CDNST) and analyze site-specific impacts to the CDNST.  

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official complied with the NEPA regulations and Guidance for Effective Use of 
Programmatic NEPA Reviews in its treatment of the CDNST. The FEIS treatment of the CDNST complies 
with law, regulation, and policy. However, to further clarify this, the CDNST Designated Area needs to be 
added to the appropriate maps in the LMP. 

Instructions 
Add the CDNST Designated Area to the LMP maps. 
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Recreation Opportunity Spectrum and Scenery 
Effects of Motor Vehicle Use on Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum 

Primary Objector 
Greg Warren 

Issue Summary 
The objector asserts that the extent of allowing for motor vehicle use inconsistencies was not reviewed 
in the FEIS affected environment and environmental consequences discussions and should not be 
considered for allowing as a setting inconsistency without first considering the effects on the desired 
ROS setting. The objector does not find the LMP follows the Travel Management Rule where motor 
vehicle use is approved in primitive and semi-primitive non-Motorized ROS settings. The objector further 
does not find that the LMP follows the Travel Management Rule where motor vehicle use is approved 
within the corridor of existing and high-potential route segments of the CDNST. 

Objector’s Suggested Remedy 
Do not allow for existing motor vehicle use in Primitive and Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized ROS settings 
without appropriate analyses and disclosure. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The objector contends that CDNST forest plan components and the desired ROS classes are inconsistent 
with existing travel management planning, the latter being unaltered by the LMP. The CDNST 
Comprehensive Plan includes direction that, while the ideal location of the CDNST is within semi-
primitive non-motorized and primitive desired ROS classes, the trail may intermittently traverse more 
developed ROS classes (p. 8). Likewise, the LMP includes a similar guideline (DA-CDNST-G-2, p.186) 
stating that while the corridor should be consistent with semi-primitive non-motorized and primitive 
desired ROS classes, it may intermittently pass through other more developed settings. These 
intermittent more developed settings arise due to existing conditions such as where the trail crosses or 
travels on existing roads such as along the Highway 96 corridor. Therefore, both the CDNST 
Comprehensive Plan and the LMP provide guidance to address both the ideal location for the trail as 
well as for the reality that in some cases the existing situation on the ground precludes achievement of 
this ideal.  

In locations where existing roads and motorized trails overlap the CDNST, the desired ROS class follows 
the appropriate development class to address the presence of the roads. The desired ROS class does 
not, in these instances, follow the ideal CDNST desired ROS class which would be the less developed 
class. Again, this decision is in keeping with the CDNST Comprehensive Plan and DA-CDNST-G-2 guidance 
as discussed above. There is no guidance indicating that upon designation of the CDNST corridor the 
corridor must be in a primitive or semi-primitive non-motorized ROS class. 16 U.S.C. § 1246(c) speaks to 
allowances for occurrences and uses which would more broadly be incompatible with the purposes for 
which the trail was established, including motorized use. FSM 2353.44b again reiterates that 
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intermittent travel of the trail in more developed ROS classes is acceptable to provide a continuous trail 
from Mexico to Canada. Therefore, priority in deciding where the trail is located lies with making it a 
continuous, uninterrupted feature as close to the actual divide as possible rather than in ensuring it is in 
primitive or semi-primitive non-motorized ROS classes. 

Future potential instances of new roads or motorized trails overlapping with the CDNST are addressed in 
the LMP via DA-CDNST-S-2, DA-CDNST-G-2, DA-CDNST-G-5, DA-CDNST-G-9, FW-ROADS-S-2, and FW-REC-
G-1. These standards and guidelines would protect the purpose for which the trail was designated and 
limit the possibility that more of the CDNST would be in a more developed ROS class. 

The objector also contends that the extent of inconsistencies between the desired ROS class and existing 
motorized roads and trails was not reviewed in the FEIS to determine the effects to the desired ROS 
from the existing motorized presence in non-motorized desired ROS classes. As noted above there are 
no inconsistencies where the desired ROS class is non-motorized yet there are motorized roads and 
trails present. The desired ROS classes were determined based on the existing presence or absence of 
motorized roads and trails, so that all motorized roads and trails are within motorized desired ROS 
classes.  

Assessment  
The desired ROS classes appropriately describe the existing condition and presence of roads and 
motorized trails on the Santa Fe National Forest. The location of the CDNST corridor and the desired ROS 
classes it travels in and across reflect the values for which the trail was established as much as possible, 
realizing that in some locations there is no option to route the trail away from an existing road or 
motorized trail without compromising the ideal of establishing a continuous uninterrupted trail or 
locating the trail at a large distance from the actual continental divide. 

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official complied with 36 CFR 219 to ensure the LMP follows 
all laws, regulations, and policies, including FSM and FSH direction for national scenic trails 
and ensuring comprehensive national scenic trail plans and forest plans are compatible. The desired ROS 
classes appropriately describe the existing condition and presence of roads and motorized trails on the 
Santa Fe National Forest. The location of the CDNST corridor and the desired ROS classes it travels in and 
across reflect the values for which the trail was established as much as possible. It recognizes that in 
some locations there is no option to route the trail away from an existing road or motorized trail 
without compromising the ideal of establishing a continuous uninterrupted trail or locating the trail at a 
large distance from the actual continental divide. 
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Effects on Scenic Integrity and Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum 

Primary Objectors 
Luke Fisher - Continental Divide Trail Coalition 
Greg Warren 

Issue Summary 
The objectors contend the FEIS must disclose effects of the proposed action and alternatives on scenic 
integrity and ROS class conditions and analysis should be based on allowable uses. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
FW-REC-DC-7: Desired recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) settings serve as the desired conditions 
for recreation (see Appendix A, Fig. 9-west and Fig. 9-east) (Forest Plan p. 126). 

FW-DISREC-G-2: NFS trails should not be used for management activities that negatively impact trail 
conditions or the user experience unless alternatives entail greater resource damage. Adverse impacts 
to system trails should be mitigated upon project completion (Forest Plan p. 131). 

FW-REC-G-1: All project-level decisions and implementation activities should be moving toward the 
desired ROS mapped classes and setting descriptions to sustain recreation settings and opportunities. 
(Forest Plan p. 126).  

DA-CDNST-DC-1: The CDNST is a well-defined trail in a highly scenic setting that provides for high-quality 
primitive hiking and horseback riding opportunities, and other compatible non-motorized trail activities. 
Significant scenic, natural, historic, and cultural resources along the CDNST’s corridor are conserved 
(Forest Plan p. 185). 

DA-CDNST-S-1: Management of the CDNST must comply with the most recent version of the CDNST 
Comprehensive Plan. Best available science can be used in lieu of the comprehensive plan if the plan is 
out-of-date with science. (Forest Plan p. 186). 

DA-CDNST-S-2: Motorized use shall not be allowed on newly constructed segments of the CDNST. 
Existing motorized use may continue on the CDNST (where it overlaps with existing roads or motorized 
trails) (Forest Plan p. 186). 

DA-CDNST-G-2 (p. 186): To retain or promote the character for which the CDNST was designated, the 
corridor should be consistent with primitive or semi-primitive non-motorized desired ROS classes. 

a. The corridor may intermittently pass through more developed settings. 
b. The CDNST provides for a continuous route through predominately undeveloped settings. 
c. New or relocated trail segments should be located primarily within these settings. 
d. Road and motorized trail crossings and other signs of modern development should be avoided. 
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FEIS Volume 4 Appendix O. Response to Comments Response DA071 (p. 327):  

The plan revision process does not designate new segments of the trail but directs management of 
existing trail segments. The FEIS analyzes the effects of our proposed management on the trail under 
each alternative in section 3.18.7, Nationally Designated Trails. The type of analysis being asked for in 
the comment is more appropriate for a site-specific trail delineation or re-route, rather than for a 
programmatic management analysis.  

Plan components in the Forest Plan have been designed to protect the nature and purposes of the 
CDNST during future proposed site-specific management activities. Regardless of the recreation 
opportunity setting that designated trails pass through they are managed according to the national 
Scenic, Historic, and Recreation Trails section of the final Plan, including DA-NTRL-DC-1 which directs 
management to protect the nature and purposes of trail designations.  

In the final Plan, DA-NTRL-DC-8 reflects the desire that the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail 
passes mainly through primitive or semi-primitive non-motorized settings. This is the case on the Santa 
Fe NF to the extent possible. 

FEIS Volume 1 p. 413: Management activities can impact recreation opportunity diversity and user 
satisfaction. In particular, vegetation treatments, which affect the overall natural setting of the Santa Fe 
NF, and the road system, which affects the way the forest is accessed and used for recreation, were 
considered in the analysis of alternatives. The ROS is a tool that can also be used to evaluate the 
diversity and extent of availability of various recreation opportunities in the forest. 

FEIS Volume 1 p. 414: Extractive uses such as timber harvesting and cattle grazing can also result in 
forest user conflicts. Recreationists may perceive extractive uses as degrading, valued forest resources 
and diminishing the quality of their experience, thereby thwarting their recreation goals. 

FEIS Volume 1 p. 417: Thinning and burning activities that change scenery in forested ERUs would also 
affect recreationists’ experiences. Over the life of the plan, some recreationists would avoid treated 
areas with views of stumps, vegetation piles, and blacked and burned vegetation and be displaced to 
other areas RE9. Loss of screening vegetation and forest canopy that provide shading along trails or at 
dispersed camping sites would also negatively impact recreation use through decreased cooling in warm 
months as well as loss of privacy RE10. 

Vegetation treatments (i.e., thinning and burning) have the potential to alter ROS classes from those 
that are predominantly natural-appearing (i.e., P, SPNM, SPM, RN) to those with more modified 
environments (i.e., R or U). Mechanical treatments and prescribed burning actions would be consistent 
with managing for predominantly natural-appearing environments of P, SPNM, SPM, and RN ROS classes 
RE11, even though they would be visually evident (RE9). However, these treatments could result in 
more open environments and changes in recreation opportunities (RE4, RE9, RE10) by increasing the 
evidence of other users which may not be consistent with SPNM and SPM ROS classesRE12. In contrast, 
primitive ROS classes would not have similar effects (RE12) because most of the primitive areas in the 
forest are in Wilderness where mechanical treatments could not occur or are in less popular parts of the 
forest where the chance of encountering other users is always lowRE13. In addition, fires that are 
uncharacteristically large and burn with more severe intensity could have effects (RE9, RE10, RE4, RE8) 
that occur over larger areas and last longer, and are thereby inconsistent with managing for 
predominantly natural-appearing ROS classes RE14. Any minor inconsistencies in managing for ROS 
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settings (RE11, RE12, RE14) would persist until the evidence of modification practices (e.g., stumps) are 
not prevalent and the vegetative desired conditions are restored. Effects (RE14, RE8) from 
uncharacteristic wildfires can be long lasting and would take longer periods to revert back to the desired 
ROS setting RE15. 

Roads provide recreationists with access to the forest and can affect the ROS settings and opportunities 
in the Santa Fe NF. All alternatives include road objectives for decommissioning, maintaining, or 
constructing roads. More and better-maintained roads would increase access throughout the forest and 
expand dispersed recreation opportunitiesRE16. Fewer roads, achieved via decommissioning, would 
improve fish and wildlife habitat, increasing the quality and quantity of opportunities for wildlife 
watchers, fishers, and hunters to participate in their activities of choice RE17. Recreationists striving for 
solitude would also be likely to benefit from some areas being located at greater distances from roads or 
having a reduced road density RE18, which would discourage vehicle-based recreationists and the 
associated noise. However, despite educational efforts by the Forest Service, some of these increased 
opportunities could also encourage actions that are currently prohibited or discouraged, such as 
motorized use off designated roads or camping further than allowed from those roads, leading to 
damage or disturbance to other forest resources (e.g., water, soil, wildlife, sensitive plants) RE19 
(Laverty and Williams 2000). 

FEIS Volume 1 pp. 463-464: Short-term and long-term would be defined in project-level analyses based 
on the specific activities proposed. Project mitigation or design would consider scenic resources under 
any alternative to meet the SIOs. It is assumed that, through site-specific project design or mitigation, 
the landscape would move toward scenery desired conditions under all alternatives with associated 
beneficial effects (S1-6). 

FEIS Volume 2, 3.18.7.2.1Analysis Assumptions pp.98-99: 

• Management under all alternatives would be consistent with a designated trail’s comprehensive 
management plan.  

• ROS classes may vary considerably depending on the alignment of the trail and its proximity to 
roads. However, trails are primarily non-motorized and most often classified as Semi-Primitive 
Non-Motorized or Primitive. 

FEIS Volume 2, 3.18.7.2.2 Issues and Indicators p.99:  

Effects of the alternatives to designated trails are indicated by evaluating the plan direction for the trails 
that guide future management. The following indicators will be used in this evaluation: 

• meeting the nature and purpose of the trail through plan direction; 
• scenic integrity objective allocations within each designated trail corridor; and 
• a qualitative discussion of the potential effects to scenic resources from vegetation 

management activities. 

Assessment  
The objectors contend that effects are not adequately disclosed on the CDNST ROS and SIOs, especially 
from what the objectors call allowable uses; or existing conditions such as existing roads overlapping 
with the trail that the Santa Fe has thus classified as motorized ROS classes instead of non-motorized 
ones. The FEIS includes discussion of the effects of the action alternatives on ROS (starting p. 413) and 
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SIO (starting p. 463) in both the recreation and scenery sections of the FEIS. In 3.18.7 Nationally 
Designated Trails (FEIS Volume 2, starts p. 95) the Santa Fe analyzes the effects to the CDNST and other 
nationally designated trails. This analysis includes evaluation of three indicators: 1) meeting trail 
purpose and need, 2) SIO allocations, and 3) potential effects to scenic resource from vegetation 
management activities. The effects to SIO and to scenic resources are captured in these indicators and 
evaluation of them. Likewise, the broader implications of effects to the values and purpose for which 
the trail was established are also captured in this analysis by the first indicator. Lastly, while ROS is not 
specifically listed as an indicator for evaluation its relationship to SIO as well as the trail purposes is 
evaluated.    

The objectors do not specify what “allowable uses are” but it is assumed they are uses such as road 
crossings or overlaps with the trail and mechanical vegetation management. The forest plan 
components for the ROS (FW-REC-DC-7, FW-REC-G-1, DA-CDNST-DC-1, DA-CDNST-S-2, DA-CDNST-G-
2),generally specifying a non-motorized class, speaks to this first allowable use and multiple components 
provide plan direction regarding potential future CDNST segments and these overlapping uses. Likewise, 
there are multiple components regarding management for potential future mechanical vegetation 
management projects and activities within the corridor or its viewshed (FW-DISREC-G-2, DA-CDNST-S-1).  

The 2009 CDNST Comprehensive Plan (p. 8) notes that while the ideal location of the trail is within the 
non-motorized ROS classes, “the CDNST may have to traverse intermittently through more developed 
ROS classes to provide for continuous travel between the Canada and Mexico borders.” This caveat 
reflects existing on the ground conditions where the trail coincides with a road or crosses one and 
therefore the ROS reflects these motorized conditions. While this may not be ideal it is allowed and is 
acceptable.  

The specific analysis and evaluation of the impacts of these potential future actions on the CDNST is 
beyond the scope of the LMP, those are analyses would occur at the time of the project or action 
proposal and at the site-specific level. Site-specific impacts should not be analyzed under the forest plan 
NEPA. 36 CFR 219.2 speaks to the different levels of planning, and site-specific planning is not 
appropriate for a forest planning effort. 

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official complied with 36 CFR 219 to ensure the LMP follows 
all laws, regulations, and policies, including FSM and FSH direction specifically about national scenic 
trails and ensuring the FEIS discloses and evaluates effects to national scenic trails. The desired ROS 
classes appropriately describe the existing condition and presence of roads and motorized trails on the 
Santa Fe National Forest and there are multiple forest plan components that address potential future 
segments of the trail as well as potential management actions that may impact the CDNST. The location 
of the CDNST corridor and the desired ROS classes it travels in and across reflect the values for which the 
trail was established as much as possible. It recognizes that in some locations there is no option to route 
the trail away from an existing road or motorized trail without compromising the ideal of establishing a 
continuous uninterrupted trail or locating the trail at a large distance from the actual continental divide. 
The effects of other potential future actions that might be viewed as allowable uses such as mechanical 
vegetation management within the corridor or its viewshed are also described in the FEIS with specific 
discussion about the effects to the scenic resources of the trail.  
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In FEIS Volume 4, Appendix O, Response to Comments Response DA071 (p. 327) the response states, “In 
the final Plan, DA-NTRL-DC-8 reflects the desire that the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail passes 
mainly through primitive or semi-primitive non-motorized settings. This is the case on the Santa Fe NF to 
the extent possible.” There is no DA-NTRL-DC-8, this is not the way the Santa Fe organizes components 
(i.e. DA-CDNST not DA-NTRL is used) so this appears to be an error of reference. DA-CDNST-G-2 speaks 
to the ROS class for the CDNST and probably should be the referenced component in this response to 
comments. 

Instruction 
Correct the reference error to reflect the correct component and correct language.  

Recreational Residence Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 
Primary Objector 
Don Norton, Holy Ghost Homeowners Association 

Issue Summary 
The objector contends that an ROS for recreational residences should be added due to their historical 
value. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
Recreation residences are mentioned in the introduction to the Recreation Special Uses section of the 
LMP (p. 133): “Recreation special uses may include ski areas, outfitter and guides (e.g., hunting, rafting, 
and backpacking), recreation events, and recreation residences (e.g., the Holy Ghost recreational 
residences), and the Cowles Lease Area.).” However, there are no components within this section that 
specifically describe management of recreation residences.  

FW-RECSU-DC-01 (pp.133): Recreation special-use authorizations (e.g., outfitters and guides, 
competitive races, family reunions, special events, and Ski Santa Fe) provide unique opportunities, 
services, and experiences for the recreating public and address a demonstrated demand for a specific 
recreation opportunity. 

FW-RECSU-DC-04 (pp.133): Services provided by recreation special-use authorization holders enhance 
the recreation experiences of forest visitors, ensure public health and safety, and protect natural 
resources and unique features. Recreation special uses contribute to the local economy by providing 
small business opportunities. 

Recreation Special Uses Comment Response RSU001/002 (FEIS Volume 4, p.247): Recreation residences 
should be recognized in the language of the revised Forest Plan as an authorized and valid ongoing use 
of the forest. To reflect this, the narrative on page 133 of the revised Forest Plan should be modified so 
the last three sentences of the opening paragraph read as follows: “Recreation special uses may include 
ski areas, outfitter, and guides (e.g., hunting, rafting, and backpacking), and recreation events. There are 
also 109 recreation residences in 4 organized tracts and at least one isolated cabin in the forest. Many 
recreational special uses provide economic opportunities and sustainability to local communities. 
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Additional information regarding recreation residences and isolated cabins can be found in the Lands 
Special Uses section of the plan.”  

RSU001/002 Response: Discussion of recreation residences has been relocated to the 
Recreation Special Uses section of the Plan, and the sentence mentioned in the concern 
statements has been edited to read, “Recreation special uses may include ski areas, outfitter 
and guides (e.g., hunting, rafting, and backpacking), recreation events, recreation residences, 
and the Cowles Lease Area.” 

LMP Recreation Section Introduction (p. 125): We use the desired recreation opportunity spectrum 
(ROS) to identify various development levels of recreation activities available to visitors. The ROS is a 
continuum used for managing recreation opportunities, based on a combination of physical, biological, 
social, and managerial settings, ranging from primeval to paved. The ROS uses the following descriptors 
for recreation settings ranging from least to most developed: primitive, semi-primitive-nonmotorized, 
semi-primitive motorized, roaded natural, rural, and urban (see the Glossary for definitions of each 
setting). These ROS classifications are used in project planning to measure the degree of variation from 
the existing classification to a new classification. 

FW-REC-DC-07 (pp. 126): Desired recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) settings serve as the desired 
conditions for recreation (see Appendix A, Fig. 9-west and Fig. 9-east). 

FW-REC-G-01 (pp.126): All project-level decisions and implementation activities should be moving 
toward the desired ROS mapped classes and setting descriptions to sustain recreation settings and 
opportunities. 

Assessment 
The objector contends that the recreation residence program should be a part of the recreation 
opportunity spectrum associated with recreation special uses. ROS mapping is completed to determine 
where a visitor might expect to experience a specific recreation setting and opportunity that meets their 
expectations for their recreation experience (FSM 2310.5). The expected experience of a recreation 
residence user within the residence itself, or directly associated with a recreation special use permit, is 
not classified as a managerial setting by the Forest Service.  

The lands around the recreation residence do, however, include classified managerial settings to provide 
opportunities for expected experiences. Likewise, the desired ROS class for the recreation residence 
areas may inform future site-specific projects around and including the recreation residences, such as 
reissuance of a permit or changes to a permitted action associated with the recreation residence.  

Analysis of the future proposed action associated with the permit would occur during the NEPA process 
at the project level and would include review of the desired ROS maps. While not explicitly spelled out 
as applying to recreation residences, it is implied through FW-REC-DC-07 and FW-REC-G-01 (p. 126) that 
the mapped classes will be used as a management tool for future projects and actions including those 
associated with recreation residences. Future projects would consider the development scale of the 
desired ROS class in analyzing the impacts of management actions to the recreation residence’s physical 
location. Therefore, while the desired ROS class for the recreation residences is not specifically defined, 
a desired ROS classification is made for these locations as part of more broadly mapping ROS classes 
across the forest (LMP Appendix A, pp. 290-291). And this desired ROS class will inform future 
management actions and decisions that may impact the recreation residences. 
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Further review of the objector’s previous comments (FEIS Volume 4, p. 247) reveals perhaps the 
objector’s contention is not with the lack of ROS associated with recreation residences in the special use 
section of the LMP but rather with the lack of mention of recreation residences in the components in 
the recreation special use section. There is a mention of not only recreation residences but specifically 
the Holy Ghost recreation residences in the introduction to this section (p. 133). Other specific types of 
recreation special uses are listed within FW-RECSU-DC, reiterating their appropriateness as a service to 
the public and a legitimate use of the forest.  

Conclusion 
I find that the desired ROS classes have been mapped across the whole forest including the acres upon 
which the recreation residences lie. Likewise, a desired condition and guideline are present in the LMP 
to use the mapped classes as a tool when designing and analyzing all future projects, including those 
associated with recreation residences. 

I find that the responsible official complied with 36 CFR 219 to ensure the LMP complies with mapping 
desired ROS classes across the forest including in areas of the forest where recreation residences are 
present. I also find the responsible official complied with 36 CFR 219 to provide management for 
recreation special uses including recreation residences. However, to clarify and reiterate the 
applicability of the recreation special uses plan components to recreation residences, recreation 
residences could be added to the list of authorizations in FW-RECSU-DC-1. This would remedy the 
objector’s concerns that recreation residences are not directly addressed in the plan components as a 
legitimate recreation special use with value to the forest and the public. 

Instruction 
Add recreation residences to the list of recreation special-use authorizations in FW-RECSU-DC-1. 
Suggested language for the rewritten desired condition could be: “Recreation special-use authorizations 
(e.g., outfitters and guides, competitive races, family reunions, special events, Ski Santa Fe, and 
recreation residences) provide unique opportunities, services, and experiences for the recreating public 
and address a demonstrated demand for a specific recreation opportunity.” 

Standards and Guidelines Based on Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum 
Primary Objector 
Greg Warren 

Issue Summary 
The objector asserts that the responsible official has failed to establish ROS desired conditions, 
standards, and guidelines to protect the nature and purposes of the CDNST in any of the alternatives. 
The objector specifically states the following regarding plan components: “The revised plan must include 
plan components to provide for sustainable recreation; including recreation settings, opportunities, and 
access; and scenic character. The revised plan must include desired conditions for sustainable recreation 
using mapped desired recreation opportunity spectrum classes. The plan should include specific 
standards or guidelines where restrictions are needed to ensure the achievement or movement toward 
the desired recreation opportunity spectrum classes. The 1986 ROS Book describes desired conditions 
for each ROS setting or class.” 
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Objector’s Suggested Remedy 
The plan should include specific standards or guidelines where restrictions are needed to ensure the 
achievement or movement toward the desired recreation opportunity spectrum classes. Restrictions are 
needed in Primitive and Semi- Primitive ROS settings to ensure that desired conditions are realized. The 
1986 ROS Book describes desired conditions for each ROS setting or class. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
Introduction to Recreation Resource Section (Forest Plan pp.125-126):  

The responsible official used the desired recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) to identify various 
development levels of recreation activities available to visitors. The ROS is a continuum used for 
managing recreation opportunities, based on a combination of physical, biological, social, and 
managerial settings, ranging from primeval to paved. The ROS uses the following descriptors for 
recreation settings ranging from least to most developed: primitive, semi-primitive-nonmotorized, semi-
primitive motorized, roaded natural, rural, and urban (see the Glossary for definitions of each setting). 
These ROS classifications are used in project planning to measure the degree of variation from the 
existing classification to a new classification. 

As with all desired conditions, projects implemented under the Forest Plan are designed to maintain or 
move toward desired conditions (see Contents of a Forest Plan in Chapter 1). Due to the forest-wide 
scale of mapping for ROS, some inconsistencies may be present. Examples of this are existing features 
with long-term impacts that will not achieve the desired ROS in the life of the Forest Plan (e.g., roads or 
trails, power lines, recreation facilities, pipelines, utility corridors, etc.), or geospatial data 
inconsistencies, especially along ROS boundaries. Updates to improve map accuracy by resolving these 
inconsistencies would be administrative changes to the map.  

FW-REC-DC-02: Recreation opportunities are commensurate with the desired ROS setting and enhance 
the economic, cultural, and social vitality and well-being of surrounding communities (Forest Plan p. 
126. 

FW-REC-DC-07: Desired recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) settings serve as the desired conditions 
for recreation (see Appendix A, Fig. 9-west and Fig. 9-east). (Forest Plan p. 126). 

FW-REC-G-01: All project-level decisions and implementation activities should be moving toward the 
desired ROS mapped classes and setting descriptions to sustain recreation settings and opportunities. 
(Forest Plan p. 126). 

FW-DEVREC-DC-02: Recreation facilities are safe, well maintained, and function as intended. New 
facilities are appropriate within the desired ROS setting (Forest Plan p. 128).  

FW-DEVREC-G-03: Design, construction, and maintenance of signage (e.g., trail markings, kiosks, and 
interpretive signs) and facilities should be consistent with the scenic and cultural character of the 
surrounding landscape and the development scale appropriate to the desired ROS class (Forest Plan p. 
128).  

FW-DISPREC-DC-01: Dispersed recreation opportunities range from remote backcountry solitude to 
roadside sites along popular corridors. Dispersed recreation is consistent with management tools (e.g., 
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the MVUM and desired ROS classes) and does not adversely affect ecological resources (Forest Plan p. 
130).  

FW-DISPREC-S-01: Motorized uses are prohibited in ROS settings desired to be primitive (Forest Plan p. 
131).  

FW-DISPREC-S-02: Motorized uses are prohibited in semi-primitive-nonmotorized desired ROS settings, 
except for necessary administrative activities, permitted activities, and emergency access (Forest Plan p. 
131). 

FW-DISPREC-S-03: In semi-primitive-nonmotorized desired ROS settings, no new permanent motorized 
routes or areas shall be constructed or designated. Temporary motorized routes or road construction in 
semi-primitive-nonmotorized settings must be rehabilitated within 2 years of project completion (Forest 
Plan p. 131). 

DA-CDNST-S-02: Motorized use shall not be allowed on newly constructed segments of the CDNST. 
Existing motorized use may continue on the CDNST (where it overlaps with existing roads or motorized 
trails) (Forest Plan p. 186). 

DA-CDNST-G-02 (Forest Plan p. 186): To retain or promote the character for which the CDNST was 
designated, the corridor should be consistent with primitive or semi-primitive non-motorized desired 
ROS classes.  

a. The corridor may intermittently pass through more developed settings. 
b. The CDNST provides for a continuous route through predominately undeveloped settings. 
c. New or relocated trail segments should be located primarily within these settings. 
d. Road and motorized trail crossings and other signs of modern development should be 

avoided. 

DA-CDNST-G-05: To promote a non-motorized setting, the CDNST should not be permanently re-located 
onto routes open to motor vehicle use (Forest Plan p. 186). 

DA-CDNST-G-09: New temporary and permanent road or motorized trail construction across or adjacent 
to the CDNST should be avoided unless necessary for resource protection, access to private lands, or to 
protect public health and safety (Forest Plan p. 186). 

FW-ROADS-S-02: New motorized routes or areas must not be constructed in areas designated as 
primitive or semi-primitive non-motorized in the desired ROS (p.136). 

Glossary (Forest Plan pp. 273-275): 

Recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS). A system by which existing and desired recreation settings are 
defined, classified, inventoried, and monitored. Recreation settings are divided into six distinct classes 
(primitive, semi-primitive-nonmotorized, semi-primitive motorized, roaded natural, rural, and urban) 
defined below:  

Primitive areas are characterized by essentially unmodified natural environments of fairly large size. 
Interaction between users is very low and evidence of other users is minimal. The area is managed to be 
essentially free from evidence of human-induced restrictions and controls. Motorized use and 
mechanized equipment within primitive areas is not permitted. Primitive areas in the Santa Fe NF are 
found within the Pecos, San Pedro Parks, Dome, and Chama River Canyon wilderness areas.  
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Semi-primitive Nonmotorized (SPNM) areas are characterized by a predominantly natural or natural-
appearing environment of moderate-to-large size. Interaction between users is low, but there is often 
evidence of other users. The area is managed in such a way that minimum on-site controls and 
restrictions may be present but are subtle. An example of an SPNM area would be White Rock Canyon 
just west of the Caja del Rio Plateau near the City of Santa Fe.  

Semi-primitive Motorized (SPM) areas are characterized by a predominantly natural or natural-
appearing environment of moderate-to-large size. Concentration of users is low, but there is often 
evidence of other users. The area is managed in such a way that minimum on-site controls and 
restrictions may be present but are subtle. Most of Rowe Mesa and the Anton Chico area are examples 
of this classification.  

Roaded Natural (RN) areas are characterized by predominantly natural-appearing environments with 
moderate evidence of the sights and sounds of people. Such evidence usually harmonizes with the 
natural environment. Interaction between users may be low to moderate, but with evidence of other 
users prevalent. Resource modification and utilization practices are evident but harmonize with the 
natural environment. Conventional motorized use is provided for in construction standards and design 
of facilities. Examples of roaded natural areas include parts of the Caja del Rio Plateau and mesas in the 
Jemez and Cuba areas.  

Rural (R) areas are characterized by a substantially modified natural environment. Resource 
modification and utilization practices are to enhance specific recreation activities and to maintain 
vegetative cover and soil. Sights and sounds of people are readily evident, and the interaction between 
users is often moderate to high. Many facilities are designed for use by large numbers of people. 
Facilities are often provided for special activities, such as amphitheaters, group pavilions, group fire 
rings and cooking units, and so forth. Facilities for intensified motorized use and parking are available. 
Some facilities may be designed primarily for user comfort and convenience. Some synthetic but 
harmonious materials may be incorporated. Design may be more complex and refined. Examples of rural 
areas in the Santa Fe NF are along NM Highway 475 to the Santa Fe Ski Basin, NM Highway 4 through 
the Jemez Mountains, and NM Highway 63 through the Pecos River Canyon. 

Urban (U) areas are characterized by a substantially urbanized environment, although the background 
may have natural-appearing elements. Renewable resource modification and utilization practices are to 
enhance specific recreation activities. Vegetative cover is often exotic and manicured. Sights and sounds 
of people on-site are predominant. Large numbers of users can be expected, both on-site and in nearby 
areas. Facilities for highly intensified motor use and parking are available with forms of mass transit 
often available to carry people throughout the site. Large numbers of users can be expected, both on-
site and in nearby areas. Facilities for highly intensified motor use and parking are available with forms 
of mass transit often available to carry people throughout the site. Urban areas in the Santa Fe NF are 
primarily restricted to administrative facilities, but also include Ski Santa Fe facilities.  

Classifications are based on physical, social, and managerial setting characteristics. The ROS framework 
integrates individual recreation setting characteristics (including access and scenic character) to function 
collectively in providing distinct recreation opportunities. 

3.12.1.1 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (FEIS Volume 1 p. 408): 
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The Forest Service uses six ROS classes as defined by in the USDA Forest Service 1986 publication “ROS 
Users Guide” that encompass recreation opportunities ranging from less to more developed settings. 
The ROS uses the following descriptors for recreation settings ranging from least to more developed 
settings, based on six factors: (1) access; (2) other non-recreational uses; (3) onsite management; (4) 
social interaction; (5) acceptability of visitor impacts; and (6) acceptable level of regimentation (USDA 
Forest Service 1986).  

Primitive areas are characterized by essentially unmodified natural environments of fairly large size. 
Interaction between users is very low and evidence of other users is minimal. The area is managed to be 
essentially free from evidence of human-induced restrictions and controls. Motorized use and 
mechanized equipment within primitive areas is not permitted. Primitive areas in the Santa Fe NF are 
found within the Pecos, San Pedro Parks, Dome, and Chama River Canyon Wilderness Areas. 

Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized (SPNM) areas are characterized by a predominantly natural or natural-
appearing environment of moderate-to-large size. Interaction between users is low, but there is often 
evidence of other users. The area is managed in such a way that minimum on-site controls and 
restrictions may be present but are subtle. An example of a Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized area would 
be White Rock Canyon just west of the Caja del Rio Plateau near the City of Santa Fe. 

Semi-Primitive Motorized (SPM) areas are characterized by a predominantly natural or natural-
appearing environment of moderate-to-large size. Concentration of users is low, but there is often 
evidence of other users. The area is managed in such a way that minimum on-site controls and 
restrictions may be present but are subtle. Most of Rowe Mesa and the Anton Chico area are examples 
of this classification. 

Roaded Natural (RN) areas are characterized by predominantly natural-appearing environments with 
moderate evidence of the sights and sounds of people. Such evidence usually harmonizes with the 
natural environment. Interaction between users may be low to moderate, but with evidence of other 
users prevalent. Resource modification and utilization practices are evident but harmonize with the 
natural environment. Conventional motorized use is provided for in construction standards and design 
of facilities. Examples of Roaded Natural areas include parts of the Caja del Rio Plateau and mesas in the 
Jemez and Cuba areas. 

Rural (R) areas are characterized by a substantially modified natural environment. Resource 
modification and utilization practices are to enhance specific recreation activities and to maintain 
vegetative cover and soil. Sights and sounds of people are readily evident, and the interaction between 
users is often moderate to high. Many facilities are designed for use by large numbers of people. 
Facilities are often provided for special activities, such as amphitheaters, group pavilions, group fire 
rings and cooking units, and so forth. Facilities for intensified motorized use and parking are available. 
Some facilities may be designed primarily for user comfort and convenience. Some synthetic but 
harmonious materials may be incorporated. Design may be more complex and refined. Examples of 
Rural areas in the Santa Fe NF are along NM Highway 475 to the Santa Fe Ski Basin, NM Highway 4 
through the Jemez Mountains, and NM Highway 63 through the Pecos River Canyon.  

Urban (U) areas are characterized by a substantially urbanized environment, although the background 
may have natural-appearing elements. Renewable resource modification and utilization practices are to 
enhance specific recreation activities. Vegetative cover is often exotic and manicured. Sights and sounds 
of people on-site are predominant. Large numbers of users can be expected, both on-site and in nearby 
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areas. Facilities for highly intensified motor use and parking are available with forms of mass transit 
often available to carry people throughout the site. Urban areas in the Santa Fe NF are primarily 
restricted to administrative facilities, but also include Ski Santa Fe facilities. 

Assessment 
An objector contends that the responsible official did not establish forest plan components using the 
ROS for the CDNST. DA-CDNST-S-2, DA-CDNST-G-2, DA-CDNST-G-5, DA-CDNST-G-9 all direct the Forest in 
using the ROS tool to manage the CDNST and maintain the trail’s character for which it was designated. 
These components would protect the purpose for which the trail was designated and constrain the 
possibility that future changes to the CDNST, and management actions taken along the trail would be in 
a more developed ROS class.  

The objector contends that more broadly the Santa Fe did not include specific standards or guidelines 
where restrictions are needed to ensure the achievement or movement toward the desired recreation 
opportunity spectrum classes. FW-REC-G-01, FW-DEVREC-G-03, FW-DISPREC-S-01, and FW-DISPREC-S-03 
are all standards and guidelines that provide direction to specifically constrain future projects and 
management actions to ensure movement toward or achievement of the desired conditions for these 
resources as described through ROS classes and shown on the ROS maps. The desired classes are 
described both in the glossary of the LMP (pp. 273-275) and the FEIS (Volume 1, p. 408). The desired 
ROS classes are mapped in Appendix A (pp. 290-291) of the LMP.  

Finally, the objector contends that Santa Fe’s ROS class descriptions do not address “evidence of 
humans”. In each of the class descriptions in the LMP’s Glossary (pp. 273-275) and the FEIS (Volume 1, p. 
408)., there is a specific description about evidence of humans.  

Primitive: [. . .] evidence of other users is minimal. 

Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized: [. . .] but there is often evidence of other users. 

Semi-Primitive Motorized: [. . .] but there is often evidence of other users. 

Roaded Natural: [. . .] with moderate evidence of the sights and sounds of people. 

Rural: Sights and sounds of people are readily evident, and the interaction between users is 
often moderate to high. 

Urban: Sights and sounds of people on-site are predominant. 

Insurance that these descriptions and the associated maps will be used to design projects and analyze 
management actions is provided by FW-REC-DC-7 and FW-REC-G-1. This guideline implies that all project 
level decisions and actions should be consistent with the desired ROS.   

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official complied with 36 CFR 219 to ensure the LMP follows all laws, 
regulations, and policies, including FSM and FSH direction specifically about national scenic trails 
and ensuring comprehensive national scenic trail plans and forest plans include components to manage 
the CDNST’s character for which it was designated through management of recreation opportunities and 
settings associated with the CDNST.  
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I find the ROS class narratives, references, and maps included in the record are sufficient to enable 
future projects to follow ROS-related policy both along the CDNST as well as more broadly across the 
forest.  

I further find that the responsible official specifically addressed “evidence of humans” in ROS class 
descriptions through the descriptions of each recreation opportunity spectrum class described in both 
the LMP and the FEIS. 

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Designation where Timber 
Harvest is Desired 

Primary Objector 
Greg Warren 

Issue Summary 
Objector asserts that the appropriate ROS class designation for areas where timber harvest with road 
access is desired or allowed is Roaded Natural/Roaded Modified. 

The objector specifically states: “The purpose of timber production is the purposeful growing, tending, 
harvesting, and regeneration of regulated crops of trees to be cut into logs, bolts, or other round 
sections for industrial or consumer use, which is in stark contrast and clearly incompatible with 
protecting the naturalness characteristics of Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized and Semi-Primitive 
Motorized ROS classes. The lasting effects of an activity (roads, timber harvest) as well as short-term 
effects (logging trucks, noise) degrade Semi-Primitive ROS characteristics. In areas of timber production, 
the spread of non-native vegetation (e.g., noxious weeds) and reoccurring harvests for timber purposes, 
stand tending, permanent and temporary road construction and reconstruction, travel route closures, 
and other activities are incompatible with the desired Semi-Primitive ROS settings. In areas where 
timber harvest with road access is desired, the appropriate ROS class designation is a Roaded 
Natural/Roaded Modified setting.” 

Objector’s Suggested Remedy 
The ROD should state, "The CDNST management corridor is not suited for timber production. Areas 
recommended for wilderness, wilderness study areas, eligible or suitable river segments are not suitable 
for timber production to maintain their qualities and values should designation eventually occur. The 
remaining lands after subtracting the lands that are suited from the lands that may be suited are not 
suited for timber production because it is not compatible with the land area's desired conditions and 
objectives (36 CFR 219.11(a)(1)(iii))." 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
FEIS Volume 2 Appendix C (p. 249): Of the designated areas with management specified by the laws 
associated with their enactment, the Jemez National Recreation Area, national scenic trails, and national 
historic trails are not removed from lands that may be suited for timber production because sustainable 
timber harvest is not inconsistent with the law, regulation, policy, or plan direction that directs 
management of these lands. For these areas, site-specific analyses during project planning will 
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determine the appropriate timber harvest prescriptions to maintain desired conditions for these areas. 
Table C-3 shows lands and areas considered in at least one of the forest plan revision EIS alternatives 
and whether they are considered suited or not suited for timber production. 

FW-REC-DC-07: Desired recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) settings serve as the desired conditions 
for recreation (see Appendix A, Fig. 9-west and Fig. 9-east) (Forest Plan p.126). 

FW-REC-G-01: All project-level decisions and implementation activities should be moving toward the 
desired ROS mapped classes and setting descriptions to sustain recreation settings and opportunities 
(Forest Plan p.126). 

FW-DISREC-S-03: In semi-primitive-nonmotorized desired ROS settings, no new permanent motorized 
routes or areas shall be constructed or designated. Temporary motorized routes or road construction in 
semi-primitive-nonmotorized settings must be rehabilitated within 2 years of project completion (Forest 
Plan, p. 131).  

FW-DISREC-S-04: Impacts to recreation opportunities resulting from the construction of temporary 
roads, facilities, and structures needed for management activities must be mitigated upon completion of 
the project (Forest Plan, p. 131). 

FW-DISREC-G-02: NFS trails should not be used for management activities that negatively impact trail 
conditions or the user experience unless alternatives entail greater resource damage. Adverse impacts 
to system trails should be mitigated upon project completion (Forest Plan, p. 131). 

DA-CDNST-DC-01: The CDNST is a well-defined trail in a highly scenic setting that provides for high-
quality primitive hiking and horseback riding opportunities, and other compatible non-motorized trail 
activities. Significant scenic, natural, historic, and cultural resources along the CDNST’s corridor are 
conserved (Forest Plan, p. 185). 

DA-CDNST-S-01: Management of the CDNST must comply with the most recent version of the CDNST 
Comprehensive Plan. Best available science can be used in lieu of the comprehensive plan if the plan is 
out-of-date with science (Forest Plan, p. 186). 

DA-CDNST-G-03: To protect or enhance the scenic qualities of the CDNST, management activities should 
be consistent with scenic integrity objectives of high or very high within the foreground of the trail (up 
to 0.5 mile either side) (Forest Plan p. 186). 

DA-CDNST-G-04: If management activities result in short-term impacts to the scenic character along the 
CDNST, mitigation measures should be included (e.g., screening, feathering, and other scenery 
management techniques) to minimize visual impacts and achieve mapped scenic integrity objectives in 
the trail corridor (Forest Plan p. 186). 

DA-CDNST-G-09: New temporary and permanent road or motorized trail construction across or adjacent 
to the CDNST should be avoided unless necessary for resource protection, access to private lands, or to 
protect public health and safety (Forest Plan p. 187). 

DA-CDNST-G-10 (p.187): Except where the CDNST follows a road, the trail should not be used for 
landings (e.g., timber, slash, decking) or as a temporary road. Hauling or skidding along the trail itself 
should be allowed only when design features are used to minimize impacts to the trail infrastructure 
and: 
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a. where the CDNST is currently located on an open road, and 
b. no other haul route or skid trail options are available. 

DA-CDNST-G-12: Uses that could conflict with the nature and purpose of the CDNST should be 
prohibited when it is determined that the use would interfere with the nature and purpose of the trail 
(Forest Plan, p. 187). 

Glossary (Forest Plan pp. 273-275): 

Recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS). A system by which existing and desired recreation settings are 
defined, classified, inventoried, and monitored. 

Classifications are based on physical, social, and managerial setting characteristics. The ROS framework 
integrates individual recreation setting characteristics (including access and scenic character) to function 
collectively in providing distinct recreation opportunities. 

Assessment 
The objector contends that the ROS classes along the CDNST are inappropriately classified in areas that 
are suited for timber production. The objector requests that the CDNST be classified as not suited for 
timber production. The objector also requests these areas be classified as roaded natural or rural 
instead of semi-primitive motorized and semi-primitive non-motorized if they remain suited for timber 
production. On page 249 of the Appendix C. Timber Suitability and Forest Products Analyses the Santa 
Fe provides rationale for why the CDNST corridor was not removed from lands that may be suited for 
timber production. 16 U.S.C. § 1246(c) permits other uses along the CDNST if they will not substantially 
interfere with the nature and purposes of the trail. § 219.11 (a) lists the factors to evaluate whether land 
is suited for timber production and none of the factors apply to the CDNST as reasons for the lands to be 
withdrawn from timber production. Therefore, the Santa Fe found that some segments of the CDNST 
are suited for timber production.  

Being suited for timber production does not guarantee a future timber harvest project will occur on 
those acres, only that a site-specific analysis at the time of a project proposal shall occur to determine 
the effects of the action on all resources. At this future time, the impacts to the CDNST corridor and the 
values for which it was established as a National Scenic Trail would be analyzed so that a determination 
about a potential timber harvest project could occur at the project level depending on the specific 
proposed actions for the project. There is nothing inherently in the policy, law, or regulation that 
excludes the CDNST from being potentially suitable for timber production.  

The LMP includes multiple components that would provide constraints on any future proposed timber 
harvest within the CDNST. These constraints would protect the values for which the trail was established 
and protect its character from both the action of potentially harvesting timber as well as associated 
actions such as temporary road construction or the location of landings.  FW-DISREC-S-3, FW-DISREC-S-
4, FW-DISREC-G-2, DA-CDNST-DC-1, DA-CDNST-S-1, DA-CDNST-G-3, DA-CDNST-G-4, DA-CDNST-G-9, DA-
CDNST-G-10, and DA-CDNST-G-12 are all components that would need to be complied with if a timber 
harvest project were proposed within the CDNST corridor. None of these components however 
establishes plan direction that excludes the CDNST corridor from being suited for timber production.  

As defined in the LMP’s Glossary (p. 273), the ROS is “a system by which existing and desired recreation 
settings are defined, classified, inventoried, and monitored [and the] classifications are based on 
physical, social, and managerial setting characteristics.” ROS is not a classification of the inherent 
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naturalness of a location nor the level of solitude, it is a classification of the level of expected 
development at a location. Therefore, a timber harvest does not inherently elevate the level of 
development or managerial setting. It does however influence the design of a potential timber harvest. 
The specific effects and impacts of a timber harvest would be evaluated through site-specific, project-
level NEPA, not at the forest plan, programmatic NEPA analysis level.  

The Santa Fe assessed the physical, social, and managerial setting characteristics along the CDNST for an 
existing assessment of the ROS class as well as the desired ROS class and in keeping with the CDNST 
comprehensive management plan classified most of the trail corridor as primitive or semi-primitive non-
motorized. The future potential for a timber harvest is not an inherent reason to classify the desired ROS 
for a segment as roaded natural or rural. If at the time of a project proposal the desired ROS is 
determined to be incorrect, the amendment process would be undertaken to ensure the project 
complies with the LMP and with FW-REC-DC-7 and FW-REC-G-1, which establish the mapped desired 
ROS classes as desired conditions for recreation and constrain projects to the desired ROS classes as 
mapped. The desired ROS classes appropriately describe the desired settings and opportunities for 
recreation on the Santa Fe National Forest.  

A determination about the desired ROS classes does not directly result from the potential for future 
timber harvests nor does the suited for timber production determination directly result from the desired 
recreation opportunity spectrum class. The two are both tools to aid managers in determining where 
and how management actions and projects would occur on the forest. At the time of proposal for an 
action or a project, the effects of those actions or projects on the desired ROS class would be analyzed in 
site-specific, project-level NEPA. 

For those potential actions within the CDNST corridor, components for the CDNST as well as for 
recreation and dispersed recreation would all need to be applied and would likely constrain the action 
proposed. This is an appropriate application of the Timber Suitability Analysis as well as the ROS class 
determination to include some lands of the CDNST corridor in the suited for timber production category 
as well as to classify those same lands in some cases as semi-primitive non-motorized or semi-primitive 
motorized desired ROS classes.  

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official complied with 36 CFR 219 to ensure the LMP follows all laws, 
regulations, and policies, including FSM and FSH direction specifically about the CDNST and the 
recreation opportunity spectrum as they overlap with timber suitability. 

Use of 1982 and 1986 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 
Framework 

Primary Objector 
Greg Warren 

Issue Summary 
The objector states that the responsible official did not use the 1982/1986 ROS planning framework to 
define or characterize ROS. As currently written, ROS class narratives need to be expanded to review 
naturalness, non-recreation uses, and evidence of human descriptions. 
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The objector specifically states: “The plan does not identify ROS setting desired conditions with 
supporting standard or guidelines that are consistent with the 1982 ROS User Guide and 1986 ROS Book. 
Previous motor vehicle use resource planning decisions should not be controlling forest plan outcomes. 
For example, many of the current motor vehicle use allocations are incompatible with the nature and 
purposes of the CDNST. The statements that, "Catastrophic wildfire and insects and disease outbreaks 
have negatively impacted recreational settings and scenic character in recent years" needs to be 
supported by an assessment that concludes that the existing conditions do not represent an unmodified 
natural environment. Proposed Solution to Improve the Decision: See Section I Part C and Section II Part 
E of this objection. Violation of Law, Regulation or Policy: 40 CFR § 1502.15.” 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
Plan Page 125: 

The responsible official used the desired recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) to identify various 
development levels of recreation activities available to visitors. The ROS is a continuum used for 
managing recreation opportunities, based on a combination of physical, biological, social, and 
managerial settings, ranging from primeval to paved. The ROS uses the following descriptors for 
recreation settings ranging from least to most developed: primitive, semi-primitive-nonmotorized, semi-
primitive motorized, roaded natural, rural, and urban (see the Glossary for definitions of each setting). 

Plan Page 126: 

FW-REC-DC 7 Desired recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) settings serve as the desired conditions for 
recreation (see Appendix A, Fig. 9-west and Fig. 9-east). 

FW-REC-G 1 All project-level decisions and implementation activities should be moving toward the 
desired ROS mapped classes and setting descriptions to sustain recreation settings and opportunities. 

Plan Page 184: 

Footnote 22: https://www.fs.fed.us/cdt/main/cdnst_comprehensive_plan_final_092809.pdf  

Plan Page 185: 

The CDNST is managed cooperatively among agencies and multiple partners, following the 2009 
amended Comprehensive Plan.1 

Plan Page 186: 

DA-CDNST-S 1 Management of the CDNST must comply with the most recent version of the CDNST 
Comprehensive Plan. Best available science can be used in lieu of the comprehensive plan if the plan is 
out-of-date with science. 

Plan Glossary Page 273-275: 

 
1 https://www.fs.fed.us/cdt/main/cdnst_comprehensive_plan_final_092809.pdf  

https://www.fs.fed.us/cdt/main/cdnst_comprehensive_plan_final_092809.pdf
https://www.fs.fed.us/cdt/main/cdnst_comprehensive_plan_final_092809.pdf


Page | 164  
 

Recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) A system by which existing and desired recreation settings are 
defined, classified, inventoried, and monitored. Recreation settings are divided into six distinct classes 
(primitive, semi-primitive-nonmotorized, semi-primitive motorized, roaded natural, rural, and urban) 
defined below:  

Primitive areas are characterized by essentially unmodified natural environments of fairly large size. 
Interaction between users is very low and evidence of other users is minimal. The area is managed to be 
essentially free from evidence of human-induced restrictions and controls. Motorized use and 
mechanized equipment within primitive areas is not permitted. Primitive areas in the Santa Fe NF are 
found within the Pecos, San Pedro Parks, Dome, and Chama River Canyon wilderness areas.  

Semi-primitive Nonmotorized (SPNM) areas are characterized by a predominantly natural or natural-
appearing environment of moderate-to-large size. Interaction between users is low, but there is often 
evidence of other users. The area is managed in such a way that minimum on-site controls and 
restrictions may be present but are subtle. An example of an SPNM area would be White Rock Canyon 
just west of the Caja del Rio Plateau near the City of Santa Fe.  

Semi-primitive Motorized (SPM) areas are characterized by a predominantly natural or natural-
appearing environment of moderate-to-large size. Concentration of users is low, but there is often 
evidence of other users. The area is managed in such a way that minimum on-site controls and 
restrictions may be present but are subtle. Most of Rowe Mesa and the Anton Chico area are examples 
of this classification.  

Roaded Natural (RN) areas are characterized by predominantly natural-appearing environments with 
moderate evidence of the sights and sounds of people. Such evidence usually harmonizes with the 
natural environment. Interaction between users may be low to moderate, but with evidence of other 
users prevalent. Resource modification and utilization practices are evident but harmonize with the 
natural environment. Conventional motorized use is provided for in construction standards and design 
of facilities. Examples of roaded natural areas include parts of the Caja del Rio Plateau and mesas in the 
Jemez and Cuba areas.  

Rural (R) areas are characterized by a substantially modified natural environment. Resource 
modification and utilization practices are to enhance specific recreation activities and to maintain 
vegetative cover and soil. Sights and sounds of people are readily evident, and the interaction between 
users is often moderate to high. Many facilities are designed for use by large numbers of people. 
Facilities are often provided for special activities, such as amphitheaters, group pavilions, group fire 
rings and cooking units, and so forth. Facilities for intensified motorized use and parking are available. 
Some facilities may be designed primarily for user comfort and convenience. Some synthetic but 
harmonious materials may be incorporated. Design may be more complex and refined. Examples of rural 
areas in the Santa Fe NF are along NM Highway 475 to the Santa Fe Ski Basin, NM Highway 4 through 
the Jemez Mountains, and NM Highway 63 through the Pecos River Canyon. 

Urban (U) areas are characterized by a substantially urbanized environment, although the background 
may have natural-appearing elements. Renewable resource modification and utilization practices are to 
enhance specific recreation activities. Vegetative cover is often exotic and manicured. Sights and sounds 
of people on-site are predominant. Large numbers of users can be expected, both on-site and in nearby 
areas. Facilities for highly intensified motor use and parking are available with forms of mass transit 
often available to carry people throughout the site. Large numbers of users can be expected, both on-
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site and in nearby areas. Facilities for highly intensified motor use and parking are available with forms 
of mass transit often available to carry people throughout the site. Urban areas in the Santa Fe NF are 
primarily restricted to administrative facilities, but also include Ski Santa Fe facilities.  

Classifications are based on physical, social, and managerial setting characteristics. The ROS framework 
integrates individual recreation setting characteristics (including access and scenic character) to function 
collectively in providing distinct recreation opportunities. 

Plan Appendix E. Relevant Laws, Regulations, and Policy Pages 341-342: 

FSM 2300 Recreation, Wilderness, and Related Resource Management FSH 2309.18 Trails Management 
Handbook … 2330 Publicly Managed Recreation Opportunities … FSM 2350 Trail, River, and Similar 
Recreation Opportunities FSM 2353.4 Administration of National Scenic and National Historic Trails. 

EIS Vol. 1 Page 407-409: 

3.12.1.1 Recreation Opportunity Spectrum…The Forest Service uses six ROS classes as defined by in the 
USDA Forest Service 1986 publication “ROS Users Guide” that encompass recreation opportunities 
ranging from less to more developed setting. 

EIS Vol. 2 Page 97: 

3.18.7.1.3 Continental Divide National Scenic Trail (CDNST)… The Continental Divide National Scenic Trail 
has a comprehensive management plan that guides management of the entire trail, not just portion on 
the Santa Fe NF (USDA Forest Service 2009). 

EIS Vol. 2 Page 121: 

References…U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service. 1982. ROS Users Guide. U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Forest Service. 1986. ROS Users Guide, 1986 ROS Book. U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
Forest Service. 1987. Project Planning ROS User’s Guide, Chapter 60. 

EIS Vol. 2 Page 172: 

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service. 2009. The 2009 Continental Divide National Scenic Trail 
Comprehensive Plan. 

EIS Vol. 4 Page 239: 

REC027: The ROS Affected Environments section of the EIS (p 403) should be rewritten to better 
describe the ROS framework, and should specially identify the six major classes (Urban, Rural, Roaded 
Modified/Roaded Natural, Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized, Semi-primitive Motorized, and Primitive) and 
their setting indicators (access, remoteness, naturalness, facilities, social encounters, visitor impacts, 
and visitor management).  

Associated Comments: #11984-25, #11984-4  

Changes to Plan or EIS: Plan and EIS  

REC027 Response: We have added the following language to section 3.12.1.1 Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum to clarify the ROS framework:  

• In the paragraph just prior to the description of the six ROS classes: “The Forest Service uses six 
ROS classes as defined by in the USDA Forest Service 1986 publication "ROS Users Guide."  
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• To the end of the first sentence in that same paragraph, starting at "...to more developed 
settings, based on six factors: (1) access; (2) other non-recreational uses; (3) onsite 
management; (4) social interaction; (5) acceptability of visitor impacts; and (6) acceptable level 
of regimentation (USDA Forest Service 1986).”  

We have also defined the ROS classes in the Plan glossary for clarification to those who may not be 
familiar with the EIS. In order to maintain readability and usability of the Plan and EIS, setting indicators 
were not listed explicitly. Rather citations, including Clark and Stankey (1979), are used to direct readers 
to more information if they are interested. The Plan follows all law, regulation, and policy; however, 
even if specifics are not cited. It is understood that the ROS framework is being followed in totality, as 
required by policy. 

Assessment 
The responsible official complied with the 2012 Planning Rule and the National Trails System Act in her 
decision to reference the 2009 CDNST Comprehensive Plan in DA-CDNST-S 1 and footnotes, and FSM 
2330, and FSM 2353.4 in Plan Appendix E and the 1982 Recreation Opportunity Users Guide, the 1986 
ROS Book, and the 1987 Project Planning ROS User’s Guide in the FEIS.  

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official complied with the 2012 Planning Rule and the NEPA (and regulations) 
in her treatment of ROS-related definitions, mapping, inventory, and references. The ROS class 
narratives and references included in the record are sufficiently detailed to enable future projects to 
follow ROS-related policy and definitions cover the topics requested by the objector (e.g., evidence of 
human uses, etc.). 

Instructions 
• Add the full reference to the 2009 CDT Comprehensive Plan to the Plan References section: 

“USDA FS (US Department of Agriculture- Forest Service). (2009). The 2009 Continental Divide 
National Scenic Trail Comprehensive Plan. Washington, DC: USDA Forest Service Retrieved from 
http://www.fs.fed.us/cdt/main/cdnst_comprehensive_plan_final_092809.pdf.” This is the way 
the reference appears in the Santa Fe NF EIS. Remove the Footnotes that only have this link to 
avoid confusion if/when the URL changes and/or the CDT plan is revised. 

• Revise Forest Service Manual 2300 titles in Plan Appendix E. Relevant Laws, Regulations, and 
Policy to match the updated titles. Add 2310 Sustainable Recreation Planning, for example. 

Recreation Special Uses 
Add Term Permit Act of 1915 to Planning Record 

Primary Objector 
Don Norton, Holy Ghost Homeowners Association 

Issue Summary 
The objector asserts that the responsible official did not include the Term Permit Act of 1915 in the list 
of laws and regulations. 

http://www.fs.fed.us/cdt/main/cdnst_comprehensive_plan_final_092809.pdf
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Objector’s Suggested Remedy 
On page 335 of the SFNF plan in the long list of Laws and Regulations, there appears to be an omission 
of reference to the "Term Permit Act of 1915 (16 U.S.C. & 497)" which authorizes the use and 
occupation of Forest Service lands for resorts and summer homes (recreation residences). We believe 
reference to this Act should be included in the new Land Management Plan. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
Appendix E contains a partial listing of relevant statues, regulations, policies, and agreements which 
impact land management on the Santa Fe NF. Santa Fe NF projects and activities are developed to be 
consistent with the direction found in the plan, as well as applicable laws, regulations, and executive 
orders (LMP Appendix E, p. 324). 

Plan components may be used to carry out laws, regulations, or policies and although the Plan does not 
need to reiterate existing law, regulation, or policy, some is repeated here for emphasis (LMP p. 18). 

Forest projects and activities are to be consistent with the direction in this plan and compliant with 
current law, regulation, and policy. This plan does not reiterate higher-level direction; instead, it 
includes a partial list of applicable laws, regulations, executive orders, and policy for reference in 
appendix E (LMP p. 23). 

Assessment 
The assertion that USC 16 §497. Use and occupation of lands for hotels, resorts, summer homes, stores, 
and facilities for industrial, commercial, educational, or public uses; is not listed in the LMP is accurate. 
However, there are multiple places within the LMP where it is noted that the forest will be consistent 
with all applicable laws, regulations, and policies when implementing the LMP and managing forest 
resources. Additionally, the LMP notes while some of the applicable laws, regulations, and policies are 
listed in Appendix E of the LMP, the list is not exhaustive. 

Taken together the portions of the LMP noting that all laws, regulations, and policies will be followed as 
well as noting that not all the relevant laws, regulations, and policies are listed in Appendix E, indicates 
that listing a law, regulation or policy in Appendix E is immaterial to whether the law, regulation, and 
policy will be applied in management of the forest.  

The introduction to Appendix E as well as elsewhere in the document it is noted that the list is partial 
and does not imply that only the listed laws, regulations, and policies will be applied in forest 
management.  

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official complied with 36 CFR 219 to ensure the LMP complies with all 
applicable laws and regulations by mentioning in the LMP that all applicable laws and regulations will be 
followed, even if the specific law or regulation is not listed in Appendix E.   
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Travel Management 
Travel Management and Climate Effects 
Primary Objector 
Todd Schulke, Center for Biological Diversity 

Issue Summary 
The objector contends that the LMP and FEIS fail to adequately address climate change in the context of 
the forest's transportation system or assess how the Santa Fe National Forest can increase resilience to 
these impacts. The objector asked for specific components to be added to the revised LMP to effectively 
address climate impacts on the forest's roads and trails. The responsible official did not adjust her 
analysis in response to comments or incorporate our recommendations into the LMP. Under all 
alternatives, climate change and drought will likely reduce access and require additional maintenance 
because of the increased likelihood of catastrophic wildfire, flood events, and other uncharacteristic 
natural disasters, which can lead to erosion, fallen trees, damaged culverts, and wash outs. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
Drivers and stressors are outside the influence of the alternatives, that is, their effects would occur 
regardless of which alternative is chosen, so their analysis is not included in the environmental 
consequences (FEIS Volume 1, p. 75). 

§3.2.4.3 Climate Change (FEIS, Volume 1, pp. 108-110). – Drivers and Stressors 

Cumulatively, these restoration activities (stream channel and riparian restoration, invasive species 
removal, prescribed burning and wildfire, mechanical treatments, seeding, planting, and road 
decommissioning) have the potential to increase watershed resiliency to climate change, which in the 
southwest, is predicted to result in a hotter and drier environment, with more variability in year-to-year 
precipitation and earlier snow-melt (Allen et al., 2005; Cayan et al., 2013); summer monsoonal 
precipitation is projected to decline, although model results are varying (Pascale et al., 2017). By 
increasing riparian and wetland vegetation (Wa1), increasing groundcover (Wa3), and decreasing 
disturbance to natural drainage patterns (Wa4), restoration enables watersheds to slow the flow and 
infiltrate runoff into the soil, improving water storage (e.g., within wetlands) during wetter periods. 
Restored stream channels, resistant to erosion by healthy riparian vegetation, are then better able to 
deliver a sustained supply of clean water to downstream users during drought periods (Santa Fe FEIS, 
Volume1, Watersheds and Water Resources pp. 186).  

The responsible official added a new section to the FEIS under the “Alternatives Considered but 
Eliminated from Detailed Study” to address an alternative focused on road decommissioning. 
Additionally, alternative 3 proposes higher level of road decommissioning objectives than any of the 
other alternatives, the effects of which are analyzed in chapter 3 of the FEIS. In the Air section of the 
FEIS we have also addressed vehicular emissions under section 3.7.4.2.1 Emissions from Management 
Activities (predominantly fire). Vehicle emissions associated with roadwork, administrative use, on- and 
off-road travel, and recreational vehicle use release combustion gases (exhaust) and particulates to the 
air that contribute to ambient concentrations of pollutants regulated by the NAAQS. Most of these 
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emissions are confined locally, are temporary, and are not expected to negatively affect ambient 
concentrations (FEIS Volume 4, p. 345). 

Although the responsible official does not analyze climate change directly as an indicator in the FEIS, she 
addresses it as a driver and stressor that will affect resources. The main stressors on the transportation 
system the stem from climate change are wildfires and floods, which we in greater detail in the 
Assessment (Volume 2, Ch. 7). 

Direction in the final Plan, based on our analysis, supports a sustainable infrastructure system that is 
resilient and sensitive to changing conditions on the forest and the needs of our publics (FEIS Volume 4, 
p. 255). 

FW-VEG-DC (2.c.)  Non-climate ecosystem stressors (e.g., high road densities, water depletions, and air 
and water pollution) do not significantly impact the resilience and resistance of an ecosystem’s ability to 
adapt to a changing climate (Santa Fe Land and Resource Management Plan (LMP, p. 30). 

FW-WATER-O (2) - Over 10 years, improve watershed function by decommissioning or mitigating 
impacts (e.g., maintenance, improvements, or reroutes) on at least 100 miles of route (e.g., system 
roads, unauthorized routes, and trails) to the point of restoring hydrologic and ecological function (LMP, 
p. 72). 

FW-ROADS-G (1) - Road decommissioning, construction, and maintenance should incorporate best 
management practices (e.g., FSH 2509.22 - Soil and Water Conservation Practices Handbook) (LMP, p. 
136). 

FW-ROADS-G (9) - Construction of new roads and trails or reconstruction and maintenance of existing 
roads intersecting fish-bearing streams should accommodate aquatic organism passage (LMP, p. 137). 

FW-ROADS-MA (5) – Prioritize   road system maintenance to provide for safe travel on all roads as well 
as to prevent or mitigate resource damage. Consider continuing current maintenance agreements and 
entering into new agreements with other entities including Federal, State, tribal, and local government 
agencies, as well as private organizations and individuals (LMP, p. 137). 

Assessment 
Land management plans contain desired conditions, objectives, and guidelines and identify suitability of 
areas for various uses (FSM 1920). Site-specific travel management decisions are not typically made in 
land management plans. Travel analysis may be used to inform land management planning when 
necessary to address issues relating to the Forest transportation system (FSM 7712.2 (1) p. 15). §219.10 
(a)(3) requires that the plan include components to provide for ecosystem services and multiple uses in 
the plan area, including the appropriate placement and sustainable management of infrastructure, 
including roads.  

The objector states that the responsible official did not consider the impacts of climate change on roads 
and how challenges would be addressed. The FEIS addresses climate change in several sections of the 
FEIS, including §3.2.4.3 Climate Change (FEIS Volume 1, pp. 108-110), and §3.4.4.1 Water Resources 
(FEIS Volume 1, Watersheds and Water Resources p. 186). As discussed in §2.3.8, “all alternatives 
incorporated climate change into the resource analyses and pinpointed desired conditions and 
management objectives that increase the ecological resiliency of the Santa Fe NF to predicted changes 
in climate” (FEIS Volume 1, p. 54). 
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The objector contends that the responsible official should have considered how increased flooding and 
other climate driven factors will affect road maintenance needs in the future. FW-VEG-DC-2c, FW-
WATER-O-2, FW-ROADS-G-1, FW-ROADS-G-9, and FW-ROADS-MA-5 provide guidance on prioritizing 
road maintenance and decommissioning with an emphasis on restoring hydrologic and ecological 
function.  

Project-level analysis completed following FSM 7700 and FSM 7710 may utilize the U.S. Forest Service 
Transportation Resiliency Guidebook to “consider how the strategies identified in Step 10 can be 
integrated into existing planning processes, such as Long Range Transportation Plans, Forest Plans, and 
Travel Analysis Reports. Section 4 discusses how these planning processes should integrate climate 
change considerations” (USDOT 2018, U.S. Forest Service Transportation Resiliency Guidebook: 
Addressing Climate Change Impacts on U.S. Forest Service Transportation Assets, p. 26). 

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official complied with law, regulation, and policy and that the Santa Fe LMP 
contains sufficient objectives, guidelines, and management approaches (LMP, pp. 72 and 136-137) to 
ensure that travel analysis is completed at the appropriate scale and that road management decisions 
are “based on consideration of environmental, social, and economic impacts” (FSM 7703.12 (6), p. 10).  

Minimum Road System 
Primary Objector 
Todd Schulke, Center for Biological Diversity 

Issue Summary 
The objector contends that the responsible official cannot satisfy the 2012 Planning Rule's substantive 
requirements without providing management direction for transportation infrastructure and addressing 
the road system in its plan revision. The objector claims the LMP lacks the desired conditions, objectives, 
standards, and guidelines needed to ensure an ecologically sustainable transportation system, which 
violates the NFMA, NEPA, 2012 Planning Rule, and the Travel Management Rule. The Forest Service 
recognized the need to address its overburdened road system, stating there is a need for plan direction 
to ensure sustainable infrastructure (e.g., roads, recreation and administrative facilities, range 
improvements, and maintenance), and standards and guidelines that address negative impacts of 
existing roads. However, the LMP fails to include the necessary components to effectively meet this 
need, and specifically to identify a minimum road system. Without integrated plan components to 
maintain and restore ecological integrity, landscape connectivity, water quality, and species diversity, 
the road system would not be sustainable and resilient to climate change stressors. 

Objector’s Suggested Remedy 
The objector recommends that the Forest Service prepare a Supplemental EIS and updated Revised Plan 
that incorporates the recommended plan components, especially those addressing road density, 
identifying/implementing the minimum road system, and directing project-level TAP reports be 
prepared to support NEPA-level analysis. The Supplemental EIS should provide a full and comprehensive 
corresponding analysis of the deficiencies we described, particularly related to the environmental 
consequences of the climate crisis and the capacity to maintain the current and projected road system 

https://www.volpe.dot.gov/FS-Transportation-Resiliency-Guidebook
https://www.volpe.dot.gov/FS-Transportation-Resiliency-Guidebook
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necessary to implement the Revised Plan, and that explains in detail how the Revised Plan will prioritize 
right-sizing the road system in a manner that limits ecological damage from roads. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The Santa Fe NF's ability to maintain its current road system is severely threatened. Of the 
approximately 6,900 miles of roads on the landscape, 2,200 miles of roads are open to the public for 
motorized use. The remaining 4,700 miles of roads may be administrative use roads or non-system 
roads, and most contribute to erosion and sedimentation, reflecting a critical and growing gap in 
resources for maintenance (Santa Fe Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), Volume 1, p. 7). 

Alternative 1 (FEIS Volume 1, p. 25):  
• Accomplish 100 acres (approximately 66 miles) of road obliteration each year for the first two 

decades. Priorities for road obliteration will be based on the following criteria: 
o damage to the riparian ecosystem 
o unacceptable resource damage 
o management area emphasis of low optimum open road density or protection of sensitive 

soils. 
• Emphasize reconstruction and rehabilitation of existing roads over new road construction. 
• The Plan proposes to construct 9.5 miles per year and reconstruct 71.5 miles per year, 

improving the drainage and surface of major access roads. 
• Close or obliterate unnecessary roads. 

 
Alternative 2 (FEIS Volume 1, p. 32): 

• Over 10 years, improve watershed function by decommissioning or mitigating impacts (e.g., 
maintenance, improvements, reroutes) on at least 100 miles of route (e.g., system roads, 
unauthorized routes, trails) to the point of restoring hydrologic and ecological function. 

 
In addition, guidelines ensure that roads are not added to the system. 

• Decommissioning of roads at the project level should be based on resource needs. 
 
Alternative 3 (FEIS Volume 1, pp. 39-40): 

• Over 10 years, improve watershed function by decommissioning 250 miles of route (system 
roads, unauthorized routes, and trails) to the point of restoring hydrologic and ecological 
function. 

 
Alternative 3 includes the same guidelines to ensure that roads are not added to the system that are in 
alternative 2, but also includes a guideline to further reduce roads throughout the forest. 

• Construction of permanent or temporary roads should be avoided unless authorized and 
necessary to achieve a valid permitted activity or for a management action that would help 
meet ecological desired conditions. Roads should be constructed and maintained at the lowest 
maintenance level needed for their intended purpose. Maintenance and reconstruction should 
be allowed on existing roads and trails. 

 
Alternative 4 (FEIS Volume 1, p. 46): 

• Over 10 years, improve watershed function by maintaining 100 miles of route (e.g., system 
roads, trails) to the point of restoring hydrologic and ecological function. 
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Contrary to alternatives 2 and 3, this alternative eliminates the guideline that emphasizes road 
decommissioning and instead includes guidelines that promote adding roads to the system. 

• When an area is highly used and inaccessible by motorized means, but important for multiple 
uses range, forestry, traditional uses, recreation), existing routes to accommodate this use 
should be added to the MVUM. 

 
2.3.11 An alternative focused on road decommissioning and restoration 

During the 90-day public comment period on the Plan and FEIS, commenters expressed support for a 
fifth alternative that includes direction for higher rates and scales of road decommissioning and 
restoration than is detailed in any of the alternatives that were presented in the FEIS. 

Road impacts and mitigations are analyzed under all alternatives. The alternatives examine 

reasonable direction given the issues raised during scoping and existing resources for the Santa Fe NF. 
The Forest’s management is constrained by the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act (MUSYA), which 
requires that we support the both the ecological and the socioeconomic uses of the forest. Access to the 
forest is an important aspect of such uses as recreation and traditional community uses (e.g., gathering 
fuelwood). 

Any future transportation system changes would be covered under a separate NEPA analysis. 

In addition, the 2012 Planning Rule provides direction that the planning process, plan components, and 
other plan content should be within the Agency’s authority and the fiscal capability of the unit 
(§219.1(g)). Forest budgets (that affect expenditures and salaries) are distributed by an act of Congress 
and may fluctuate over the life of the management plan, but are not dictated by the management plan 
or alternatives. Road restoration, decommissioning, and maintenance are some of the most expensive 
work on the forest. This budgetary strain, in addition to limits on personnel, time, and access would 
make it unreasonable to increase road management objectives beyond those analyzed under alternative 
3 (Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 1, p. 55). 

Road decommissioning is a common restoration practice that involves using heavy equipment to treat 
the road prism to reduce erosion and hydrologic impact. Levels of treatment range widely, but generally 
requires decompacting the road and may involve removing the road prism and reshaping the area to 
match natural hillslope contours. 

• Road decommissioning should benefit surface water resources and Riparian Management Zones 
through restored hillslope drainage patterns, increased infiltration, increasing water storage and 
retention, restored hydrographs, decreased channel aggradation, and improved water quality. 

• Reducing road system mileages may limit motorized use impacts in RMZ including the spread of 
invasive plants and increases in erosion. Ultimately, these should result in a water supply that is 
less expensive to clean to standard, increased baseflows during the dry periods of the year, and 
improved fisheries (Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 1, Riparian and Wetland Ecosystems, p. 162). 

 
In addition, decommissioning roads increase ground cover, decrease erosion, improve water quality, 
and improve soil and hydrologic function (RMZ 6-7). Under alternative 2, both the adverse (RMZ 2, 8-9, 
11) and beneficial effects (RMZ 4, 6-7, 10, 13, 16-17) of restoration activities would be higher than 
alternative 1. The adverse impacts would generally arise as short-term effects from heavy equipment 
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use, causing increased erosion potential following some projects (RMZ 2, 5) (Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 1, 
Riparian and Wetland Ecosystems p. 167). 

Alternative 3 Road decommissioning objectives would result in a smaller road system that would reduce 
access and spread of invasive species, as well as improve hydrologic function and connectivity of riparian 
and upland ecosystems (Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 1, Riparian and Wetland Ecosystems p. 167). 

Alternative 4 includes no restoration objectives or components for road decommissioning, thus would 
not elicit the associated benefits of this action (RMZ 6-7, 20). Adverse effects associated with roads 
would be expected given two Plan guidelines in the roads section (i.e., temporary, and closed roads 
could be added to the system and the motorized trail network would be expanded through the 
designation of a motorized recreation area), which would expand the forest road system rather than 
decommissioning unnecessary roads. Expanding the forest road system would increase forest access, 
but would also have other associated effects damaging riparian condition (RMZ 2). The motorized 
recreation area, however, would also limit new road construction and decommission roads unnecessary 
to recreation (Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 1, Riparian and Wetland Ecosystems p. 168). 

There are over 6,583 miles of system and non-system roads on the Santa Fe National Forest, and beyond 
the forest border are many more miles. While the forest decommissioned some roads during the past 15 
years within most non-wilderness sub-watersheds, road densities remain above levels that can disrupt 
watershed functions (Al-Chokhachy et al. 2016). Roads adversely affect hydrologic processes in several 
ways (see also: Water Resources Section, Wa10 - Wa14). Current and future plans in the forest propose 
shrinking the forest’s road system through road decommissioning. Some road decommissioning will 
occur off-forest; however, new roads may be built as they serve adjacent land manager needs. 
Cumulatively, adverse impacts to RMZ PFC through degradation of water quality and connectivity of 
riparian areas are expected through the use of the remaining roads and any construction of new roads 
(see: “Roads and Facilities” for many specific effects of roads) (RMZ 5-8). Therefore, in combination with 
off-forest roads, the NFS motorized transportation system can be expected to have cumulative adverse 
impacts to water resources and watersheds, and therefore, cumulative adverse impacts to RMZs (RMZ 
2, 5-8) recreation  (Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 1, Riparian and Wetland Ecosystems p. 170). 

Beyond simply assessing watershed condition, the WCF is used to identify priority watersheds, areas 
where land management decisions should emphasize maintaining or improving watershed condition. 

Where restoration is needed, a wide range of treatments should be sequenced based on a long-term 
work plan (a Watershed Restoration Action Plan; WRAP) (Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 1, Watersheds and 
Water Resources p. 173). 

3.4.2.3 Effects Indicators 

Four indicators were used to examine the effects on surface water: 

1. Restoration Activities 
2. Motorized Route Density 
3. Recreation Activities 
4. Livestock Grazing Activities 

Only the restoration activities indicator was used to examine effects on watershed. 
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Road density is a good measure of impacts to watershed function because roads disrupt hydrologic 
processes like infiltration as well as cause erosion and sedimentation (Gucinski et al. 2001). The Santa Fe 
NF has over 6,583 miles of road within the administrative boundary. While the forest has 
decommissioned some roads over the past 30 years, most sub-watersheds contain road densities above 
levels that can disrupt watershed functions (Al-Chokhachy et al. 2016). In general, watersheds with more 
than 1 mile of road per square mile are considered to have moderate to high road density (Potyondy 
and Geier 2011). Table 39 shows road density in the Santa Fe NF, by sub-watershed count (Santa Fe FEIS, 
Volume 1, Watersheds and Water Resources pp. 182-183). 

Alternative 1 - Plan objectives for restoration activities in alternative 1 are focused on road 
decommissioning. The 1987 Plan specifies 660 miles of road should be decommissioned within 10 years 
(meanwhile, during the same timeframe, 95 miles of road should be constructed, for a net decrease of 
565 miles). Components also direct the rehabilitation of temporary roads. This is the most road 
decommissioning (and road construction) of any alternative, and would therefore, also have the most 
potential for short-term adverse impacts to surface water resources (through ground disturbance, 
erosion, and sedimentation; see Wa5, Wa6, Wa8.5). The most beneficial long-term impacts of road 
decommissioning (see Wa4) might be expected if road decommissioning at the scale specified was 
actually implemented. However, the objectives for road decommissioning in alternative 1 have proven 
themselves infeasible to date, and the long-term beneficial effects have been minimal, if any count 
(Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 1, Watersheds and Water Resources p. 188). 

Overall, actually implementing these alternative 1 objectives would reduce road density within 
watersheds the most of any alternative, while improving road drainage. This would benefit watersheds 
by reducing adverse impacts (see Wa11, Wa12, Wa13, Wa14) the most of all alternatives. Alternative 1 
objectives, however, have proven themselves unattainable, and are therefore, found to be ineffective at 
protecting and improving surface water resources (Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 1, Watersheds and Water 
Resources p. 192). 

Alternative 2 - Plan objectives for restoration activities by alternative 2 include 100 miles of road 
decommissioning (or mitigation) within 10 years. This is the second lowest amount of road 
decommissioning possible among the alternatives, and would therefore, have moderate short-term 
adverse impacts to surface water resources (through ground disturbance, erosion, and sedimentation 
(see Wa5, Wa8.5); as well as moderate long-term beneficial impacts (see Wa4). Alternative 2 contains a 
guideline  that requires temporary roads to be closed, decommissioned, or obliterated upon project 
completion to protect surface water resources. The addition of these actions would further disturb the 
soil, making it more susceptible in the short-term to erosion, entrainment, and delivery to a water body 
(see Wa5) (Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 1, Watersheds and Water Resources p. 189). 

Alternative 2 represents the second greatest capacity for limiting and reducing road density when 
compared with other alternatives (Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 1, Watersheds and Water Resources p. 193). 

Alternative 3 - Plan objectives for restoration activities include 250 miles of road decommissioning 
within 10 years. This is the second highest amount of road decommissioning among the alternatives, 
and would therefore, have the most potential for short-term adverse impacts to surface water resources 
(through ground disturbance, erosion, and sedimentation; see Wa5) as well as long-term beneficial 
impacts (see Wa4). Like alternative 2, alternative 3 also contains a guideline that would require 
temporary roads to be closed, decommissioned, or obliterated upon project completion to protect 
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surface water resources. An additional guideline directs that construction of permanent or temporary 
roads should be avoided unless needed for a permitted activity or to meet desired conditions. This 
alternative limit temporary roads the most and would result in the least disturbance to the soil and least 
potential for delivery to a water body (see Wa12, Wa13, Wa14) (Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 1, Watersheds 
and Water Resources p. 190). 

The combination of these plan components would minimize the adverse effects of roads (see Wa11, 
Wa12, Wa13, Wa14) and road density (Wa15), while maximizing the beneficial effects (see Wa4) of 
restoring hydrologic processes, the most compared with other alternatives (Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 1, 
Watersheds and Water Resources p. 193). 

Alternative 4 - Alternative 4 includes no restoration objectives or components for road 
decommissioning. Long-term adverse effects associated with roads (see Wa12, Wa13, Wa14) would be 
expected given two guidelines in the roads section (i.e., temporary, and closed roads could be added to 
the system and the motorized trail network would be expanded through the designation of a motorized 
recreation area), which would expand the forest road system rather than decommissioning unnecessary 
roads. The motorized recreation area, however, would also limit new road construction and 
decommission roads unnecessary to recreation (Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 1, Watersheds and Water 
Resources p. 191). 

Therefore, this alternative represents the largest road network and road density that when compared 
with other alternatives would result in the greatest adverse effects (see Wa11, Wa12, Wa13, Wa14) to 
hydrologic processes and surface water resources (Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 1, Watersheds and Water 
Resources p. 193). 

Maintenance is not performed on all miles of forest roads annually due to adequate road conditions and 
lack of funding. Road maintenance budgets have declined by 58 percent over the last decade. The 
declining road maintenance budgets have caused a large backlog of deferred maintenance needs across 
the forest. Deferred maintenance is maintenance that was not performed when it was needed or when 
it was scheduled, and it was delayed (Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 1, Roads and Infrastructure p. 429). 

None of the alternatives has specific objectives, during the life of the plan, to construct new motorized 
routes. Proposals for new development and the associated environmental effects will be considered 
through project-level planning. 

NFS roads no longer needed for current or future use will be decommissioned by re-contouring, ripping, 
and seeding as appropriate and will be analyzed on a project-level basis (Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 1, Roads 
and Infrastructure p. 431). 

The Santa Fe NF’s ability to maintain its current forest road infrastructure is threatened. Although there 
are about 6,900 miles of roads on the landscape (per infrastructure database, INFRA), only about 2,200 
miles of roads are open to the public and forest users for motorized use. These are the roads on the 
MVUM, which provide access to both recreationists and other forest users. The remaining 4,700 miles of 
roads may be administrative use roads or non-system roads within the forest’s administrative 
boundaries. Although non-system roads are not maintained by the forest, most of these roads intersect 
with NFS roads and still contribute to erosion and sedimentation (Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 1, Roads and 
Infrastructure p. 431). 
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(Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 4, pp. 252-253) Motorized route densities and the impact they have on 
watershed health and functioning are analyzed in the Watersheds and Water Resources section of the 
EIS (section 3.4). Road impacts on ecological resources are also analyzed in the Soils section of the EIS 
(final EIS, Soils, section 3.6.4.3.3) and in the  Roads and Facilities section of the EIS (final EIS, Roads and 
Facilities, section 3.13.4.2). 

Direction throughout the Plan ensures sustainable infrastructure (e.g., roads, recreation and 
administrative facilities, range improvements, maintenance, etc.) and there is an emphasis on 
maintaining or decommissioning roads, which are part of a series of objectives to move watersheds 
toward desired conditions. Objectives include: 

• FW-WATER-O-2: Over 10 years, improve watershed function by decommissioning or mitigating 
impacts (e.g., maintenance, improvements, reroutes) on at least 100 miles of route (e.g., system 
roads, unauthorized routes, trails) to the point of restoring hydrologic and ecological function. 

 
FW-WATER-O-2 gives the option to mitigate road impacts (resurfacing) instead of decommissioning 
them, which can help maintain motorized access while mitigating the negative impacts of poorly 
maintained roads (e.g., erosion, siltation, etc.). Guidelines also address negative impacts of existing 
roads (see all guidelines in the Roads section of the Plan), and ensure that roads are not added to the 
system: 

• FW-ROADS-G-5: Decommissioning of roads at the project level should be based on resource 
needs 

• FW-ROADS-G-8: Temporary roads that support ecosystem restoration activities, fuels 
management, or other short-term projects should be closed and rehabilitated (restored to more 
natural vegetative conditions) upon project completion to protect watershed condition, 
minimize wildlife disturbance, and prevent illegal motorized use. 

 
There are also management approaches throughout the Plan that provide suggestions for how to 
prioritize road projects for resource needs, such as seasonal restrictions to protect wildlife (FWTERRASH-
MA-3). Beyond these plan components, design features are used during site-level planning to mitigate 
impacts. These are established on a case-by-case basis following best management practices. 

Travel management is a separate process from forest planning and is handled under requirements of 36 
C.F.R. Part 212 (Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 4, p. 190). 

I acknowledge that the transportation system maintenance program, as it exists, is not sustainable given 
the size of the system and level of resources currently available to maintain it. Because of this, one of 
the Needs for Change identified during the plan revision process was to create plan direction that 
ensures sustainable infrastructure (e.g., roads, recreation and administrative facilities, range 
improvements, maintenance, etc.) and standards and guidelines that address negative impacts of 
existing roads (See response to RD009/010/013 for more on how road impacts to other resources have 
been mitigated through plan direction). In the Assessment and EIS, we discuss the economic challenges 
of managing the road system (see Table 88 in FEIS for breakout of maintenance costs, and Chapter 7 in 
the Vol. 2 of the Assessment). 

The 2012 Planning Rule requires the Plan and alternatives to be based on the fiscal capability of the unit. 
As described in Forest Service Handbook 1909.12 Chapter 22.12, objectives in the Plan were identified 
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through a trend analysis of the recent past budget obligations for the unit (3 to 5 years). In addition, the 
Plan includes management approaches to use shared stewardship, partnerships, and volunteers to 
increase capacity to achieve desired conditions and/or conduct monitoring (see the Partnership section 
of the Plan). 

The purpose of the land management plan is to guide future project and activity decision making. 
Although some commenters requested an identification of the "cost of the plan" or portions of the plan, 
it would be highly speculative to estimate the cost of plan implementation as specific locations, timing, 
and activities associated with implementation are unknown at this time. In addition, forest plans do not 
make budget decisions. Should Congress emphasize specific programs by appropriation, a redistribution 
of priorities would follow, regardless of the alternative implemented. In all management activities, the 
Forest would still be required to either be making progress toward, or not be precluding achievement of 
the desired conditions. Reduced budgets or changed priorities may change the speed at which this 
occurs but does not change our obligation to meeting them (Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 4, p. 254). 

Identifying specific roads for decommissioning is a project-level decision that is outside the scope of the 
forest planning process. Some criteria to prioritize road decommissioning are suggested in the 
management approaches of the Roads section of the Plan, or in other sections of the Plan (e.g., FW-
ROADS-MA-2, FW-TERRASH-MA-3, etc.). However, these are not appropriate as guidelines, as they 
require site-specific information and project planning (Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 4, p. 260). 

FW-WATER-O (2) - Over 10 years, improve watershed function by decommissioning or mitigating 
impacts (e.g., maintenance, improvements, or reroutes) on at least 100 miles of route (e.g., system 
roads, unauthorized routes, and trails) to the point of restoring hydrologic and ecological function (Santa 
Fe LMP, p. 72). 

FW-WATER-MA (5) - Consider developing watershed-specific plans that prioritize specific roads for 
decommissioning to result in improved water quality and a smaller road system (administrative or 
public) (Santa Fe LMP, p. 73). 

FW-DISREC-DC (3) - Unauthorized access (e.g., roads and trails) and non-system routes are not present 
on the landscape (Santa Fe LMP, p. 142). 

FW-ROADS-DC (3) - Roads do not adversely affect watercourses or sensitive riparian areas (Santa Fe 
LMP, p. 136). 

FW-ROADS-S (1) - Motor vehicle use must be managed to occur as depicted on the most recently 
updated motor vehicle use map (MVUM), except as authorized (e.g., by law, permit, etc.) (Santa Fe LMP, 
p. 136). 

FW-ROADS-G (1) - Road decommissioning, construction, and maintenance should incorporate best 
management practices (e.g., FSH 2509.22 - Soil and Water Conservation Practices Handbook) (Santa Fe 
LMP, p. 136). 

FW-ROADS-G (5) - Decommissioning of roads at the project level should be based on resource needs 
(Santa Fe LMP, p. 136). 

FW-ROADS-G (7) - Reconstruction and rehabilitation of existing roads should be emphasized over new 
road construction (Santa Fe LMP, p. 137). 
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FW-ROADS-G (9) - Construction of new roads and trails or reconstruction and maintenance of existing 
roads intersecting fish-bearing streams should accommodate aquatic organism passage (Santa Fe LMP, 
p. 137). 

FW-ROADS-MA (2) - Within project areas, prioritize decommissioning of roads and routes that are 
redundant, that adversely impact flow regimes, that are not used by the public, or that cause resource 
damage (Santa Fe LMP, p. 137). 

FW-ROADS-MA (5) – Prioritize road system maintenance to provide for safe travel on all roads as well as 
to prevent or mitigate resource damage. Consider continuing current maintenance agreements and 
entering into new agreements with other entities including Federal, State, tribal, and local government 
agencies, as well as private organizations and individuals (Santa Fe LMP, p. 137). 

Assessment 
The responsible official is required to “use travel analysis (FSM 7712; FSH 7709.55, Ch. 20) to identify the 
minimum road system needed for safe and efficient travel and for administration, utilization, and 
protection of NFS lands per 36 CFR 212.5(b)(1)” (Forest Service Manual (FSM) 7703.12 (1). 

Identification of the minimum road system in an LMP is not required by the Travel Management Rule 
(36 CFR 212, Subpart A), nor Forest Service policy in FSM 7700 (Zero Code and Chapter 10).  Generally, 
broad-scale travel analysis is completed at level of a Ranger District or an administrative unit to inform 
decisions regarding implementing the minimum road system and decisions related to the designation of 
roads, trails, and areas for motor vehicle use (FSM 7712.1 (1), p.15).  

The responsible official disclosed the “the Santa Fe National Forest's ability to maintain its current road 
system is severely threatened. Of the approximately 6,900 miles of roads on the landscape, 2,200 miles 
of roads are open to the public for motorized use. The remaining 4,700 miles of roads may be 
administrative use roads or non-system roads, and most contribute to erosion and sedimentation, 
reflecting a critical and growing gap in resources for maintenance” (FEIS Volume 1, p. 7). 

Three alternatives were analyzed in the FEIS related to decommissioning unneeded roads, varying from 
66 miles to 250 miles (FEIS Volume 1, pp. 25, 32, and 39-40) and one alternative that would emphasize 
maintaining 100 miles of routes and promotes adding routes to the system (FEIS Volume 1, p. 46). 
Decommissioning of roads in alternative 2 “at the project level should be based on resource needs”.  
The responsible official considered a fifth alternative focused on road decommissioning and restoration 
(FEIS Volume 1, p. 55) but was eliminated from detailed study because the other alternatives examined 
reasonable direction for issues described during scoping and the responsibilities to support both the 
ecological and socioeconomic uses of the forest under the Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act (MUSYA). 

The effects of the road system and the benefits of decommissioning unneeded roads are disclosed in the 
Riparian and Wetland Ecosystems, Watersheds and Water Resources, and Roads and Infrastructure 
sections of the FEIS (FEIS Volume 1, pp. 162, 167, 168, 170, 173, 182-183, 188, 190, 192-193, 428-429, 
and 431). The analysis and resultant plan components (desired conditions, objectives, standards, 
guidelines, and management approaches) found in the LMP (pp. 72-73 and 136-137) provide sufficient 
management direction for the transportation system and comply with the sustainability requirements 
under 36 C.F.R. § 219.8. 
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Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official has complied with law, regulation, and policy and that the Santa Fe 
LMP contains sufficient objectives, guidelines, and management approaches to ensure that travel 
analysis is completed at the appropriate scale and that road management decisions are “based on 
consideration of environmental, social, and economic impacts” (FSM 7703.12 (6), p. 10) and project 
implementation would trend towards the minimum road system recommendation. 

Instruction 
File the Transportation Analysis Reports in the planning record. 

Road Density Thresholds 
Primary Objector 
Todd Schulke, Center for Biological Diversity 

Issue Summary 
The objector contends that the responsible official should have used the plan revision process to assess 
current road densities, determine what road density thresholds are needed to protect ecological values, 
identify cumulative impacts, and determine how they will be influenced by management direction.  

The responsible official considered road densities in her analysis but failed to take a hard look at the 
environmental consequences road densities will cause under each alternative. The analysis lists four 
indicators for analyzing the effects each alternative will have on surface water conditions, which 
includes motorized route density, but only the restoration activities indicator was used to examine 
effects on watershed. She used the Watershed Condition Framework (WFC) to assess restoration 
activities and "forecast how effective each alternative will be at moving watersheds toward "properly 
functioning" condition." The Forest Service constrains its analysis and fails to disclose how each 
alternative would affect the Road and Trail Indicator or the road density attribute.  

Objector’s Suggested Remedy 
The Forest Service should prepare a Supplemental EIS that incorporates the plan components 
recommended in the objectors' comments, especially road density and identifying the minimum road 
system. It should provide a comprehensive analysis that addresses the deficiencies outlined in the 
objector's comments, particularly related to the environmental consequences of the climate crisis and 
the capacity to maintain the current and projected road system necessary to implement the Revised 
Plan. It should detail how the Revised Plan prioritizes right-sizing the road system in a manner that limits 
ecological damage from roads and should separate road maintenance objectives from decommissioning 
targets. Additionally, the agency should incorporate recommendations from its own transportation 
resilience guidebook that identifies opportunities for the Forest Service to identify and address climate 
vulnerabilities in its transportation systems. The guidebook specifically mentions forest plans as an 
example of planning processes that provide "an opportunity to analyze baseline conditions and climate 
change vulnerabilities and to develop climate resilient strategies for the future. 
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Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The Santa Fe NF's ability to maintain its current road system is severely threatened. Of the 
approximately 6,900 miles of roads on the landscape, 2,200 miles of roads are open to the public for 
motorized use. The remaining 4,700 miles of roads may be administrative use roads or non-system 
roads, and most contribute to erosion and sedimentation, reflecting a critical and growing gap in 
resources for maintenance (Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 1, p. 7). 

Alternative 1 (FEIS Volume 1, p. 25):  

• Accomplish 100 acres (approximately 66 miles) of road obliteration each year for the first two 
decades. Priorities for road obliteration will be based on the following criteria: 

• damage to the riparian ecosystem 
• unacceptable resource damage 
• management area emphasis of low optimum open road density or protection of sensitive soils. 
• Emphasize reconstruction and rehabilitation of existing roads over new road construction. 
• The Plan proposes to construct 9.5 miles per year and reconstruct 71.5 miles per year, 

improving the drainage and surface of major access roads. 
• Close or obliterate unnecessary roads. 

Alternative 2 (FEIS Volume 1, p. 32): 

• Over 10 years, improve watershed function by decommissioning or mitigating impacts (e.g., 
maintenance, improvements, reroutes) on at least 100 miles of route (e.g., system roads, 
unauthorized routes, trails) to the point of restoring hydrologic and ecological function. 

• In addition, guidelines ensure that roads are not added to the system. 
• Decommissioning of roads at the project level should be based on resource needs. 

Alternative 3 (FEIS Volume 1, pp. 39-40): 

• Over 10 years, improve watershed function by decommissioning 250 miles of route (system 
roads, unauthorized routes, and trails) to the point of restoring hydrologic and ecological 
function. 

• Alternative 3 includes the same guidelines to ensure that roads are not added to the system that 
are in 

• alternative 2, but also includes a guideline to further reduce roads throughout the forest. 
• Construction of permanent or temporary roads should be avoided unless authorized and 

necessary to achieve a valid permitted activity or for a management action that would help 
meet ecological desired conditions. Roads should be constructed and maintained at the lowest 
maintenance level needed for their intended purpose. Maintenance and reconstruction should 
be allowed on existing roads and trails. 

Alternative 4 (FEIS Volume 1, p. 46): 

• Over 10 years, improve watershed function by maintaining 100 miles of route (e.g., system 
roads, trails) to the point of restoring hydrologic and ecological function. 

• Contrary to alternatives 2 and 3, this alternative eliminates the guideline that emphasizes road 
decommissioning and instead includes guidelines that promote adding roads to the system. 
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• When an area is highly used and inaccessible by motorized means, but important for multiple 
uses range, forestry, traditional uses, recreation), existing routes to accommodate this use 
should be added to the MVUM. 

2.3.11 An alternative focused on road decommissioning and restoration 

During the 90-day public comment period on the Plan and FEIS, commenters expressed support for a 
fifth alternative that includes direction for higher rates and scales of road decommissioning and 
restoration than is detailed in any of the alternatives that were presented in the FEIS. 

Road impacts and mitigations are analyzed under all alternatives. The alternatives examine reasonable 
direction given the issues raised during scoping and existing resources for the Santa Fe NF. The Forest’s 
management is constrained by the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act (MUSYA), which requires that we 
support the both the ecological and the socioeconomic uses of the forest. Access to the forest is an 
important aspect of such uses as recreation and traditional community uses (e.g., gathering fuelwood). 

Any future transportation system changes would be covered under a separate NEPA analysis. 

In addition, the 2012 Planning Rule provides direction that the planning process, plan components, and 
other plan content should be within the Agency’s authority and the fiscal capability of the unit 
(§219.1(g)). Forest budgets (that affect expenditures and salaries) are distributed by an act of Congress 
and may fluctuate over the life of the management plan, but are not dictated by the management plan 
or alternatives. Road restoration, decommissioning, and maintenance are some of the most expensive 
work on the forest. This budgetary strain, in addition to limits on personnel, time, and access would 
make it unreasonable to increase road management objectives beyond those analyzed under alternative 
3 (Santa Fe Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), Volume 1, p. 55). 

Road decommissioning is a common restoration practice that involves using heavy equipment to treat 
the road prism to reduce erosion and hydrologic impact. Levels of treatment range widely, but generally 
requires decompacting the road and may involve removing the road prism and reshaping the area to 
match natural hillslope contours. 

• Road decommissioning should benefit surface water resources and Riparian Management Zones 
through restored hillslope drainage patterns, increased infiltration, increasing water storage and 
retention, restored hydrographs, decreased channel aggradation, and improved water quality. 

• Reducing road system mileages may limit motorized use impacts in RMZ including the spread of 
invasive plants and increases in erosion. Ultimately, these should result in a water supply that is 
less expensive to clean to standard, increased baseflows during the dry periods of the year, and 
improved fisheries (Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 1, Riparian and Wetland Ecosystems, p. 162). 

 
In addition, decommissioning roads increase ground cover, decrease erosion, improve water quality, 
and improve soil and hydrologic function (RMZ 6-7). Under alternative 2, both the adverse (RMZ 2, 8-9, 
11) and beneficial effects (RMZ 4, 6-7, 10, 13, 16-17) of restoration activities would be higher than 
alternative 1. The adverse impacts would generally arise as short-term effects from heavy equipment 
use, causing increased erosion potential following some projects (RMZ 2, 5) (Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 1, 
Riparian and Wetland Ecosystems p. 167). 
  
(Alternative 3) Road decommissioning objectives would result in a smaller road system that would 
reduce access and spread of invasive species, as well as improve hydrologic function and connectivity of 
riparian and upland ecosystems (Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 1, Riparian and Wetland Ecosystems p. 167). 
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Alternative 4 includes no restoration objectives or components for road decommissioning, thus would 
not elicit the associated benefits of this action (RMZ 6-7, 20). Adverse effects associated with roads 
would be expected given two Plan guidelines in the roads section (i.e., temporary and closed roads 
could be added to the system and the motorized trail network would be expanded through the 
designation of a motorized recreation area), which would expand the forest road system rather than 
decommissioning unnecessary roads. Expanding the forest road system would increase forest access, 
but would also have other associated effects damaging riparian condition (RMZ 2). The motorized 
recreation area, however, would also limit new road construction and decommission roads unnecessary 
to recreation (Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 1, Riparian and Wetland Ecosystems p. 168). 
 
Across the Santa Fe NF, there are over 6,583 miles of system and non-system roads; beyond the forest 
border are many more miles. While the forest has decommissioned some roads during the past 15 
years, within most non-wilderness sub-watersheds, road densities remain above levels that can disrupt 
watershed functions (Al-Chokhachy et al. 2016). Roads adversely affect hydrologic processes in several 
ways (see also: Water Resources Section, Wa10 - Wa14). Current and future plans in the forest propose 
shrinking the forest’s road system through road decommissioning. Some road decommissioning will 
occur off-forest; however, new roads may be built as they serve adjacent land manager needs. 
Cumulatively, adverse impacts to RMZ PFC through degradation of water quality and connectivity of 
riparian areas are expected through the use of the remaining roads and any construction of new roads 
(see: “Roads and Facilities” for many specific effects of roads) (RMZ 5-8). Therefore, in combination with 
off-forest roads, the NFS motorized transportation system can be expected to have cumulative adverse 
impacts to water resources and watersheds, and therefore, cumulative adverse impacts to RMZs (RMZ 
2, 5-8) recreation  (Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 1, Riparian and Wetland Ecosystems p. 170). 

Road density is a good measure of impacts to watershed function because roads disrupt hydrologic 
processes like infiltration as well as cause erosion and sedimentation (Gucinski et al. 2001). The Santa Fe 
NF has over 6,583 miles of road within the administrative boundary. While the forest has 
decommissioned some roads over the past 30 years, most sub-watersheds contain road densities above 
levels that can disrupt watershed functions (Al-Chokhachy et al. 2016). In general, watersheds with more 
than 1 mile of road per square mile are considered to have moderate to high road density (Potyondy 
and Geier 2011). Table 39 shows road density in the Santa Fe NF, by sub-watershed count (Santa Fe FEIS, 
Volume 1, Watersheds and Water Resources pp. 182-183). 

The plan does not analyze what specific roads will be maintained or decommissioned. Road density was 
considered within the Travel Analysis Report as part of the Travel Management process, Subpart A. We 
also use other analyses to assess road density impacts, such as the Watershed Condition Framework 
(FW-WATER-DC-1). Motorized route density was analyzed as an indicator for water resources in the EIS 
(FEIS, Watersheds and Water Resources, section 3.4.4.1.2.2). Additionally, the Roads section of the Plan 
outlines conditions for when roads will be decommissioned (FW-ROADS-G1 to G10) and directs the use 
of best management practices for road construction and maintenance (FW-ROADS-G-1) (Santa Fe FEI, 
Volume 4, p. 72). 

Road density and road impacts are analyzed throughout the FEIS, both in section 3.13, Roads and 
Infrastructure, and under various resources that are impacted by roads (e.g., section 3.4, Watersheds 
and Water Resources). Resource protection in the context of roads is addressed under FW-Roads- G-1, 
G-4, G-8, G-9, and G-10. The Water Resources section and the Soil section of the Plan also direct 
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managers to follow BMPs. Identifying specific roads for decommissioning is a project level decision that 
is outside the scope of the forest planning process (Santa Fe FEI, Volume 4, p. 250). 

Because road impacts to both wildlife and watersheds are more complex than simple road densities and 
may be equally affected by road design and location, we chose not to identify road densities in the Plan 
as a unit of measure. However, motorized route densities and the impact they have on watershed 
health and functioning are analyzed in the Watersheds and Water Resources section of the EIS (section 
3.4) (Santa Fe FEI, Volume 4, p. 253). 

Assessment 
The objector contends that the Forest Service should use the plan revision process as an opportunity to 
examine current road densities in the forest, identify cumulative impacts, and determine how proposed 
management direction will influence these densities over the life of the LMP; however, there is no law, 
regulation, or policy that suggests that plan components related to road density need to be part of the 
LMP.  

Motorized route densities and their impacts on watershed health and functioning are analyzed in the 
Watershed and Water Resources section of the FEIS (FEIS Volume 1, pp. 182-201), however the 
responsible official did not identify road densities in the LMP as a unit of measure “because road 
impacts to both wildlife and watersheds are more complex than simple road densities and may be 
equally affected by road design and location” (FEIS Volume 4, p. 253). 

Road density and road impacts are analyzed throughout the FEIS, both in section 3.13, Roads and 
Infrastructure, and under various resources that are impacted by roads (e.g., section 3.4, Watersheds 
and Water Resources). Resource protection in the context of roads is addressed under FW-Roads- G-1, 
G-4, G-8, G-9, and G-10. The Water Resources section and the Soil section of the LMP also direct 
managers to follow BMPs. Identifying specific roads for decommissioning is a project level decision that 
is outside the scope of the forest planning process (FEIS Volume 4, p. 250). 

The effects of the road system and benefits of decommissioning unneeded roads are disclosed in the 
Riparian and Wetland Ecosystems, Watersheds and Water Resources, and Roads and Infrastructure 
sections of the FEIS (Santa Fe FEIS, Volume 1, pp. 162, 167, 168, 170, 173, 182-183, 188, 190, 192-193, 
428-429, and 431. The analysis and resultant plan components (desired conditions, objectives, 
standards, guidelines, and management approaches) found in the LMP (pp. 72-73 and 136-137) provide 
sufficient management direction for the transportation system and comply with the sustainability 
requirements under 36 C.F.R. § 219.8. 

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official complied with law, regulation, and policy and the LMP contains 
sufficient objectives, guidelines, and management approaches to ensure that travel analysis is 
completed at the appropriate scale and that road management decisions are “based on consideration of 
environmental, social, and economic impacts” (FSM 7703.12 (6), p. 10) where road density may be 
considered. 
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Wilderness 
Livestock Grazing in Designated Wilderness 
Primary Objector 
Cyndi Tuell, Western Watersheds Project 

Issue Summary  
The objector contends the responsible official has not identified any livestock grazing related 
management actions to address the concern of livestock grazing as it relates to the Wilderness 
Stewardship Performance (WSP) for the Chama River Canyon, San Pedro Peaks, Dome, and Pecos 
Wilderness Areas. 

Objector’s Suggested Remedy 
Objector recommends the following plan direction edits (in CAPS) in the All Designated Areas, 
Wilderness Areas section of the final plan: 

• Add new objective in the Wilderness Areas (DA-WILD-O) section of the final plan: 

WITHIN THE LIFE OF THE PLAN, VOLUNTARY LIVESTOCK GRAZING PERMIT RETIREMENT WILL BE 
CONSIDERED FOR EACH ALLOTMENT. 

• DA-WILD-S-2 

Research conducted in wilderness must not adversely affect wilderness character AND CANNOT 
INCLUDE ANY PERMANENT OR SEMI-PERMANENT INSTALLATIONS. 

• DA-WILD-G-4 

Nonnative, invasive species should be treated using methods and in a manner consistent with 
wilderness character to allow natural processes to predominate in designated wilderness. LIVESTOCK 
SHALL NOT BE USED FOR VEGETATION TREAMENTS IN DESIGNATED WILDERNESS. 

• DA-WILD-MA-4 

Consider adaptive management and corrective measures if overuse causes unacceptable resource 
damage or unacceptable loss of opportunities for solitude, INCLUDING VOLUNTARY PERMIT 
RETIREMENT FOR LIVESTOCK GRAZING PERMITS. Use proactive approaches in identifying and addressing 
visitor use management challenges before effects to resources become unacceptable. 

• New mgmt. approach suggested 

PRIORITIZE THE USE OF VOLUNTARY PERMIT RETIREMENT FOR LIVESTOCK GRAZING PERMITS, 
ESPECIALLY ON ALLOTMENTS WITHIN DESIGNATED WILDERNESS AREAS THAT ARE UNUSED, IN NON-
USE, OR UNPERMITTED FOR MORE THAN ONE YEAR. 

• DA-WILD-MA-11 
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Consider rehabilitating human-caused disturbed areas (e.g., compacted sites, LIVESTOCK FENCING, 
TANKS, AND TROUGHS AND OTHER INFRASTRUCTURE) that are inconsistent with maintaining the 
natural appearance component of wilderness character. 

• DA-WILD-MA-14 

Consider removing non-conforming structures (E.G., LIVESTOCK FENCING AND OTHER LIVESTOCK 
RELATED INFRASTRUCTURE) from wilderness that are no longer in use and do not meet the desired 
conditions. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
Santa Fe National Forest Land Management Plan, Final Environmental Impact Statement, Volume 4, 
Appendix O: Response to Comments 

RNG072: (pages 198-199) 

There is both support for and opposition to livestock grazing on the Santa Fe National Forest. Supporters 
are concerned about maintaining grazing as a cultural tradition and economic driver, and for 
maintaining legal rights. Those in opposition voice concern that livestock grazing is incompatible with 
other forest uses (e.g., recreation), damages ecological resources, and harms wildlife. This group is of 
the opinion that grazing should be heavily reduced or eliminated on the forest.  

Associated Comments: #197-37, #197-42, #197-67, #436-5, #436-6, #436-7, #498-13, #9836-8, #12028-3 
(a), #12028-3 (b), #12028-9, #12030-8, #12495-1 (b), #12503-9, #12503-32, #12521-3, #12540-9, 
#12609-3, #12627-9, #12643-2, #12715-3, #12727-12, #12727-16, #12727-19, #12727-21, #12752-34 (e), 
#13262-4, #13286-1, #13416-11, #13416-5, #13416-12, #13416-20, #13416-21, #13416-23, #13416-24, 
#13416-26, #13416-27, #13416-4  

Changes made to Plan or EIS: None  

RNG072 Response:  

To discontinue grazing does not meet the purpose and need of the Forest Plan, nor does it meet Forest 
Service Regulation and Congressional mandates. The Forest Service operates under the Multiple Use 
Mandate which states, “The management of all the various renewable surface resources of the NFS 
should be managed so that they are utilized in the combination that will best meet the needs of the 
American people; making the most judicious use of the land for some or all of these resources or related 
services over areas large enough to provide sufficient latitude for periodic adjustments in use to 
conform to changing needs and conditions; that some land will be used for less than all of the resources; 
and harmonious and coordinated management of the various resources, each with the other, without 
impairment of the productivity of the land, with consideration being given to the relative values of the 
various resources, and not necessarily the combination of uses that will give the greatest dollar return or 
the greatest unit output, consistent with the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960 (16 U.S.C. 528–
531) (36 CFR 219.19).”  

The Forest Service has supported controlled livestock grazing since the very early days of the agency. 
The earliest version of published policy of the Forest Service (USDA Forest Service 1905), stated:  
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“The Forest Service will allow the use of the forage crop of the reserves as fully as the proper care and 
protection of the forests and the water supply permits. In new forest reserves where the livestock 
industry is of special importance, full grazing privileges will be given at first, and if reduction in number is 
afterwards found necessary, stockmen will be given ample opportunity to adjust their business to the 
new conditions. Every effort will be made to assist the stock owners to a satisfactory distribution of stock 
on the range in order to secure greater harmony among citizens, to reduce the waste of forage by 
tramping in unnecessary movement of stock, and to obtain a more permanent, judicious, and profitable 
use of the range. The leading objects of the grazing regulations are:  

1. The protection and conservative use of all forest reserve land adapted for grazing.  
2. The best permanent good of the live-stock industry through proper care and improvement of the 

grazing lands.  
3. The protection of the settler and home builder against unfair competition in the use of the 

range.”  

The Forest Plan supports grazing as a valid use of forest lands through multiple plan components in its 
Rural Historic Communities section and its Sustainable Rangelands and Livestock Grazing section. 
Example plan components include FW-RURALH-DC-1, FW-RURALH-DC-2, FWRURALH-DC-3, FW-RURALH-
G-4, FW-RANGE-DC-1, FW-RANGE-DC-2, FW-RANGEDC-7, FW-RANGE-O-2, FW-RANGE-G-1, FW-RANGE-
G-7. Plan components in other sections also provide direction to support sustainable grazing, such as 
FW-VEG-DC-3b, FW-MSG-DC-1c, FW-CPGB-DC-1c, FW-CPGB-DC-6, FW-WATER-DC-1e, FW-WATER-DC-2, 
FW-RWE-G-2, FW-TERRASH-O-1  

However, it was never the intent of the Congress that all uses would occur on all areas. NEPA analyses 
(which are project level actions beyond the scope of the Forest Plan) are used to authorize grazing for 
specific allotments, and the rangelands management and livestock grazing program has multiple 
mechanisms to evaluate, review, and adapt management as needed to effectively protect resources and 
respond to changing conditions (as codified in the Forest Service Handbook on Grazing Permit 
Administration and Rangeland Decision Making—FSH 2209.13 Ch. 96.2— and R3 Guidance 92.23b). 
Stocking decisions regarding the amount of livestock grazing authorized for each grazing allotment are 
considered as part of project-level analysis (NEPA) and beyond the scope of the forest plan EIS. Project-
level analysis would cover changes to authorized grazing through term grazing permits (subject to 
forest-wide standards and guidelines); allotment management plans; and annual operating instructions. 

In addition to these project-level actions, the LMP details numerous protections for recreation, 
ecological resources and wildlife in the face of potential grazing pressures. Example plan components 
include: FW-VEG-G-5, FW-RWE-G-2, FW-RWE-G-7, FW-TERRASH-S-1, FW-TERRASH-G-1, FW-TERRASH-G-
2, FW-ATRISK-G-1, FW-SOIL-G-4, FW-RANGE-DC4, FW-RANGE-DC-5, FW-RANGE-DC-6, FW-RANGE-DC-7, 
FW-RANGE-O-1, FW-RANGES-1, FW-RANGE-S-2, FW-RANGE-S-3, FW-RANGE-G-1, FW-RANGE-G-2, FW-
RANGE-G3, FW-RANGE-G-4, FW-RANGE-G-5, FW-RANGE-G-8, FW-REC-DC-4. 

RNG037: (pages 207-208) 

The grazing section of the Plan and EIS should be revisited to acknowledge that livestock grazing on the 
Forest is not economically or environmentally sustainable based on the definition, " maintained at a 
steady level without depleting or exhausting natural or economic resources," and to address long-lasting 
negative environmental impacts due to grazing on the forest and the need to plan for the recovery of 
native predators and their habitat. As written, the section fails to apply BASI requirements (36 CFR § 
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219.3) to justify the "sustainability" of livestock grazing, with a lack of scientific citations for statements 
of livestock benefits and "ecosystem services." In terms of ecosystem services, claims that "[l]ivestock 
grazing today plays an essential role in providing ecosystem services," must be corrected to read, 
"livestock grazing permittees utilize the ecosystem services of the Santa Fe National Forest at a greatly 
reduced cost compared to those same services found on privately owned and managed lands." It also 
fails to use BASI to identify lands suitable or unsuitable for livestock grazing (36 CFR § 219.7(e)(1)(v)). 

Associated Comments: #12727-12  

Changes made to Plan or EIS: None RNG037  

Response:  

The Plan defines Ecosystem Services in the glossary, using the definition found in 36 CFR 219.19. This 
definition includes cultural ecosystem services, “the nonmaterial benefits people obtain from 
ecosystems such as educational, aesthetic, spiritual, and cultural heritage values, recreational 
experiences, and tourism opportunities;” and provisioning services, “product people obtain from 
ecosystem, such as clean air and fresh water, energy, food, fuel, forage, wood products or fiber, and 
minerals.” As implied by this definition, ecosystem services can be multi-leveled (e.g., cultural services 
and provisioning services are available due to supporting and regulating services). Additionally, many 
ecosystems involved with grazing and require it to maintain ecological health—if livestock grazing can be 
done within that balance, it can be ecologically sustainable. Plan direction on balancing livestock grazing 
with ecological health supports sustainable grazing that contributes to both ecosystem health and 
cultural and provisioning ecosystem services.  

Identifying lands that are suitable or unsuitable for grazing is not required under the 2012 Planning Rule. 
This work is done during allotment level/scale NEPA. 

RNG077: (pages 210-211) 

The Plan and EIS fail to use the Best Available Scientific Information (BASI) to comply with NEPA and 
NFMA through: 

• Determining the sustainability of livestock grazing on the forest,  
• Mitigating potential impacts to ecological resources, particularly riparian areas,  
• Re-assessing allotment level NEPA sufficiency analyses before issuing grazing permits, or  
• Monitoring grazing impacts on other resources  
• Associated Comments: #12727-12, #12727-13, #12727-14  

Changes made to Plan or EIS: None  

Response:  

On most allotments, NEPA analysis has already been completed, and revision does not have a specified 
time frame in which it needs to be completed. Furthermore, the Rescissions Act of 1995, Public Law 104-
19 Section 504a, allows permits to be reissued when NEPA is insufficient. However, range allotment 
NEPA is not within the scope of the forest planning process and has little relation to it in terms of 
management processes.  

BASI was used throughout the Plan, including in the Sustainable Rangelands and Livestock Grazing 
section. Grazing can be compatible in multiple ecosystems, including riparian areas, when managed 
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properly. For example, since the 2015 listing of the New Mexico Meadow Jumping Mouse (NMMJM) and 
more robust efforts to manage the riparian areas, the grazed critical habitat for the Cebolla San Antonio, 
San Diego, and San Miguel allotments on the Santa Fe NF have largely met the habitat needs of the 
mouse as listed (Primary Constituent Elements - PCEs). These needs include 24” stubble height, running 
water, and sedge presence. The NMMJM has also been found to use these areas (Chambers and 
Horncastle 2017, Chambers 2019). 

Additionally, evidence from scientific literature shows that:  

• Data from excluding grazing in local streams may not be the answer in restoring the 
geomorphology of altered streams. 

o Van Horn et.al. 2012 found that “Stream geomorphology was not significantly altered by 
5 years of grazing exclusion” on six grazing exclosure sites on the Valles Caldera National 
Preserve.  

• There are also other ways to manage for cattle grazing in riparian zones other than fenced 
exclosure, such as the following methods: 

o In a paper looking at 37 studies of off stream watering points (SWP), Malan et.al. (2018) 
found that while there was variability among the studies, and the placement of OSWP, 
in areas with low slopes, OSWPs may reduce the time cattle spend in the riparian zone.  

o The timing of riparian grazing is important for good management. Grazing early in the 
season, for a short duration when adjacent uplands are more attractive to cattle can be 
one way to avoid concentration of cattle in the riparian (McInnis 2009, Parsons et.al. 
2003, Lucas et. al. 2004, Perry 2005).  

o A study of grazing systems in Colorado on trout biomass found that intensive rotational 
grazing (35-45 days) showed no difference from rotational (10-20 days) grazing, and 
“sites managed for rotational grazing were similar to sites managed for wildlife grazing 
only” (Saunders, W Fausch 2012).  

o “Moving cattle to uplands at midday using low-stress herding is an effective tool to 
reduce use of riparian areas. Herding cattle to low-moisture blocks can increase grazing 
of nearby upland forage but may not provide additional reduction in cattle use of 
riparian areas compared with herding alone (Bailey et. al. 2008).”  

In summary, grazing can be sustainably managed to be compatible with healthy ecosystems, as shown 
by our work in NMMJM habitat, and the relatively recent peer reviewed literature. 

RNG057: (page 212) 

Collaboration and partnerships pertaining to rangeland management should include all interested 
parties, such as conservation groups and non-profit groups, not just permittees. There should be no bias 
toward one user group over another in terms of collaboration, such as is shown in FW-RANGEMA-5 and 
FW-RANGE-MA-7. To reduce bias, the final Plan should include two additional management approaches: 
"Acknowledge the ecological damage wrought by livestock grazing in northern New Mexico and consider 
providing Forest Service employees education on this important source of Forest degradation," and 
"Consider inviting members of the public, the press, and environmental advocates on range 
inspections."  

Associated Comments: #12727-22. #12752-34 (b), #13416-9, #13416-10  
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Changes made to Plan or EIS: None  

Response:  

Plan components throughout the Sustainable Rangelands and Livestock Grazing section are meant to 
mitigate potential ecological damage, acknowledging that ecological damage by livestock is possible. We 
do not believe this needs to be called out in an additional MA. Furthermore, RANGE-MA-1 asks 
managers to consider collaboration "among stakeholders, including local communities; and RANGE-MA-
4 asks managers to consider "collaboration among stakeholders...and non-governmental entities" in the 
context of modifications in livestock grazing. These management approaches encourage knowledge 
sharing and partnership amongst multiple interested parties around rangeland management.  

While management approaches encourage collaboration amongst diverse entities, legally, the Forest 
Service is only required to collaborate with permitees on allotment management (see FSH Ch 19). 
Although this policy does not require cooperation with other interested parties, neither does it require 
exclusion of them. 

RNG047: (pages 212-213)  

Management approaches in the Sustainable Rangeland and Grazing section should include Annual 
Operating Instructions (AOIs) for permitees to reduce the impacts of livestock grazing on Mexican gray 
wolves. Management approaches added to address AOIs should include BMPs for protecting livestock 
and grazing practices in areas where predators are present; details of what laws, policies, regulations, 
BMPs, responsibilities (permittee and Agency), and predator-livestock conflict reduction measures 
permittees in predator territory should be aware of; and drought management planning approaches 
that consider competition between wildlife and livestock for resources.  

Associated Comments: #12727-29 (a) – (d)  

Changes made to Plan or EIS: None 

RNG047 Response:  

There are currently no Mexican grey wolves on or near the Santa Fe NF, however the Sustainable 
Rangelands and Livestock Grazing section of the plan directs the Forest to manage livestock to be 
compatible with ecological resources, which would include the Mexican grey wolf if it ever appeared on 
the forest (FW-RANGE-S-1 and DC-4). In addition, AOIs are developed with permitees on a project-level 
basis, and monitoring of allotments ensures we are able to do adaptive management to respond to 
changing ecological conditions like new species. 

RNG001/041/055/060/063/064: (page217) 

The Santa Fe National Forest should analyze a fifth alternative focused on heavily reducing or 
eliminating grazing and range infrastructure as a forest use, due to its impact on other forest uses and 
resources such as at-risk species and habitat, recreation, water resources, and climate change.  

Associated Comments: #197-37, #12727-16, #13416-5, #13416-15, #13416-20, #13416-23, #13416-27, 
#13416-4, #13416-33, #13416-27, #13416-24  

Changes made to Plan or EIS: None  

RNG001/041/055/060/063/064 Response:  
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A no-grazing alternative would not meet legal direction that forests will be managed using multiple use 
and sustained yield principles per the National Forest Management Act and Multiple Use Sustained Yield 
Act. This alternative also would not allow the attainment of the desired condition for livestock grazing to 
contribute to the long-term socioeconomic diversity, stability, and cultural identity of local communities. 
Therefore, a no grazing alternative is inconsistent with existing laws, Forest Service policy and direction, 
as well as the purpose and need of revising the forest plan. Under all alternatives the rangelands 
management and livestock grazing program has multiple mechanisms to evaluate, review, and adapt 
management as needed to effectively protect resources and respond to changing conditions. Stocking 
decisions regarding the amount of livestock grazing authorized for each grazing allotment are 
considered as part of project-level analysis (NEPA) and beyond the scope of the forest plan EIS. Project-
level analysis would cover changes to authorized grazing through term grazing permits (subject to 
forest-wide standards and guidelines); allotment management plans; and annual operating instructions. 
In addition, the alternatives include a range of options on how to deal with vacant and understocked 
allotments that could increase or decrease grazing numbers. Based on the above, a restricted grazing 
alternative was not considered necessary or legally compliant.  

See also: AltN002/AltN005 for more on the number of alternatives analyzed. 

RNG039: (page 219) 

In accordance with the findings of the 2016 GAO Report to the Committee on Natural Resources, House 
of Representatives: Unauthorized Grazing: Actions Needed to Improve Tracking and Deterrence Efforts, 
the Forest Service should disclose the levels of unauthorized grazing that has occurred on the forest 
over the past 10 years, including incidents handled informally, willful incidents, and no willful incidents. 
The collective impacts of this unauthorized grazing should be analyzed and in the grazing impacts 
analysis in the EIS and the public should be given a chance to review and comment on the new analysis. 
Additionally, to address trespass cattle in the Plan, the Forest Service should expand its direction on 
range infrastructure to alter its allotment boundaries. Allotments should have significant buffers 
between their boundaries and adjoining areas where there has been ongoing patterns of trespass to 
allow detection and capture of straying cattle. Otherwise, the Forest needs to close allotments entirely 
when they are adjacent to areas with ongoing trespass conflicts.  

Associated Comments: #12727-15 (a), #13416-16, #13416-18, #13416-19  

Changes made to Plan or EIS: None  

RNG039 Response:  

The DEIS analysis assumes compliance with the law. Although noncompliance is a problem, as identified 
by the GAO report, this is not an issue that can be dealt with through the forest plan revision process. 

RNG073: (pages 220-222) 

Commenter expressed concern about the negative impacts livestock can have on water resources and 
riparian areas. The Santa Fe National Forest should heavily reduce, restrict, or eliminate grazing in 
riparian areas on the Forest, as these areas are particularly sensitive and important ecologically. 
Commenters expressed desire for increased protections for riparian areas beyond simply reducing 
AUMs, including livestock exclosures, additional grazing restrictions, grazing permit changes, and 
allotment retirement.  
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Associated Comments: #197-67, #12028-3 (a), #12028-9, #12030-8, #12495-1 (b), #12521-3, #12540-9, 
#12609-3, #12627-9, #12643-2, #12647-2, #12647-3, #12647-4, #12647-5, #12647-6, #12715-3, #12727-
12, #12727-19, #12727-20, #13262-4, #13416-21, #13416-23, #13416-26, #12522-16, #12522-22  

Changes made to Plan or EIS: None  

RNG073Response:  

We do not feel that we should discontinue riparian grazing throughout the forest’s riparian areas 
because it is outside the scope of the Forest Plan, it would be against Forest Service policy and 
regulation, and because grazing can be compatible with riparian management. This compatibility is 
shown by our work in NMMJM habitat and by relatively recent peer reviewed literature.  

To discontinue grazing in any particular place on the forest is beyond the scope of the Forest Plan, and 
cannot be done without further allotment level analysis. Current grazing in riparian areas has been 
authorized through previous allotment-level NEPA analysis, which are still in effect. Additionally, we 
have local evidence and scientific literature (listed below) that shows controlled grazing in riparian areas 
and wetlands may not necessarily be detrimental.  

Furthermore, the Forest Service operates under the Multiple Use Mandate which states, “ The 
management of all the various renewable surface resources of the NFS should be managed so that they 
are utilized in the combination that will best meet the needs of the American people; making the most 
judicious use of the land for some or all of these resources or related services over areas large enough to 
provide sufficient latitude for periodic adjustments in use to conform to changing needs and conditions; 
that some land will be used for less than all of the resources; and harmonious and coordinated 
management of the various resources, each with the other, without impairment of the productivity of 
the land, with consideration being given to the relative values of the various resources, and not 
necessarily the combination of uses that will give the greatest dollar return or the greatest unit output, 
consistent with the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960 (16 U.S.C. 528–531) (36 CFR 219.19)”.  

The Forest Service has supported controlled livestock grazing since the very early days of the agency. 
The earliest version of published policy of the Forest Service (USDA Forest Service 1905), stated:  

“The Forest Service will allow the use of the forage crop of the reserves as fully as the proper care and 
protection of the forests and the water supply permits. In new forest reserves where the livestock 
industry is of special importance, full grazing privileges will be given at first, and if reduction in number is 
afterwards found necessary, stockmen will be given ample opportunity to adjust their business to the 
new conditions. Every effort will be made to assist the stock owners to a satisfactory distribution of stock 
on the range in order to secure greater harmony among citizens, to reduce the waste of forage by 
tramping in unnecessary movement of stock, and to obtain a more permanent, judicious, and profitable 
use of the range. The leading objects of the grazing regulations are:  

1. The protection and conservative use of all forest reserve land adapted for grazing.  
2. The best permanent good of the live-stock industry through proper care and improvement of the 

grazing lands.  
3. The protection of the settler and home builder against unfair competition in the use of the 

range.”  

However, it was never the intent of the Congress that all uses would occur on all areas. NEPA analyses 
(which are project level actions beyond the scope of the Forest Plan) are used to authorize grazing for 
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specific allotments, and the rangelands management and livestock grazing program has multiple 
mechanisms to evaluate, review, and adapt management as needed to effectively protect resources and 
respond to changing conditions (as codified in the Forest Service Handbook on Grazing Permit 
Administration and Rangeland Decision Making). Stocking decisions regarding the amount of livestock 
grazing authorized for each grazing allotment are considered as part of project-level analysis (NEPA) and 
beyond the scope of the forest plan EIS. Project-level analysis would cover changes to authorized grazing 
through term grazing permits (subject to forest-wide standards and guidelines); allotment management 
plans; and annual operating instructions.  

Again, grazing in riparian areas has been analyzed and authorized through previous allotment scale 
NEPA projects and whether grazing is appropriate or not is outside the scope of the Forest Plan. It 
should be determined at the local or allotment scale.  

An additional reason to not cancel grazing across all riparian areas is that grazing can be compatible in 
riparian areas when managed properly. For instance, infrastructure and water features allow us to 
better manage the distribution of cattle to keep them from negatively impacting riparian areas (see FW-
RANGE-O-1 and O-2). An example of what proper management can achieve can be seen in how since the 
2015 listing of the New Mexico Meadow Jumping Mouse (NMMJM) and the implementation of more 
robust efforts to manage the riparian areas grazed critical habitat has for the most part met the habitat 
needs of the mouse as listed (Primary Constituent Elements-PCEs of 24-inch stubble height, running 
water, and sedge presence). The NMMJM has also been found to use these areas (Chambers and 
Horncastle 2017, Chambers 2019). 

Additionally, evidence from scientific literature shows that data from excluding grazing in local streams 
may not be the answer in restoring the geomorphology of altered streams. Van Horn et.al. 2012 found 
that “Stream geomorphology was not significantly altered by 5 years of grazing exclusion” on six grazing 
exclosure sites on the Valles Caldera National Preserve.  

Evidence also suggests there are other ways to manage for cattle grazing in riparian zones other than 
fenced exclosures, including those described in the following research:  

• In a paper looking at 37 studies of off stream watering points (SWP), Malan et.al. (2018) found 
that while there was variability among the studies, and the placement of OSWP, in areas with 
low slopes, OSWPs may reduce the time cattle spend in the riparian zone.  

• The timing of riparian grazing is important for good management. Grazing early in the season, 
for a short duration when adjacent uplands are more attractive to cattle can be one way to 
avoid concentration of cattle in the riparian (McInnis 2009, Parsons et.al. 2003, Lucas et. al. 
2004, Perry 2005).  

• A study of grazing systems in Colorado on trout biomass found that intensive rotational grazing 
(35-45 days) showed no difference from rotational (10-20 days) grazing, and “sites managed for 
rotational grazing were similar to sites managed for wildlife grazing only” (Saunders, W Fausch 
2012).  

• “Moving cattle to uplands at midday using low-stress herding is an effective tool to reduce use 
of riparian areas. Herding cattle to low-moisture blocks can increase grazing of nearby upland 
forage but may not provide additional reduction in cattle use of riparian areas compared with 
herding alone (Bailey et. al. 2008).” 
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RW026: (pages 293-294) 

There is opposition to livestock grazing in recommended wilderness areas on the forest, and this should 
be reflected in plan components in the Recommended Wilderness section of the Plan. MA-RECWILD-DC-
2 should have “livestock grazing” removed, and a new standard should be added that reads, “Livestock 
grazing allotments located in recommended wilderness areas that are unused, in nonuse, or vacant shall 
be prioritized for voluntary permit retirement.”  

Associated Comments: #12727-27, #12727-28  

Changes made to Plan or EIS: None  

RW026 Response:  

While it is beyond the scope of the forest planning process to eliminate grazing or allotments (see 
response to RNG005 and RNG072 for more on allotment management), the Forest Plan details 
numerous protections for recreation, ecological resources, and wildlife in the face of potential grazing 
pressures. Example plan components include: FWVEG-G-5, FW-RWE-G-2, FW-RWE-G-7, FW-TERRASH-S-
1, FW-TERRASH-G-1, FWTERRASH-G-2, FW-ATRISK-G-1, FW-SOIL-G-4, FW-RANGE-DC-4, FW-RANGE-DC-
5, FW-RANGE-DC-6, FW-RANGE-DC-7, FW-RANGE-O-1, FW-RANGE-S-1, FW-RANGE-S-2, FW-RANGE-S-3, 
FW-RANGE-G-1, FW-RANGE-G-2, FW-RANGE-G3, FW-RANGE-G-4, FW-RANGE-G-5, FW-RANGE-G-8, FW-
REC-DC-4.  

Wilderness designation would prohibit access by motorized vehicle and use of mechanized equipment 
for maintenance of stock water developments, salt placement and potentially restrict installation of new 
range improvements (for instance water troughs) unless approved following a minimum requirements 
decision. Wilderness designation of those areas recommended under the final revised plan would 
therefore not be expected to restrict current permitted grazing levels differently than under the current 
forest plan. Thus, it does not follow to restrict grazing in recommended wilderness when it is allowed in 
designated Wilderness (Wilderness Act of 1964, Public Law 88-577). 

DA006: (pages 308-309) 

Voluntary Permit Retirement should be included as an Objective for Wilderness Areas (DA-WILD-O): 
Within the life of the plan, voluntary livestock grazing permit retirement will be considered for each 
allotment. 

Associated Comments: #12727-23  

Changes made to Plan or EIS: None  

DA006 Response:  

Management and administration of grazing permits is already addressed by existing regulation and 
policy. The authority to permanently retire an allotment from grazing is retained by the Forest Service 
and is not held by the permittee. Permits can be canceled by Rangers due to resource concerns (FSH 
Ch10 16.2, 36 CFR 224.4), but this is a project-level decision and thus, outside of the scope of the Plan.  

The rangelands management and livestock grazing program has multiple mechanisms to evaluate, 
review, and adapt management as needed to effectively protect resources and respond to changing 
conditions (as codified in the Forest Service Handbook on Grazing Permit Administration and Rangeland 
Decision Making—FSH Ch 96.2—and R3 Guidance 92.23b). Project-level analysis would cover changes to 
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authorized grazing through term grazing permits (subject to forest-wide standards and guidelines); 
allotment management plans; and annual operating instructions.  

Grazing permit retirement is outside the scope of the Forest Plan. See RW026 for more on this subject. 

DA007: (page 309) 

DA-WILD-S2 (“2. Research conducted in wilderness must not adversely affect wilderness character”) 
should be amended to include “and cannot include any permanent or semi-permanent installations.”  

Associated Comments: #12727-24  

Changes made to Plan or EIS: None  

DA007 Response:  

Installation in Wilderness areas are governed by the Wilderness Act. Any mechanical or mechanized uses 
are restricted under law and are governed by Congress. DA WILD-DC-1a describes under what conditions 
structures are allowed and in Wilderness, and DA-WILD-S-5 describes the process that must be followed 
for considering prohibited uses in designated wilderness. 

DA008: (page 309) 

DA-WILD-G4 should be amended to include “Livestock shall not be used for vegetation treatments in 
designated areas.”  

Associated Comments: #12727-25  

Changes made to Plan or EIS: None  

DA008 Response:  

Livestock are not typically used by the Forest Service for active management of vegetation, and the Plan 
does not outline this as a management activity under any resource. Livestock grazing in Wilderness is 
based on allotment-level NEPA that is done outside of the Planning Process. 

DA009: (pages 309-310) 

Management Approaches for Wilderness should be amended to include the following (in capitals)  

Consider adaptive management and corrective measures if overuse causes unacceptable resource 
damage or unacceptable loss of opportunities for solitude, including voluntary permit retirement for 
livestock grazing permits. INCLUDING VOLUNTARY PERMIT RETIREMENT FOR LIVESTOCK GRAZING 
PERMITS. Use proactive approaches in identifying and addressing visitor use management challenges 
before effects to resources become unacceptable. 

PRIORITIZE THE USE OF VOLUNTARY PERMIT RETIREMENT FOR LIVESTOCK GRAZING PERMITS, 
ESPECIALLY ON ALLOTMENTS WITHIN DESIGNATED WILDERNESS AREAS THAT ARE UNUSED, IN NON-
USE, OR UNPERMITTED FOR MORE THAN ONE YEAR.  

Consider removing non-conforming structures (E.G., LIVESTOCK FENCING AND OTHER LIVESTOCK 
RELATED INFRASTRUCTURE) from wilderness that are no longer in use and do not meet the desired 
conditions.  
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Associated Comments: #12727-26  

Changes made to Plan or EIS: None  

DA009 Response:  

The Plan has direction for dealing with non-conforming structures that are no longer in use:  

FW-RANGE-O-1: Annually remove, improve, or reconstruct at least 5 percent of the forest’s range 
infrastructure that is no longer necessary or in poor or non-functional condition.  

DA-WILD-MA-14: Consider removing non-conforming structures from wilderness that are no longer in 
use and do not meet the desired conditions.  

Grazing permit retirement is outside the scope of the Forest Plan.  

See also: RW026 and DA006 for more on this subject. 

Clim005/035: (page 344) 

There is no comprehensive section concerning climate change in either the Plan or FEIS. The piecemeal 
approach to the issue of climate change makes it difficult to get a good sense of how the Santa Fe NF is 
planning to address climate change and how climate change is likely to impact the forest. It also makes it 
hard to determine what gaps exist in the Santa Fe's climate-related management direction and 
environmental analysis. The incomplete consideration of climate change in the draft plan and DEIS is 
inconsistent both with the requirements of NEPA and Forest Service policy.  

The Forest should include a section on climate change in the draft plan that describes climate change 
impacts on the forest, explain how the Santa Fe plans to address climate change (including climate 
mitigation, adaptation, and resilience), and cross-references all plan components that concern climate 
change. The Santa Fe NF should also include a comprehensive section on climate change in the FEIS. The 
analysis should describe current and expected climate impacts in the Santa Fe and explain how the 
various alternatives would address climate change.  

Associated Comments: #12494-88, #12494-90, #12727-18  

Changes made to Plan or EIS: None  

Clim005/035 Response:  

Projected climate change impacts on the Santa Fe NF were described in the Climate Change 
Vulnerability Assessment (CCVA) and in the Santa Fe National Forest Assessment, Vol. 1 (pages 46-49). 
The FEIS is organized by resource and projected climate change is discussed throughout the analysis as a 
stressor and driver of change in terms of its impact on individual resources. The final Plan does not 
describe impacts; however, restoration of ecosystem resiliency is identified as both an important Need 
for Change and as part of the Santa Fe NF Vision (final Plan, chapter 1). Desired conditions throughout 
the plan reduce stressors to improve resiliency increase adaptive capacity, and plan components provide 
for ecological integrity of ecosystems, so they are resilient to climate change (e.g., FW-VEG-DC-1 and 
DC-2, FW-VEG-O-1, and FW-WATER-DC-1). Additionally, the final Plan includes management approaches 
that describe possible strategies that may be useful under future climatic conditions such as FW-VEG-
MA-1 and MA-2.  

See also: Clim001/012/026/027 
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Clim002/033: (pages 344-345) 

The EIS should include a climate change alternative focusing on maximizing climate change mitigation 
and carbon sequestration, and that fully analyzes current and projected climate impacts on the forest 
and clearly identifies how the Santa Fe can increase the forest's resilience and ability to adapt to climate 
change. This alternative should be developed, fully-considered, and published for public review. A failure 
to do so violates the NFMA requirement to base decisions on the best available scientific evidence and 
the NEPA requirement to address allegedly insufficient information in the EIS.  

The Climate Change “Alternative Not Analyzed in Detail” presented in the DEIS is insufficient, as it claims 
climate change is incorporated into the analysis of the four analyzed alternatives. However, the DEIS 
does not meaningfully engage with climate change, or its current and projected impacts. Even without a 
new alternative, the climate analysis in the final EIS needs to be significantly expanded.  

Associated Comments: #11980-4, #11980-8, #11980-9, #11980-12, #12494-13, #12727-18, #12494-13, 
#12727-18  

Changes made to Plan or EIS: EIS  

Clim002/033 Response:  

An alternative that would manage forest lands for climate change was considered but eliminated from 
detailed study. The reasons for not studying this alternative were available to the public in the DEIS and 
are included in the FEIS (chapter 2, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study). We 
have added more detail to this section about carbon sequestration, specifically. Management to 
maximize carbon sequestration over other ecosystem services is not a goal of the Plan. As with climate 
change in general, the Plan manages for overall ecosystem function and resiliency, which implies 
inherent levels of carbon sequestration.  

See also: Clim005/035 

Assessment 
Discontinuing grazing does not meet the purpose and need of the LMP, nor does it meet Forest Service 
Regulations and Congressional mandates. The Forest Service operates under the Multiple Use Mandate 
which states, “The management of all the various renewable surface resources of the NFS should be 
managed so that they are utilized in the combination that will best meet the needs of the American 
people; making the most judicious use of the land for some or all of these resources or related services 
over areas large enough to provide sufficient latitude for periodic adjustments in use to conform to 
changing needs and conditions; that some land will be used for less than all of the resources; and 
harmonious and coordinated management of the various resources, each with the other, without 
impairment of the productivity of the land, with consideration being given to the relative values of the 
various resources, and not necessarily the combination of uses that will give the greatest dollar return or 
the greatest unit output, consistent with the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960 (16 U.S.C. 528–
531) (36 CFR 219.19).” 

However, it was never the intent of the Congress that all uses would occur on all areas. NEPA analyses, 
which are project-level actions beyond the scope of the LMP, are used to authorize grazing for specific 
allotments, and the rangelands management and livestock grazing program has multiple mechanisms to 
evaluate, review, and adapt management as needed to effectively protect resources and respond to 
changing conditions (as codified in the Forest Service Handbook on Grazing Permit Administration and 
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Rangeland Decision Making—FSH 2209.13 Ch. 96.2— and R3 Guidance 92.23b). Stocking decisions 
regarding the amount of livestock grazing authorized for each grazing allotment are considered as part 
of project-level analysis (NEPA) and beyond the scope of the forest plan EIS. Project-level analysis would 
cover changes to authorized grazing through term grazing permits (subject to forest-wide standards and 
guidelines); allotment management plans; and annual operating instructions. 

While it is beyond the scope of the forest planning process to eliminate grazing or allotments (see 
response to RNG005 and RNG072 for more on allotment management), the LMP details numerous 
protections for recreation, ecological resources, and wildlife in the face of potential grazing pressures. 
Management and administration of grazing permits is already addressed by existing regulation and 
policy. The authority to permanently retire an allotment from grazing is retained by the Forest Service 
and is not held by the permittee. Permits can be canceled by District Rangers due to resource concerns 
(FSH Ch10 16.2, 36 CFR 224.4), but this is a project-level decision and thus, outside of the scope of the 
LMP. 

The rangelands management and livestock grazing program has multiple mechanisms to evaluate, 
review, and adapt management as needed to effectively protect resources and respond to changing 
conditions (as codified in the Forest Service Handbook on Grazing Permit Administration and Rangeland 
Decision Making—FSH 2209.13 Ch. 96.2—and R3 Guidance 92.23b). Project-level analysis would cover 
changes to authorized grazing through term grazing permits (subject to forest-wide standards and 
guidelines); allotment management plans; and annual operating instructions. 

Wilderness designation would prohibit access by motorized vehicle and use of mechanized equipment 
for maintenance of stock water developments, salt placement, and potentially restrict installation of 
new range improvements (for instance water troughs) unless approved following a minimum 
requirements decision. Wilderness designation of those areas recommended under the revised LMP 
would therefore not be expected to restrict current permitted grazing levels differently than under the 
current LMP. Thus, it does not follow to restrict grazing in recommended wilderness when it is allowed 
in designated Wilderness (Wilderness Act of 1964, Public Law 88-577). 

Installations in Wilderness areas are governed by the Wilderness Act. Any mechanical or mechanized 
uses are restricted under law and are governed by Congress. DA-WILD-DC-1a describes under what 
conditions structures are allowed and in Wilderness, and DA-WILD-S-5 describes the process that must 
be followed for considering prohibited uses in designated Wilderness. Livestock grazing in Wilderness is 
based on allotment-level NEPA that is done outside of the planning process. 

The LMP has direction for dealing with non-conforming structures that are no longer in use:  

• FW-RANGE-O-1: Annually remove, improve, or reconstruct at least 5 percent of the forest’s 
range infrastructure that is no longer necessary or in poor or non-functional condition.  

• DA-WILD-MA-14: Consider removing non-conforming structures from wilderness that are no 
longer in use and do not meet the desired conditions. 

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official properly considered livestock grazing in designated Wilderness areas 
in compliance with the Wilderness Act. 
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Recommended Wilderness Area Process 
Primary Objector 
Logan Glasenapp - New Mexico Wild 

Issue Summary 
The objector states that the recommended wilderness process was arbitrary, flawed, and in violation of 
FS regulations including the 2012 Planning Rule (36 C.F.R. 219.1(g)) because of the analysis criteria that 
Recommended Wilderness Areas (RWAs) be adjacent to or contiguous to designated Wilderness without 
proposed restoration. 

The objector emphasizes: “We are objecting to one single plan component: the arbitrary and out of 
conformity parameters of recommended wilderness process, namely, the requirement that areas be 
adjacent to or contiguous of designated Wilderness and the disqualification of areas that the forest 
deemed in need of restoration. We believe that naming hoped-for restoration as the management 
hurdle to managing these areas as wilderness is in violation of the 2012 planning rule and that 
ultimately the plan does little to respond to and plan for increases of severe climate change impacts.” 

Objectors’ Suggested Remedies 
Preferred Remedy: To address the abuse of discretion and arbitrary decision-making, the following 
recommended wilderness areas should be included in the final forest plan: 

• Enchanted Lakes Recommended Wilderness Areas P88A and P88B 
• Cañone's Creek Recommended Wilderness Area 
• Wolf Draw Recommended Wilderness Area 
• Pollywog Recommended Wilderness Area 
• Black Canyon Recommended Wilderness Area 
• Tesuque Creek Recommended Wilderness Area 
• Guaje Canyon Recommended Wilderness Area 
• Arroyo de la Presa Recommended Wilderness Area 
• Polvadera Recommended Wilderness Areas E53A and E53B 
• El Invierno Recommended Wilderness Area 
• Bearhead Peak Recommended Wilderness Area 
• Cochiti Canyon Recommended Wilderness Area 
• Virgin Mesa Recommended Wilderness Area 
• Burro Basin Recommended Wilderness Area 
• Cañada Corral Recommended Wilderness Area  

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 

Draft Record of Decision Santa Fe National Forest Land Management Plan, September 2021 

Decision and Rationale for the Decision (Page 11) 

By this decision, I approve the following: 
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Five areas (25,868 acres) recommended for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System: 
(1) Dark Canyon Wilderness Addition; (2) White Rock Wilderness Addition; (3) Thompson Peak 
Wilderness Addition; (4) Enchanted Lakes Wilderness Addition; and (5) Grace Tract Wilderness Addition. 

 
This recommendation is a preliminary administrative recommendation that will receive further review 
and possible modification by the Chief of the Forest Service, the Secretary of Agriculture, and the 
President of the United States. The Congress has reserved the authority to make final decisions on the 
wilderness designation.  

Components of the Decision (pages 23-24) 

Preliminary Administrative Recommendations  

Recommended Wilderness  

This recommendation is a preliminary administrative recommendation that will receive further review 
and possible modification by the Chief of the Forest Service, the Secretary of Agriculture, and the 
President of the United States. The Congress has reserved the authority to make final decisions on 
wilderness designation. Plan implementation is not dependent on subsequent action related to 
recommendations for wilderness designation.  

It is important to note that the initial inventory was intended to be reasonably broad and inclusive, 
based upon the inventory criteria, and that the inventory was not and is not a designation that conveys 
or requires a particular kind of management.  

The FEIS analyzed a wide variety of alternatives, including an alternative with a large amount of 
recommended wilderness (alternative 3 with 270,130 acres) and an alternative that removes existing 
wilderness (alternative 4 with -68 acres; the 68 acres encompasses the San Gregorio Reservoir in the San 
Pedro Parks Wilderness). My decision is based on alternative 2, which identifies 25,868 acres as 
recommended wilderness. This represents managing 1.67 percent of the Santa Fe NF as recommended 
wilderness in combination with designated wilderness comprising just over one-fifth (20.5 percent) of 
the forest.  

Alternative 2 includes plan components to protect and maintain the wilderness character of designated 
wilderness areas and the ecological and social characteristics that provide the basis for each 
recommended area’s suitability as wilderness. The Forest Service has an affirmative obligation to 
manage recommended wilderness areas for the social and ecological characteristics that provide the 
basis for their recommendation until Congress acts. The land management plan restricts uses in 
recommended areas that would affect the wilderness characteristics of these areas and possibly 
jeopardize their designation as wilderness in the future. Designated and recommended wilderness areas 
provide opportunities for solitude and non-motorized, nonmechanized recreation in an essentially 
unmodified environment.  

Alternative 2 recommends five recommended wilderness areas. The Grace Tract area is the same as 
alternative 1. The Enchanted Lakes area differs from alternative 1 with the eastern half (427 acres) 
eliminated because it lower in terms of wilderness characteristics and the polygon extends south (480 
acres) to take advantage of land acquired since the 1987 Forest Plan. Three additional polygons are 
added in alternative 2: Thompson Peak borders the existing Pecos Wilderness; Dark Canyon is north of 
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the existing Rio Chama Canyon Wilderness and adjacent to a BLM Wilderness Study Area; and White 
Rock Canyon is across the Rio Grande from existing wilderness in Bandelier National Park. 

These five areas are appropriate as wilderness due to their largely remote and inaccessible locations 
and, in most cases, adjacency to existing wilderness. Recommendation of these areas has a low 
probability of conflicting with other management goals and multiple uses and has broad public support. 
I conclude that, on these 25,868 acres, the benefits to be obtained by recommending these areas to 
Congress for wilderness designation and managing them as recommended wilderness management 
areas (RWMAs) outweigh any associated limitations on management, such as community wildfire 
protection, ecosystem restoration, wildlife habitat management, or provision of forest products. The 
RWMAs under alternative 2 do not include any designated mountain bike trails or motorized trails. This 
alternative strikes a balance between protecting wilderness values and the need to provide for multiple 
uses and retain management flexibility.  

I arrived at my decision on recommended wilderness after extensive engagement with interested 
stakeholders—including local governments, tribes, and the public—and consideration of all sides of the 
issue. There are those who would like additional acres because of their values for places on the forest 
that they consider special or because they believe recommended wilderness management is the best 
strategy to protect wildlife and aquatic resources. There are also those that prefer that I don’t 
recommend any additional areas, because they believe recommended wilderness management is too 
restrictive. As a land manager, I carefully considered a range of land management allocations, recreation 
uses, and boundary adjustments across the alternatives to determine the mix of land and resource uses 
that would best meet public needs. I believe the lands I’m recommending have broad public support, 
provide high-quality areas for those who value wilderness characteristics, and minimize the effects of 
the inherent tradeoffs for those who value other management opportunities and allocations. 

Santa Fe National Forest Land Management Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement, Volume 3, 
Appendix J: Documentation of Wilderness Recommendation Process 

Step 1: Inventory (pages 3-14) 

The primary function of the inventory step is to identify all lands in the Santa Fe NF that may have 
wilderness characteristics as defined in the Wilderness Act (FSH 1909.12 Chapter 71). The inventory is 
intended to be broad and inclusive, based on the inventory criteria from the Forest Service Handbook 
(FSH 1909.12, Chapter 71) and further defined by the Santa Fe NF through public and government 
participation. The following information outlines the inventory process specific to the Santa Fe NF, 
including the aforementioned criteria, developed using the planning directives (FSH 1909.12, Chapter 
70) and input received from the public.  

Public engagement efforts for this first step of the Wilderness Process occurred between April and May 
2016. The intent of the inventory step is to create a set of lands that will then be evaluated to determine 
the extent of their wilderness characteristics. Inclusion in the inventory is not a designation that conveys 
or requires a particular kind of management; rather, inclusion in the inventory means an area will be 
evaluated for wilderness characteristics in the second step of the process.  

Inventory Criteria  

Chapter 70 of the Forest Service Handbook 1909.12 outlines criteria for what should and should not be 
included in the inventoried areas. There are two broad categories of criteria: size and improvements. 
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The “improvements” category further includes: (1) roads and (2) substantially noticeable improvements. 
Areas in the inventory must meet the size and both sets of improvements criteria (FSH 1909.12 Chapter 
71.22). The specific criteria used for the inventory step in the Santa Fe NF are outlined in the following 
sections.  

Size  

Areas to be included in the inventory must be Federal lands and must meet one of the following size 
criteria:  

• The area contains 5,000 acres or more.  
• The area contains less than 5,000 acres, but is of sufficient size as to make practicable its 

preservation and use in an unimpaired condition, including but not limited to areas adjacent to 
an existing wilderness, primitive area, administratively recommended wilderness, or wilderness 
inventory of other Federal ownership.  

For areas less than 5,000 acres that are not adjacent to the above, the responsible official will need to 
consider and determine whether such areas could be preserved in an unimpaired condition. 
Improvements The directives (FSH 1909.12 Chapter 71.22) outline criteria for what improvements 
should and should not be included in the inventory. Improvements are things that show evidence of 
human activities such as roads, structures, or past management activities and are divided further into 
categories for roads and substantially noticeable improvements (described below). Although certain 
improvements may result in lands being removed from consideration during the inventory stage, the 
presence of improvements alone does not necessarily eliminate areas for consideration in the inventory. 

Road Improvements Criteria  

Road improvements were one of two improvements criteria used to determine which lands should and 
should not be in the inventory. For this process, a road was defined as a road wholly or partly within or 
adjacent to and serving the National Forest System that the Forest Service determines is necessary for 
the protection, administration, and utilization of the system and the use and development of its 
resources (36 CFR 212.1). The roads criteria from the directives were slightly adjusted to best meet the 
landscape of the Santa Fe NF (Table J-1). For geospatial mapping, eliminated roads were given a buffer 
of approximately 100 feet on either side of the road centerline, to include room for the road width, 
right-of-way, and potential geospatial data inaccuracies. 

Areas are formed when pieces of land are surrounded by roads that were eliminated from the inventory. 
These variously sized areas were then carried forward or eliminated from the inventory depending upon 
their size, greater or less than 5,000 acres unless adjacent to designated Wilderness, and other criteria. 
The presence of roads carried forward in the inventory had no effect on area sizes.  

Other Improvements Criteria  

After identifying lands that meet the size and road improvements criteria, the last step of the inventory 
includes determining whether those lands contain other improvements. Specifically, where the other 
improvements or evidence of past human activities are substantially noticeable in the area as a whole, 
they should not be included in the inventory. Since the term “substantially noticeable” is not defined in 
Chapter 70 of the Forest Service Handbook 1909.12, the interdisciplinary team developed a definition 
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that was refined based on public input received in April-March 2016. For an improvement to be 
considered substantially noticeable in the area as a whole, it must:  

Create a noticeable difference in form, line, color, texture, and pattern in the surrounding natural 
landscape at a size, scale, or concentration that contrasts with the surrounding natural landscape. To be 
substantially noticeable, the improvement or concentration of improvements must be more dominant 
than the surrounding natural landscape scene. 

Be widespread in the landscape, reflecting pervasive past human influence  

Be visible using aerial imagery at the forestwide scale (1 inch = 1 mile or 1:63,360 scale) or if not visible 
on aerial imagery, have a pervasive impact on the area when viewed from the ground. This pervasive 
impact determination will be based on field knowledge and documented in this process.  

This definition was also used to further refine the criteria for other improvements from FSH 1909.12 
Chapter 71.22b (Table J-2). The definitions and examples listed in Table J-2 were used in combination 
with field knowledge and subject matter expertise to make determinations on whether an improvement 
was included or eliminated from the inventory. For geospatial mapping, improvements were 
documented as areas with 100 feet around that single feature to account for footprint and mapping 
errors. 

Other improvements that did not meet the criteria defined by the Santa Fe NF as per Table J-2 were not 
eliminated during the inventory step of the wilderness process. These improvements were carried 
forward in the process and considered during evaluation, under the criterion of “apparent naturalness” 
(see Criterion 1 in the evaluation criteria). 

Public Participation on Wilderness Inventory  

The inventory step of the wilderness process was part of two different series of public meetings. The 
first occurred in spring 2016 on inventory criteria (these meetings also included comment on the 
evaluation criteria) and the second occurred in fall 2016 on the draft inventory map (these meetings also 
included comment for the evaluation). Only input from these public meetings as it relates to the 
inventory process is discussed below.  

Public Participation on Wilderness Inventory Criteria  

The Santa Fe NF held six public meetings between April 25 and May 31, 2016, comprising the first series 
of meetings focused on inventory criteria. During these meetings, the entire four-step Wilderness 
Process was explained, and the public was invited to comment on the criteria for both the inventory and 
evaluation steps (information related to the evaluation can be found later in this appendix). These 
meetings were held in the following communities in and around the Santa Fe NF: Rio Rancho, El 
Rancho/Pojoaque, Santa Fe, Las Vegas, and Abiquiu.  

One technical meeting was held in Santa Fe on April 28, 2016. Technical meetings provide an 
opportunity to have more in-depth discussions, and while geared toward (i.e., more than 2 hours long 
and during the workday) natural resource professionals, cooperating agencies, and coordinators for 
non-governmental organizations or other groups, they are open to the general public. The format of 
these meetings was similar to the general meetings, but provided more time for discussion and involved 
more Forest Service staff spanning a range of specialties. 



Page | 203  
 

A broad range of participants attended the meetings including concerned citizens, recreational users, 
environmental non-governmental organizations, livestock grazing permittees, inholding landowners, 
land grant heirs, county officials, and tribal officials and members.  

A worksheet (available in English and Spanish) was used to assess the public’s opinion on what 
attributes, related to wilderness criteria, characterized areas that were suitable and not suitable for 
wilderness. For this exercise, input was solicited through questions that were specifically related to 
different wilderness characteristics (Table J-3). This input was used to inform both the inventory criteria 
(Table J- and Table J2) and evaluation criteria (Table J-7 through Table J-10). 

Over all six meetings, there were a total of 232 attendees. Since meetings were structured to be about 
multiple steps of the process (inventory and evaluation criteria, draft inventory maps and input on site-
specific polygons for the evaluation), not all comments received at this time were suited for the 
inventory step. Comments relevant to the evaluation or analysis steps were flagged to be addressed in 
the step of the process for which they were best suited. Letters, comments, and Forest Service 
responses can be found in the project record.  

Of the 2,405 comments received (many are counted multiple times), just over 153, or 6 percent, were 
related to the inventory. Of these, the majority (77 percent) were about the concept of substantially 
noticeable improvements, another 18 percent were about roads, and 5 percent were specific to the size 
criteria (Figure J-2). 

Prominent themes emerged from the meetings, identifying characteristics and features that the public 
associated with each wilderness characteristic (Table J-4). Contrasting themes within a wilderness 
characteristic, such as pristine nature and infrastructure and roads in apparent naturalness, 
demonstrate how some lands could be considered suitable while others would be unsuitable for 
inclusion in the wilderness inventory. Public comments were largely supportive of the concepts laid out 
in the draft inventory criteria; therefore, no changes were made to the inventory criteria. This input also 
helped guide how the Forest Service applied the criteria in the next steps of the wilderness process, the 
evaluation. 

Public Participation on Draft Inventory Maps  

The second series of meetings regarding the inventory included opportunity to comment on the draft 
inventory maps. The details of this series of meetings are described below under the “Public 
Participation on Preliminary Input for the Wilderness Evaluation” section.  

The Santa Fe NF used final inventory criteria (Table J- and Table J-2) to develop draft inventory maps. 
These maps were posted on the Santa Fe NF Forest Plan Revision website July 27, 2016, and large-scale 
printed copies were made available at Santa Fe NF Supervisor’s Office, ranger district offices, and 27 
public libraries around the Santa Fe NF. Notices of the draft inventory maps availability and solicitation 
for comments were mailed out to individuals and groups on the Forest Plan Revision mailing list. Maps 
were also made available at the series of public meetings that took place in the fall of 2016.  

Approximately 68 comments were received at this time. Since this series of public meetings and 
comment period was combined with solicitation of comments on site-specific wilderness characteristics 
for the evaluation step, the majority of comments were relevant to the evaluation and analysis steps of 
the Wilderness process (Figure J-3) and were carried forward to those steps. All of the comments 
received were reviewed for new or different information that may have affected the lands inventoried; 
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none was determined to necessitate changes to the draft inventory maps. Letters, comments, and 
Forest Service responses can be found in the project record. 

Wilderness Inventory Results  

There were 374,084 acres that do not meet the wilderness inventory criteria (Table J-5). These excluded 
acres include 315,238 acres that did not meet the size criteria (less than 5,000 acres or not adjacent to 
existing USFS, BLM, or NPS Wilderness); and 58,844 that did not meet the roads or other improvements 
criteria. The exclusion exercise was done using data from the Forest’s Geographic Information System 
and included two steps. In step 1, existing administrative sites including towers, helibases, developed 
recreation sites (Dev Class 2-5); utility lines (power and gas pipelines); railroad (Amtrack); roads (MVUM, 
MVUM provisional, Admin Use, Private Access), oil, gas, and water wells (e.g., Buckman); ski areas; and 
recreation residences were eliminated (lines and points buffered 100 feet). This step excluded 58,491 
acres, including improvements that clearly met parts 1 and 2 of definition for substantially noticeable. In 
step 2, other improvements that could meet the criteria were explored, primarily using part 3 of the 
substantially noticeably definition. Here range improvements and mining areas that could be seen on 
high-resolution (sub-meter) aerial imagery when zoomed to a scale of 1 inch = 1 mile (1:63,360) were 
removed from the inventory. This step excluded 354 acres. Many other features that would have met 
the criteria were already removed by the size criteria or were removed as part of step 1. 

Final inventory maps (Figure J-4-west and Figure J-4-east) include 885,350 acres of land determined to 
meet size and improvements criteria as defined above (Table J- and Table J-2). Of these, 280,730 
inventory areas are less than 5,000 acres but are adjacent to existing wilderness and therefore included 
(Table J-6). These lands may be suitable for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System for 
the Santa Fe NF and were moved forward to step 2 in the process, the evaluation (Table J-6). 

Santa Fe National Forest Land Management Plan, Final Environmental Impact Statement, Volume 4, 
Appendix O: Response to Comments 

RW005: (page 291) 

There is support for the recommended wilderness acreages proposed in alternative 3, which includes all 
inventoried roadless areas on the forest, due to desires for increased habitat connectivity and increased 
protections of unique ecological and cultural resources. In particular, many commenters expressed 
support for expansion of the Pecos Wilderness and San Pedro Parks Wilderness, and for maximizing 
recommended wilderness in the Caja del Rio area, which includes the White Rock Canyon and Ortiz 
Mountain recommended wilderness management areas.  

Associated Comments: #12382-3, #12382-4, #12382-7, #12433-7, #12433-8, #12489-4, #12494- 4, 
#12494-5, #12497-8, #12497-9, #12497-12, #12501-4, #12515-8, #12515-9, #12515-10, #12527-5, 
#12577-2, #12638-11 (a), #12647-12, #12647-14, #12647-15, #12694-15, #12699-1, #12725-1, #12725-3, 
#12725-4, #12725-7, #12725-9, #12725-10, #12752-38 (d), #12494-12, #30-2, #4151-1, #4165-1, #4246-
2, #12382-5, #12495-3, #12497-10, #12567-6, #12579-3, #12694-22, #12725-5, #13416-46, #12685-17  

Changes made to Plan or EIS: None  

RW005 Response:  

We received many comments advocating for adding more recommended wilderness, as in alternative 3, 
and many comments advocating for less recommended wilderness, as in alternative 4. We analyzed 
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both scenarios. The DROD explains how the forest supervisor considered public comments, wilderness 
characteristics, and other factors to determine which wilderness areas to recommend in alternative 2.  

The White Rock Canyon recommended wilderness area is present in the final Plan at a reduced acreage. 
This decision was made based on the presence of non-motorized system trails where mountain bike use 
is frequent, pre-existing mining claims (P85B), and roads from the MVUM (E44A). Other areas are so 
small that adding them to the recommended wilderness on the forest would, for example, provide no 
real benefit (P85), conflict with existing NEPA decisions (e.g., E40A), or conflict with community desire 
for forest thinning to reduce wildfire risk (P79B, P85d).  

See also: RW016 for more on how the recommended wilderness management areas in the final Plan 
were chosen. 

RW016: (pages 286-287) 

There is support for wilderness in general, and many commenters also express a desire for an expanded 
number of acres managed as recommended wilderness in the proposed action.  

Associated Comments: #480-1, #481-3. #11981-4, #12319-6, #12382-1, #12540-2, #12569-5, #12590-3, 
#12591-1, #12591-3, #12620-1, #12620-2, #12638-10, #12696-1, #12699-3, #12708-9, #12744-1, 
#12749-1, #12941-7, #498-17, #12582-1, #13498-1, #13499-2  

Changes made to Plan or EIS: EIS 

RW016 Response:  

We received many comments advocating for adding more recommended wilderness, as in alternative 3, 
and many comments advocating for less recommended wilderness, as in alternative 4. We analyzed 
both scenarios. The DROD explains how the forest supervisor considered public comments, wilderness 
characteristics, and other factors to determine which wilderness areas to recommend in alternative 2.  

Alternative 2 includes 25,868 acres of recommended wilderness. The following areas were included in 
the selected alternative: Dark Canyon (2,218 acres), White Rock Canyon (10,274 acres), Thompson Peak 
(11,506 acres), Enchanted Lakes (925 acres), and Grace Tract (945 acres). It is important to note that 
lands included in the inventory provide a starting point for further wilderness recommendation process 
as part of the revision of the Forest Plan; lands included in the wilderness inventory do not convey or 
require any particular kind of management.  

Several factors were considered in determining the recommended wilderness areas in each alternative. 
The areas were selected based upon criteria developed that was appropriate for the theme of each 
alternative. The information from the wilderness evaluation was often a part of this criteria, but not the 
sole criteria. Areas with no overall wilderness characteristics or areas with low or moderate wilderness 
characteristics that were not part of an existing Inventoried Roadless Area were not included in any 
alternative because they didn’t fit with any alternative themes. These areas are listed in appendix J of 
the FEIS, section, “Areas not Recommended in any Alternative.”  

See Volume 3, appendix J of the FEIS, section “Analysis by Alternative,” for descriptions of each polygon 
included as recommended wilderness in each of the alternatives. These descriptions contain the 
information on which we based including each recommended wilderness areas in each alternative. In 
the FEIS section 3.18.1.3.2, we also describe our reasoning behind choosing the recommended 
wilderness polygons in the final Plan, with descriptions of the untenable tradeoffs we needed to avoid 
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(e.g., many of the polygons analyzed under alternative 3 had pre-existing uses that are incompatible 
with wilderness management). These descriptions have been updated and clarified in the final EIS.  

The forest supervisor of the Santa Fe NF carefully considered a range of recommended wilderness areas, 
as well as other allocations, to determine the mix of land and resource uses that would best meet public 
needs. Based on the analysis in the environmental impact statement and public input received, the 
Forest Supervisor of the Santa Fe NF made a decision on specific areas to recommend for inclusion in 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. This decision can be found in the Record of Decision, as 
well as the “Recommendation” section of appendix J of the FEIS. Plan components will provide direction 
for managing areas recommended for wilderness designation. These areas must be managed to protect 
and maintain the ecological and social characteristics that provide the basis for wilderness 
recommendation. 

RW049: (pages 298-299) 

There is concern that some of the legislatively proposed additions to the Pecos Wilderness have been 
incorrectly evaluated as having “low” or “no” wilderness character. Of particular concern are P88B, 
which is included as recommended wilderness in alternative 1 and alternative 3, but not in the proposed 
action. Additionally, portions of P79C, P85A, and P85C were not carried forward in the analysis, and 
thus, were not included as recommended wilderness in any alternative, despite the additional 
information provided to the Forest to be considered in the evaluation.  

Associated Comments: #12694-12  

Changes made to Plan or EIS: None  

RW049 Response:  

The polygons in question were evaluated in the wilderness process (see appendix J of the FEIS). Their 
evaluation determination is based on the data the Forest gathered (including from public comment 
during the wilderness process). For instance, P88b has inholdings, cherry-stemmed roads, among other 
factors that make it difficult to manage to preserve wilderness characteristics. Thus, it received a 
manageability rating of “low.” Furthermore, it did not meet the criteria to be included in any alternative. 
Our reasoning for the final selection of recommended wilderness polygons can be found in the record of 
decision.  

See also: Response to RW016 for more on how the recommended wilderness management areas in the 
final Plan were chosen. 

RW069: (pages 299-300) 

Commenters expressed concern of the wilderness inventory and evaluation process the Forest 
undertook during Plan Revision, and its overall methodology and disclosure. Some commenters were 
concerned that a rating of “low” on any criteria disqualified a polygon from consideration, and that 
ratings overall were applied inconsistently. One group was particularly concerned with how the criteria 
was defined and applied. The criteria used for apparent naturalness improperly relied on the presence 
of human activities or improvements when evaluating naturalness rather than their effect on the area's 
naturalness as seen by the average visitor. Activities or improvements that are “substantially 
unnoticeable” are not a reason to reject an area's apparent naturalness. The “outstanding opportunities 
for solitude and primitive and unconfined recreation” criteria were applied inconsistently, without 
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acknowledgment that an area need only possess one or the other, not both, and not on every acre. 
Finally, in terms of manageability, much of the evaluation improperly considered management trade-
offs, which is outside the scope of the wilderness evaluation. Manageability and apparent naturalness 
were both wrongly impacted by the presence of livestock and range improvements, which are common 
across the west and in wilderness and should not be disqualifying.  

Associated Comments: #12494-16, #12577-4, #12577-5, #12577-6, #12577-7, #12694-4, #12694-5, 
#12694-6, #12694-7, #12694-8, #12694-9, #12694-10, #12694-11, #12694-13 

Changes made to Plan or EIS: None  

RW069 Response:  

Our wilderness process is documented in Appendix J of the EIS. This process included extensive public 
input on both the areas included in the process and the criteria used to evaluate polygons for wilderness 
characteristics. Some polygons with a “low” overall rating were included in alternative 3, and polygons 
that had a “low” determination in one criterion did not necessarily receive a “low” determination overall 
(Table J-12).  

Apparent naturalness was defined by the dominant vegetation types, associations, and plant and animal 
communities; the distribution and amount of vegetation restoration treatments, timber harvest areas, 
and associated activities; and the extent to which improvement cause the appearance of an area to 
depart from apparent naturalness to the area as a whole (Table J-7). Improvements on the landscape did 
not necessarily earn a polygon a “low” rating for apparent naturalness. For example, in Table J-7, under 
“Guidelines for Determining Amount of Wilderness Characteristics,” we state that a “high” 
determination for apparent naturalness can be given when “the presence or appearance of 
improvements does not detract from apparent naturalness.” 

In appendix J, we state that "the outstanding opportunities for solitude or primitive and unconfined 
recreation type criterion is compose of two questions: (a) opportunities for solitude or (b) opportunities 
for primitive and unconfined type recreation. Since this criterion is worded as either solitude or 
primitive and unconfined type recreation, the question with the higher wilderness characteristics of the 
two was chosen to be factored into the overall determination of wilderness characteristics for the area.”  

Although some management trade-offs were in the draft evaluation, these were removed from the final 
and instead considered in the analysis. In alternative 2, one of the criteria for selecting polygons as 
recommended wilderness included that there be no untenable trade-offs, like mountain biking. In terms 
of manageability, it was not the presence of cattle or range improvements that led to a lower 
determination. Rather, we examined the presence of motorized or mechanized use for allotment 
maintenance. We state this in Table J-10. 

RW050/051/052/060/061/068: (pages 304-3045) 

There is support for the following recommended wilderness polygons:  

• The E40 polygon (Black Canyon, 3,841 acres) to be added to the recommended wilderness 
management area in the Proposed Action.  

• Polygons P89A, P89C, P88A, P88B, P86A, P86B (10,410 acres collectively) to be added to the 
recommended wilderness management area in the Proposed Action.  
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• Polygon P79B (15,925 acres) to be added to the recommended wilderness management area in 
the Proposed Action 

• Adding the Rancho Viejo IRA to the recommended wilderness management area in the 
Proposed Action. Managing this area as recommended wilderness would result in management 
consistency and continuity between the Pecos Wilderness and the IRA.  

• Adding the Rio Medio IRA as part of the recommended wilderness management area in the 
Proposed Action. Recommending this area would result in management consistency and 
continuity of untrammeled ecological zones of the wilderness and IRA.  

• Adding the San Pedro Park Wilderness additions to the recommended wilderness management 
area in the Proposed Action, in particular the western portion that is already being managed as 
an IRA.  

Associated Comments: #12694-16, #12694-18, #12694-19, #12694-20, #12694-21, #12382-6, #12433-9, 
#12494-6, #12497-11, #12515-14, #12647-13, #12694-23, #12725-6  

Changes made to Plan or EIS: None  

RW050/051/052/060/061/068 Response.  

Many of these polygons were not recommended because they contained untenable trade-offs (e.g., 
mountain biking, traditional uses, motorized or mechanized activity, ongoing or planned future 
management, significant private inholdings, etc.) or did not achieve an overall rating of “high” for 
wilderness characteristics during the evaluation process. P89C (Grace Tract) and P88A (Enchanted Lakes) 
were both carried forward into the final Plan as recommended wilderness.  

See also: Response to RW016 for more on how the recommended wilderness management areas in the 
final Plan were chosen 

RW059: (page 306) 

Rancho Viejo, Little Tesuque, Lost Lake, Grass Mountain, Maestas, Sparks Creek, and the Juan de 
Gabaldon Grant should be included in the final wilderness recommendation. These areas were wrongly 
excluded from the draft wilderness recommendation despite meeting the wilderness characteristics 
described by the Forest and being adjacent to the Pecos Wilderness.  

Associated Comments: #12694-14  

Changes made to Plan or EIS: EIS  

RW059 Response:  

None of the listed polygons align with the analysis criteria for alternative 2 (see FEIS, appendix J, Step 3: 
Analysis of Recommended Wilderness by Alternative). Rancho Viejo, Juan de Gabaldon, Grass Mountain, 
and Little Tesuque were excluded from the recommended wilderness in the final Plan as all are areas 
with mountain biking activity, which is considered an untenable tradeoff. Lost Lake and Maestas are 
both small polygons (less than 5,000 acres) that would not enhance existing wilderness. Additionally, the 
Maestas polygon has private property situated between it and the Pecos Wilderness; access needs for 
this property make management of the polygon as wilderness difficult.  

See also: Response to RW016 for more on how the recommended wilderness management areas in the 
final Plan were chosen. 
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Assessment 
The responsible official carefully considered a range of recommended wilderness areas, as well as other 
allocations, to determine the mix of land and resource uses that would best meet public needs. The 
responsible official made a decision on specific areas to recommend for inclusion in the National 
Wilderness Preservation System based on her analysis in the FEIS and public input. 

Although some management trade-offs were in the draft evaluation, these were removed from the final 
and were instead considered in the analysis. In Alternative 2, some of the criteria for selecting polygons 
as recommended wilderness included that there be no untenable trade-offs (e.g., mountain biking, 
traditional uses, motorized or mechanized activity, ongoing or planned future management, significant 
private inholdings, etc.) and that the polygon achieved an overall rating of “high” for wilderness 
characteristics during the evaluation process. P88A (Enchanted Lakes) was carried forward into the LMP 
as recommended wilderness. 

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official followed the process outlined in 1909.12 Chapter 70 and addressed 
the objector’s concerns regarding inventory and evaluation of recommended wilderness in the FEIS. 

Thompson Peak Recommended Wilderness Area Designation 
Primary Objector 
Pat Siglin, Comexico LLC 

Issue Summary 
The objector disagrees with the proposed designation of the Thompson Peak recommended wilderness 
area in the LMP because the company believes the responsible official did not factually consider 
evidence provided during the comment period and takes exception to a claim that no commercial 
production is reasonably foreseeable. 

Objector’s Suggested Remedy 
For the foregoing reasons, USFS should withdraw its endorsement of Alternative 2 to the extent that it 
proposes wilderness designation of areas of the Thompson Peak addition which conflict with Comexico's 
unpatented lode mining claims and a buffer of 1000 ft. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
In Appendix J to the FEIS, the Forest explained how they applied the ‘substantially noticeable’ standard 
to areas of mining activity during the inventory process. Mining activity that was considered 
substantially noticeable and removed from the inventory included “areas of commercial pit mining that 
have not undergone reclamation, active mining operations, gas extraction wells, and areas of active 
mine reclamation” (FEIS Volume 3, Appx J, p. 6). The Forest did not remove “sand and gravel pits, permit 
rock collection areas, small mining claims, or historic mining evidence, and other areas of mining activity 
where impacts are not substantially noticeable” (FEIS Volume 3, Appx J, p. 6).  In addition, “mining areas 
that could be seen on high-resolution sub-meter aerial imagery when zoomed to a scale of 1 
inch=1miles (1:63,360) were removed from the inventory” (FEIS Volume 3, Appx J, p. 11). 
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Applying these and other inventory criteria, the Forest identified the area in question (Thompson Peak 
or P85B) and carried it forward to the evaluation phase. 

FEIS Appendix J explains how mining was considered during the evaluation phase. “Areas of mining 
activity, including exploration and prospecting” were considered within the context of the ‘apparent 
naturalness’ of an area (FEIS Vol. 3, Appx J, p. 17). According to the Forest’s guidelines, apparent 
naturalness could range from ‘no’ to ‘high’. 

Mining was also considered in the context of manageability (FEIS Volume 3, Appx J, p. 20). Specifically, 
the Forest looked at the “presence and extent of legally established rights or uses within the area and 
how these uses may support or impact managing an area for wilderness characteristics (e.g., active 
mining claims...)” (FEIS Vol. 3, Appx J, p. 20). Again, the manageability could range from ‘no’ to ‘high’. 
The Forest also explained that manageability was given a greater weight during the evaluation process 
because “public comments throughout the wilderness process showed that manageability was 
considered a very important indicator of an area’s wilderness characteristics” (FEIS Vol. 3, Appx J, p. 21). 

Applying these evaluation standards to P85B, the Forest found that apparent naturalness was 
‘moderate’ within the context of improvements included in the area (FEIS Vol. 3, Appx J, p. 136). The 
evaluation form stated that “prevalence of improvements is overall low throughout the area and 
includes one system trail and several closed roads in the north that are still evident on the landscape...” 
(FEIS Volume 3, Appx J, p. 136). With respect to manageability, the Forest found that character to be 
‘high’ within P85B (FEIS Volume 3, Appx J, p. 136). The evaluation form stated that “The entire area is an 
inventoried roadless area with few other uses or considerations...No active mining claims (as of 
2019)...but there is a proposed exploratory drilling project on an old mining site on the eastern 
boundary of the polygon” (FEIS Volume 3, Appx J, p. 136).  

For the sake of comparison, the evaluation of a different polygon (Co06B) highlighted mining claims as a 
potential challenge that resulted in a ‘moderate’ finding for manageability: “There are also mining claims 
present in the south, and depending on future development of those claims, this would make preserving 
wilderness characteristics in the southern portion of the polygon more challenging” (FEIS Volume 3, 
Appx J, p. 37).  

Appendix J contains a description of how public comments were used and considered, which includes 
one further note on mining within P85B: the evaluation stated FEIS Vol 3 Appx J, pp. 28-29: “Another 25 
percent of comments were not in line with the evaluation results and were not incorporated because 
they were determined to be inaccurate. For example, one commenter wrote about P85B that “There is 
an active mining claim up Indian Creek. Attached are a few pictures taken several years ago...” However, 
the evaluation found that there are no active mining claims found in this area, although there is 
evidence of historic mining” (FEIS Vol. 3, Appx. J, pp. 28-29).  

After completing the evaluation, the Forest proceeded to the analysis phase. There, the record indicates 
that P85B was analyzed as a recommended wilderness in Alternatives 2 and 3 of the FEIS. However, in 
Alternative 2, only a smaller portion of the polygon was considered. The smaller polygon in Alternative 2 
had portions of the old mining area, as well as a bicycle trail removed from the initial polygon that was 
considered in the evaluation and analyzed in Alternative 3 (see 
20201013CEmx1LuetzelschwabJ1xComexicoMineRecWild; FEIS Volume 4, Appx. O, p. 305).  
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In Appendix J, the Forest described the wilderness characteristics and the Forest’s ability to protect and 
manage to preserve those characteristics for each recommended wilderness area under each 
Alternative.  

Under Alternative 2, P85B (Thompson Peak Recommended Wilderness Area) is 11,505.83 acres, and 
Appendix J notes that “the eastern boundary circumvents an old mining area” (FEIS Volume 3, Appx J, p. 
162). The Appendix goes on to state that the area has high wilderness characteristics with “no untenable 
tradeoffs...boundary changed to exclude popular mountain biking routes, old mining area is 
circumvented” (FEIS Volume 3, Appx J, p. 163). Finally, the description states that “[t]here is a proposed 
exploratory drilling project on an old mining site on the eastern boundary of the polygon, although he 
old mining area and surrounding roads have been removed in this alternative” (FEIS Volume 3, Appx J, p. 
163). 

In contrast, under Alternative 3 P85B (Thompson Peak Recommended Wilderness Area) is 21,849.36 
acres (FEIS Volume 3, Appx J, p. 218). The description of the area in Alternative 3 notes the proposed 
exploratory drilling project on the eastern boundary and notes closed roads in the northeast and south 
that are still evident on the landscape (FEIS Volume 3, Appx J, p. 219).  

Finally, one additional document in the record that should be highlighted is the 11/7/2019 comments 
submitted by the objector on the draft plan and DEIS. These comments raised the issue of objector’s 
mining claims in P85B and provided maps illustrating the overlap between P85B and the existing claims 
(20191107_Santa Fe National Forest Plan Comments – Comexico LLC). 

Assessment 
First, it is within the discretion of the responsible official to recommend an area for designation in the 
National Wilderness Preservation System even when the area includes mining claims. Chapter 70 of the 
Land Management Planning Handbook directs Forests to consider how these existing legal rights might 
affect the character of a potential wilderness, but it does not require a Forest to exclude these areas. It 
is left to the discretion of the responsible official to weigh the effects of existing legal rights and any 
other potential impediments to wilderness management.  

In response to the objector’s concerns regarding the responsible official’s recommendation and the 
effect on their legal rights to the mining claims, it should be stated that law, regulation, and policy 
clearly provide that this decision is subject to valid existing rights. Land management planning “does not 
affect treaty rights or valid existing rights established by statute or legal instruments” (36 CFR 219.1(d)). 
“Plans must comply with all applicable laws and regulations...including...the Wilderness Act...” (36 CFR 
219.1(f)). And the Wilderness Act itself provides for operations on existing mining claims, even within 
Congressionally designated wilderness. Here, the responsible official’s decision on P85B is simply a 
preliminary administrative recommendation. 

The wilderness evaluation process described in Appendix J was consistent with policy guidance in the 
land management planning handbook. During the inventory phase, the responsible official outlined a 
clear approach to their consideration of mining and clearly described features that would and would not 
be excluded from the inventory. The responsible official’s consideration of mining claims during the 
evaluation phase rather than the inventory was appropriate because these claims are an existing legal 
right and not an existing improvement. Consistent with the handbook, the responsible official explained 
how she considered mining and mining claims in the context of apparent naturalness and manageability. 
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However, the application of this wilderness evaluation process to polygon P85B was undermined 
because the responsible official did not use the most up to date and accurate information. The 
evaluation for P85B states that there were “[n]o active mining claims (as of 2019)”, when in fact there 
were mining claims at that time. Even after the Forest reduced the acreage of P85B for analysis in 
Alternative 2 and circumvented the old mining area, there were still approximately 100 mining claims 
within the boundaries of the polygon. 

Appendix J of the FEIS explained that manageability was an important factor highlighted by the public in 
the wilderness evaluation process, and the effect of mining claims on manageability was highlighted in 
other polygons (“this would make preserving wilderness characteristics in the southern portion of the 
polygon [Co06B] more challenging” (FEIS Volume 3, Appx J, p. 37)). In Appendix P85B, however, 
objector’s claims were not addressed. 

Conclusion 
I find the planning record indicates the responsible official correctly applied law, regulation, and policy 
related to the wilderness evaluation process. However, in the case of P85B, the evaluation process was 
flawed because it was not based on the most current and accurate information available; see 
instructions below. 

Instructions 
Correct the planning record to acknowledge the existing mining claims in P85B. This would require 
corrections to the original evaluation form for P85B, as well as the description of the area as analyzed in 
Alternatives 2 and 3 of the FEIS. 

• Once information on mining claims has been included in the record, reevaluate P85B wilderness 
characteristic worksheet to determine if the SFNF would still rate it as “High” with this new 
information. 

• The responsible official needs to re-evaluate P85B and document how the information about 
objector’s mining claims was considered with respect to the Thompson Peak RWA before issuing 
a final Record of Decision 

Add the 2018 Final List of Critical Minerals to the planning record and take into consideration that the 
Macho Canyon massive sulfide deposit contained two critical minerals, tungsten, and bismuth.  

Minerals 
Current and Future Commercial Mineral Development 
Primary Objector 
Pat Siglin, Comexico LLC 

Issue Summary 
The objector asserts when considering recommending the Thompson Peak area for wilderness 
designation, the plan downplays the current and future of commercial mineral development in the 
Santa Fe National Forest by stating "there are a few small-scale (hobby) mining operations for locatable 
minerals on Santa Fe NF, but no commercial production has occurred since the 1970's and none is 
reasonably foreseeable." 
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Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
Comexico commented during the public comment period and their comment were summarized as 
(EM004) “the Forest Plan should include a history and cultural assessment of mineral rights, 
prospecting, development, mining, processing, timber harvesting, and other associated resource uses 
for the planning area.” and (RW030) “The wilderness evaluation process did not adequately consider the 
evidence of significant historic and current mining prospects, and their socioeconomic importance for 
the area and the nation. Wilderness is not compatible with modern mining.” These two comments are 
related with requesting the SFNF to consider past, present, and future mining activities in the 
description of uses and management of the recommended wilderness. The SFNF responded similarly to 
both comments that mining was considered, and socioeconomics related to mineral resources were 
described in the SFNF Plan Final Assessment Report Volume II. Socioeconomics Resources (Assessment). 
In this Assessment, Macho Canyon, which is within the Comexico claim block, was specifically discussed. 
The Macho Canyon area is a massive sulfide deposit containing zinc, copper, lead, bismuth, tungsten, 
silver, and gold. Potential for future development was determined to be low for this area due to the 
rugged topography, lack of access, proximity to the Pecos Wilderness, and location with Santa Fe County 
(restrictive mining regulations). Comexico also commented that their unpatented claim block hosts high 
grade tungsten mineralization, a critical mineral listed in the 2018 Final List of Critical Minerals published 
by the Department of Interior, pursuant to Executive Order 13817. 

The responsible official did not consider the unpatented mining claims that were active as of 2019 
within P85B recommended wilderness boundary characterization worksheet. Comexico commented of 
their 216 unpatented mining claims, “many overlap the proposed alternative... P85B should either be 
amended and redrawn around all current valid mining claims or removed entirely.” According to Bureau 
of Land Management’s Mineral & Land Records System records, it is confirmed that there were active 
unpatented mining claims in 2019 within the Thompson Peak Alternative-2 boundary, as Comexico 
described in their public comment letter and presented by the SFNF Forest Geologist.  

In Response to Comments, the SFNF depended on the Plan Final Assessment Report Volume II to assess 
future potential for locatable minerals development in the Macho Canyon area, which is in the 
Thompson Peak RWA and includes Comexico’s unpatented claims. It was determined that future 
development is low. The planning record does not support that the responsible official considered in her 
assessment that the Macho Canyon area is known to have two critical minerals from the 2018 Final List 
of Critical Minerals: bismuth, and tungsten. The Plan Final Assessment Report Volume II was written 
prior to 2018, but Comexico informed the SFNF of tungsten being a critical mineral and the SFNF did not 
respond to this comment. In the Plan Final Assessment Report Volume II, the SFNF referenced a 1980 
USGS Minerals Resources report of the Pecos Wilderness and adjacent areas, which described the 
Macho Canyon area as a massive sulfide deposit containing zinc, copper, lead, bismuth, tungsten, silver, 
and gold. That would add bismuth as another 2018 critical mineral in Comexico’s unpatented claim block 
that the SFNF did not consider. This USGS report described the Macho Canyon area as having high 
minerals potential, which was not discussed in the Plan Final Assessment Report Volume II. 

Assessment 
According to the FSH 1909.12 Chapter 73 & 74, the decision official shall consider the analysis provided 
from the information gathered in steps 1 through 7 described in Chapter 73, for recommended 
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wilderness areas (RWA). Specifically, Step 4 requires a brief description of the current uses and 
management of the area. In P85B, Thompson Peak, it describes mineral activity in the manageability 
category of criteria as, “no active mining claims (as of 2019)… but there is a proposed exploratory drilling 
project in an old mining site on the eastern boundary of the polygon.” During the public comment 
period, the objector (Comexico) commented that the information in P85B characteristic criteria was 
inaccurate in describing the current use of the area. Specifically, they provided information that there 
were up to 236 active unpatented mining claims in the area as of 2019 and some of those unpatented 
mining claims date back from the 1970s to present. In the project record there is email correspondence 
from the Santa Fe National Forest (SFNF) Forest Geologist providing GIS data and confirming the 2019 
active unpatented mining claim block overlaps with P85B boundary. After reviewing the Bureau of Land 
Management’s Mineral and Land Records System records website, it confirmed that there were active 
unpatented mining claims in 2019.  

Conclusion 
I find the planning record indicates the responsible official correctly applied law, regulation, and policy 
related to the wilderness evaluation process. However, in the case of P85B, the evaluation process was 
flawed because it was not based on the most current and accurate information available; see 
instructions below. 

Instructions 
Correct the planning record to acknowledge the existing mining claims in P85B. This would require 
corrections to the original evaluation form for P85B, as well as the description of the area as analyzed in 
Alternatives 2 and 3 of the FEIS. 

• Once information on mining claims has been included in the record, reevaluate P85B wilderness 
characteristic worksheet to determine if the SFNF would still rate it as “High” with this new 
information. 

• The responsible needs to re-evaluate P85B and document how the information about objector’s 
mining claims was considered with respect to the Thompson Peak RWA before issuing a final 
Record of Decision 

Add to the planning record the 2018 Final List of Critical Minerals and take into consideration that the 
Macho Canyon massive sulfide deposit contained two critical minerals, tungsten, and bismuth. Also 
consider that an expanded exploration Plan of Operations is a future potential development in the RWA 
boundary. The current small exploration Plan of Operations drilling program is adjacent to the RWA 
boundary and if their project produces positive results, an expanded drilling program Plan of Operations 
for more geologic information would be the next logical step in the mining process. 
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Prohibition of Mining 
Primary Objector 
Pat Siglin, Comexico LLC 

Issue Summary 
The objector asserts the responsible official will treat lands that are proposed Thompson Peak 
wilderness as congressionally designated wilderness and effectively prohibit mining in those areas. 

Response 
What’s in the Planning Record 
The internal Forest Service (FS) communication, “20190913CEmMiningPlanCmpntChng” in the planning 
records demonstrates FS specialists acknowledged the fact that locatable mineral projects subject to 
U.S. mining laws within a RWA will continue to be administered to mining regulations. It was discussed 
and, assumed to be, later omitted to include language in the LMP about mining valid existing rights. 
After reviewing FEIS Volume 4—Response to Comments, there was not a comment identified by the 
responsible official that the objector (Comexico) had concerns about the Thompson Peak RWA 
impacting future locatable mineral operations within Alternative 2 Thompson Peak RWA boundary.  

Assessment 
All locatable mineral projects and activities will continue to be administered in accordance with the 
General Mining Act of 1872 (30 U.S.C. §§ 22-42), as well as 36 Code of Federal Regulations 228 Subpart 
A. The FSH 1909.12 Chapter 74.1 states that a recommended wilderness area (RWA) will be managed 
subject to valid existing rights. As described in FSM 2811.1 (2.), all National Forest System lands open to 
mineral entry have not been appropriated, withdrawn, or segregated from location and entry. 
Recommended wilderness is not withdrawn from entry and will continue to be open to mineral entry. 
Locatable mineral projects are non-discretionary and will not be processed differently with being in an 
RWA. 

Conclusion 
I find that the responsible official did not fully address the objector’s comment in her response to 
comments. See the instruction to the previous issue.  

Objection Response Final Conclusion 
In closing, this is my response to objections filed to the FEIS, DROD, and Revised LMP for the Santa Fe 
National Forest. My response is the final determination of the U.S. Department of Agriculture. Thank 
you for your participation during this process and I look forward to engaging with you in the 
management of your National Forests.  
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Glossary 
Abbreviations Commonly Used in this Document 

AOI: Annual Operating Instructions 
AMP: Allotment Management Plan 
BA: Biological Assessment 
BLM: Bureau of Land Management 
BMP: Best Management Practice 
BO: Biological Opinion 
CEQ: Council on Environmental Quality 
CDNST: Continental Divide National Scenic Trail 
CFR: Code of Federal Regulations 
DC: Desired Condition 
DEIS: Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
EO: Executive Order 
ESA: Endangered Species Act 
FEIS: Final Environmental Impact Statement 
FSH: Forest Service Handbook 
FSM: Forest Service Manual 
HGI: Holy Ghost Ipomopsis 
HRV: Historic Range of Variability 
JMS: Jemez Mountain Salamander 
LMP: Land Management Plan 
MA: Management Area 
MSO: Mexican Spotted Owl 
MUSYA: Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act 
MVUM: Motor Vehicle Use Map 
NEPA: National Environmental Policy Act  
NFMA: National Forest Management Act 
NFS: National Forest System 
NMAC: New Mexico Administrative Code 
NMDGF: New Mexico Department of Game and Fish 
NMMJM: New Mexico Meadow Jumping Mouse 
NMSA: New Mexico Statutes 
NSTA: National System Trail Act 
ORV: Outstandingly Remarkable Value 
ROD: Record of Decision 
ROS: Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 
RWA: Recommended Wilderness Area 
SCC: Species of Conservation Concern 
SFNF: Santa Fe National Forest 
USC: United States Code 
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