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Apuche-Sitgreaves MNational Forests
Plan Kevision Team

PO Box 640

Springervifle, AZ §5934

Re: Proposed I.and Management Plan and Programmatic DEIS
Diear Plan Revision Teamn:

The Arizona Game and Fish Department (Deparunent) has reviewed the Proposed Land
Manapgement Plan (Plan) and Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Stalement for the
Apache-Sitgreaves National Forests Land Management Plan (DEIS) dated January 2013, The
Department understands thal the Plan is strategic in nature, providing broad guidance and
information for future project and activity decision making on the Apuche-Sitgreaves Mational
Forests (A-8). Once completed, it will replace the current plan, written in 1987, and scrve to
guide management on the A-8 for the next 10 1o 15 years. The Department further understands
that decisions for specific land management activities will he made later with additional
ooporiunily for Department and public involvement.

Lands administered by the A-S play a vital role in providing wildlile habitat as well as
opportunitics for wildlife related recreation in north-castern Arizona. Public lands, managed
under the principle of multiple use, form the comerstone of wildlife habital and are essential for
maintaining Arizona’s wildlife heritage and wildlife recreational opporoumities into the fiture, As
Arizona’s human population continues to grow throughour the life of this Plan and adiacent lands
become increasingly impacted by development it is anticipated that wildlife and the public will
hecome increasingly dependent on lands administered by the A-S. Tt is therefore essential that
the next forest plan nul unly adequately address current wildlife habitat and recreational nceds,
but also provide for the high quality habitat and the maintenance of wildlife connectivity both
within and across the A-S that will be essential for sustaining healthy populations of wildlife
within 4 more fragmented Arizona landscape.

The Depariment is therefore pleased with the Plan’s stated emphasis on the maintenance and
improvement of ccosysiem health, We apree that sustainuble supplies of resources, recreation.
and wildlile habitat are byproducts of healthy lunctioning ecosvstems. Based on the overall
benetits to wildlife and their habitats, the balanced mix of public recreational and access
opportunities (sce attached Arivona Game and Fish Commission Policy relared to access), the
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Department generally supports the Proposed Aliemative with consideration of our comments
helow.

For your consideration the Department offers the lollowi g COMminenis;

Wildlife Quiel Areas

In the summer of 1984, Department and A-S personnel initiated the idemtification of Wildlifa
Quiet Areas (WQAs) for public motarized vehicle nccess closures. The aceunulation of pagt
activities on forest lands had resulted in a vast network of mads, with extensive portions of
the A-S having three or more miles of roud per squarc mile of forest land, Siudies had shown
that vehicular traffic on forest roads evokes an avoidance response by elk, resulting in
reduced habitar effoeliveness (Hershey and Leege 1976, Lyon 1979, 1983, Marcum 1976,
Perry and Overly 1976, Rost and Bailey 1979, Thomas. et al 1979, Witmer and deCalesta
1985) Studies With such an extensive road network and increasing use of recreational
vehicles on the A-S, Department biolagists identified the opportunity ro designate quiet arcas
as un approach o mitigate impacts of vehicular traffic on wildlife while still allowing
necessary wildlife and habitat management activities.

Resulting from these efforts are the eight current WOQAs (Beaver Turkey Ridge, Hulsey
Bench, Middle Mountain, Open Draw, St. Peters Dome, Upper Coyote, Willow Springs-
Horse Trap, and Woolhouse), and two additional arcas (Palomino and Cuarr Lake) that have
been managed as WQAs but that have ot been efficially designated as such, The
Department considers the WQAS to have succeeded in addressing the initial purposes for
which they were developed, with no additional impediments w the Department’s ahility to
manage wildlifc in these arcas. The Department supports these areas for their benefits 1o
wildlife as well as the hunting and wildlife viewing public.

It hus been noted by Department wildlife biologists familiar with these areas that the Arnount
and proximily of vehicular raffic to big game species inlluences their activily levels and
brehavivrs (M. Godwin and B. Rirkeland, personal communication), During times when all
forest use is reduced, such as in late winter: elk, deer and pronghorn are conunonly seen in
mare open areas in clear view of roads, and are not as commonly observed in these areas
during higher forest use periods, During higher forest usc times, elk. deer and pronghorn can
be vhserved more ofien in open spaces away Irom roads within the WOAs, and it is not
uncomimon i encounter these ynimals loafing and feeding in the open during daylight hours,

Current observations and field conlacts by Department personnel confirm that a specific
segment of the hunting public seek out these WQAs (M. Godwin, B, Birkeland. and D,
Cagle. personal communication). In the early through late-1990's, elk hunter check stations
were operated during most Ganie Management Unit (GMU) 4A clk hunts. Over those vears
several hundred hunters were contacted. The check station operators noted hunters that used
these WQASs encountered more bull clk and bears than hanters who lmnted sreas outside the
WQAs (D, Cagle, personal communication). Hunters alsa ofien noted increased elk rutting
hehavior observed within these WiQAs thun in areas more accessible 10 motorizod ravel (M,
Godwin and D. Cagle, personal communication).
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A specific example is the Weolhouse WQA located in GMU 3B adjacent the towns uf Show
Low and Pinetop-lakeside. 1t is 2 popular hunting arca for fate bull and cow elk hunters,
This area is known as a consistent elk wintering Jocation, and 30 o 40 vehicles may be
parked alony the area’s perimeter on opening weekend momings.

In addition to the eight designated WQAs propesed for retcotion in the Plan, the Department
requests that the Carr Lake and Palomino areas be officially desipnated as WiQAs as well.
Although not designated as such. these areas have been closed to public motorized usc and
have been managed as WOQAs for at least the past 20 years. Located within the kigh use Rim
Lakes Recreation corridor, they provide significant henefits to wildlife and the public,
including a nearby place for wildlife to retreat from the high levels of vehicular iratfic and
recreational use which occur throughout most of the summer and fall months. They also
provide an easily accessible location for visitors 1o the Rim Lakes Recreational Arvas 1o ED
who desire (0 experience a less crowded and noisy environmenl where there is a high
probability of observing wildlife. In addition, officially designating thesc arcas as WA
would preserve a popular hunting area for humters who scck out and have grovwn accustomed
o a hunting experience away from motoriced vehicles. The Department supports the
inclusion of these areas as WQAs given the current management of these areas and given this
designation would not impede the Department’s ability to actively manage wildlife in the
area.

The Pian also includes designation of two additional WQAs (Cottonwood and Bear § prings).
In the interest of improving the hunting experience in these arcas, the Department SUppOrts
such designation. These portions of the Black Mesa Ranger District are located in GMU 3C
alony the Mogollon Rim and border the Fort Apache Indian Reservation (FAIR). This area is
heavily roaded, and also experiences significant wtilization by woodeuticrs in the fall,
Hunters in the field contacted by Department personnel have routinely brought up the issuc
of oo many OHV's and roads in these arcas negatively impacting the quality of their hunts
(B. Birkeland, personal communication). Most hunters also reported that shartly afier
sunrise there were woodcutters scaiered throughout the wonds and in densities so high that it
was often difficolt to be in an area and not hear, or have wildlife disturhed bw the sound of
chainsaws. I is also not uncommon for hunters 1o state that due to all of the disturbance
occurring in GMU 3C in the fall, game animals are being pushed and staying on the FAIR
during this time period where they remained inaccessible 10 these hunters. It should be noted
that this portion of the FAIR has fewer roads and OHVs are not allowed. Having two small
WQA’s totaling 5,799 acres in this portion of GMU 3C would help meet the needs of thesc
huniers who are seeking a quicter and more secluded huiting experience. Due to the size and
configuration of these areas, they would remain easily aceessible by fool to hunt, with the
majority of the area within a mile from the nearest road. In addition to the henefit ro an
impertant segment of hunters, gume species including deer. wurkey, elk, bear, and mountain
lion will benefit by having an area of less disturbance,

The Department thanks the A-S for working with our Regional Staff’ throughout the Forest
Plan Revision process o identify these areas. The Depurtment looks forward to working
with the A-S to emphasizc the importance of these critical aress through the creation and
installation of additional interpretive and regulatory sipnage.
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Wilderness Areas

he Department recognizes the long-term value to wildlifc and the public that wilderness
designations may provide, as long as the ability to actively manage wildlife is maintained in
these areas. Impacts from the continued and irreversible loss of habitat resulting from
development and transportation infrastructure is 0 major concern (o the Department, and is
the leading challenge facing the Depariment in maintaining Arizona’s wildlifc heritage and
wildlife recreational opportunities into the futurc, The Department is not opposed to
wilderness designations that do not affect our ability to manage wildlife, the public’s ability
to access public lands, or limits multiple use on public lands.

Also of concem, however, is the continued ability of the Department to adequatcly meanage
Arizona’s wildlitc.  As wildlife habitat becomes more restricted and fragmented. the
Department will need to provide a more proactive approach to wildlife management in an
effort to maintain and improve declining populations of game and nongame species. A
strictly hands-off approach to maintenance of biological diversity and long-term species
viability is no longer a feasible option,

Although a wildemess designation offers much value, the Department has expericnced
significant restrictions in its ability to fulfill its public trusl responsibilities resulting from
stich special land use designations. The Department therefore requests that full consideration
he given to, and provisions provided, that ensure the ability ol the Department to fulfill is
public trust responsibilitics through active wildlife management within wilderness areas,
Sperific management actions which may be necessary, and may necessitate the use of
motorized equipment inclode, bul are not restricted to: periodic fish surveys and nun-native
fish removal utilizing nets or battery ané gas powered cleetrulishing equipment, construction
or maintenance of fish barricrs, chomical stream removations, fish stocking, Tow-lovel serial
wildlife surveys, research, and law enforcement flights, wildlife capture, construction of
lemporary release pens, construction and mauintenance of wildlife waters, providing salt and
mineral supplements, depredation, and wildlife mortality investigations.

Currently, there are threc dusipnuied wildemess areas within the A-S [Moum Baldy,
Fseudilla, and Bear Wallow) totaling 23,234 acres, The Plan includes preliminary
administrative recommendations for two additions to existing wildermess arcas. These are
the 6,813 acre Escudills Wilderness addition, and the 261 acre Bear Wallow Wilderness
addition, which would, if designated by Congress, increase fotal acres of designated
wilderness 1o 30,308,

Site Specific Comments
Chevelon Lake: Although not included in the Proposed Alternative, the Department does
not support the inclusion of Chevelon Lake as a recommended wilderness, As discussed
in the DEIS, this inclusion would pose significent impacts on current public recreational
opportunities as well as the Department’s ability 1o manage this important sportfish area
and assure public safety. Chevelon Lake offers boating and fishing recreation, where gas
motors up to 10hp arc allowsd. A Chevelon Lake wilderness designation would
compromise the public’s ability 10 continue these boating uses and would farther limit the
Department’s ability to invest in associated boating facilities. In addition 1o the
recreational impacts, the ability of the Department W manage sportfish populations and
4
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angling/boating reereation on this lake would he adversely impacted.  Standard lake
population surveys are completed anmually to inform management of lake fish
populations. with these surveys requiring the use of motorized hoats, Additionally, the
Department must maintain motorized access o and around the dam to adequately monitor
and maintain Lhis structure. Inadequate maintenance of this dam can ercate a safety issue
to those using the lake and those downstream of the lake, and prosenis liabilities thar the
Department is not willing to assume,

Wild and Seenic Rivers

Although there are no designated wild and scenic fvers an the A-S, approximately 339 miles
of 23 rivers arc cligible to be included in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. The
Depariment requests thal the A-S coordinate closely with the Department regarding any
development of munugement dircction for these areas to ensure that full consideration is
given to the potential impacts on (he ability of the Department to continue to manage fish and
wildlife resources, and thus maintain and enhance thosc identified valuss. Specilic
management actions which may be necessary to maintain and cnbance fisheries valucs
including such activities as periodic fish survevs and non-native fish removal ulilizing nets or
batlery and gas powered clectrofishing equipment, construction or maintenance of fish
barriers. and chemical renovations,

These arcas alse possess outstandingly remarkable wildlife related recreational values. The
Department believes that hunting, fishing. and waichable wildlife opportunilies are key
cumponents of these valves, and that fumee management of these arcas should allow for the
continued use of these areas by the public for wildlife related recreational activitics.

Fish Barrier Maintenance: The Department is concerncd, however, about how certain rivers
were analyzed and classified in the 2009 Eligibility Report for the National Wild and Scenic
River Systemn. Apache Sitgreaves Mutional Forests, which excluded portions of several rivers
around man-made fish barriers. Those portions were classified as not eligible because they
were described as no longer flowing in a natural condition due io the existence of siructures
which had modified the waterway. This approach was requested and supported by A-S and
Department fish biologists at the time, with these barriers being identified as necessary for
native fish recovery efforts undertaken on A-S,

For the 2009 analysis. two scgments of two streams, Fish Creek and East Fork Lower
CUolorado River (LCR) were requested to be excluded and classified as not eligible for WSR
designation given the same conditions involving existing man-made fish barriers, but were
not. The Department is concerned that the elipibility und suitahifity of these segments and
the associated management that is required to maintain and possibly miudify barriers witl
conflict with and hinder the ability to secure the major investment and accompanying
biological objectives represented in these man-made structures as warershed conditions
change. For cxample, hydrologic changes in some watersheds following the Wallow Fire
have iriggered a nced to modify several Apache trout fish barricrs to handle the increased
flood flows, Maintaining the Fish Habital ouistanding remarkable value (ORV) of these
streams can only happen by ensuring that those barriers do net fail.
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For Tish Creek, there was no excluded section for the fish barrier. Instead. the sepments
changed because of the fish barrier, but did not exclude it. thus the location of that barrier
falls within the recreational segment. The 2009 analysis stated that there is a low., naturalized
fish barricr, which is inaccurate. ‘Thal barrier did include an uriginal boulder drop, but was
significantly modified with s wull of gabions. This burrier has since been significantly
damaged by extreme ood flows immediately following the Wallow Fire in 201 i, impairiog
the Apache trout Fish Hubitat ORV in Fish Creek. Long term plans are to replace this
harrier.

The East Fork LCR, included an excluded segment for two gabion fish barricrs, but did not
include an exclusion for another fish barrier upstream at Colter Dam. Colter Dam Wi
originally built for irrigation storage and consists of a moderately large carthen dam. Tt has
since been abandoned for irrigation use. Currently all streamflow in the East Fork LCR at
this pomt must drop through an 18-20 inch outlet pipe, which has a 5-6 foot vertical drop
before coming out the bottom side of Colter Dam. This vertical drop through the pipe
currently acts as a (ish barrier even though it was net designed nor built for that purpose.
This is a positive feature for Apache trout above Colter Dam becanse the two gabion fish
barriers firther downstream are curreally not effective. Waork is in progress to seal thesc
gabion barriers, but they may always he suspect bevause of their flawed design, Colter Dam
would be a positive [eature to maintain on the Tast Fork LOR for Apuche trout recovery, us it
has functioned as a very effoctive fish barrier. ‘Ihe classification of the East Fork LCR is
Scenic, which by definition is free of impoundments. The Deparument contends that Colier
Dam is an impoundment, and that the 2IN9 analysis overlooked this feature

Aspen is an important companent of forest vepetation communities due to s rale in
providing for greater wildlife diversity. The Department has noted its concerns relalive to
the decline of aspen oa the A-5 and supports a holistic approach to address this issue. Such
an approach must principally focus on forest health and restorstion on a landscape sealc {e.g,
mechanical vegetation treatments and planned and unplanned fire), while also addressing the
muitiple factors which can lead to excessive unpulate browsing. Recent large firc cvents,
such ag the Three Forks, Chitly, K-P Thomas Complex, and most recently the Wallow Fire.
demaonstrate the utility of landscape scale treatments in promoting aspen regeneration. In
thesc burn areas, the Department has observed considerable aspen regeneration with
corresponding minimal impacts from herbivary. The Department supports. further research
and monitoring to improve understanding of the complex relationship among aspen and
other hiotic and abiotic factors, and 1o support the development of management responses
thal adequately consider and address these factors over time..

The Depariment does not support the general representation made in the DEIS (pages 138
and 139) that, in the wel mixed conifor and spruce-fir community, there is an
overreprescnlalion of vegetation structural states that are lacking ASpen regoneration due to
elk browsing. There is no question that, absent areas impacted by large fire events, aspen
regeneration is lacking in these areas. This condition, however, is likely due w numerous
and interrelated faclors bevond a Siﬂglc factor such as elk hrﬂu‘iiﬂg. The representation of
low/lacking aspen regeneration being solely attributable 10 a single wildlife species is
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unsubstantiated by data and fails 1o acknowledge and consider multiple factors impacting
aspen regeneration.

Motorized Opportunities

The Departinent appreciales the immense challenge faced by the A-S in reaching an
appropriate halance between public motorized travel. resource and wildlife protoction, and
non-motorized recreational wses of A-S lands. The Department recognizes the negative
impaets on wildlife and wildlile habitat from unrestricted cross-country motorized travel, and
therelore supports the proposed prohibition of motorized eross-country travel, except where
authorized. The Depariment looks forward to continued coordination with the A-S on the
Travel Management Plan. A critical component of which will be the continued availability
of 'tilm v:a:icly ol vutdoor activities currently found on the A-S, including motorized big game
retrieval.

Gieneral Comments

=  Although collectively, many of he desired conditions, puidelines. standards. and
abjectives included in the Plan would help supporl and improve wildlife habitat and
wildlife recreational opportunities on the A-S, the Department is concerned that the Plan
relies too heavily on desired conditions. As defined in the Plan, desired conditions are
normally expressed in broad, peneral terms, have ao specitic date by which they are o be
completed, and are aspirations and not commitments. As such, the Department questions
how these desired conditions will translate into the necessary implemenlable mansgement
actions that are vital to making sipmificant progress toward realizing the Plan’s emphasis
of ceological restoration. The Department therefore recommends translation of these
desired conditions inio more actionable standards or zuidelines, where deing so, would
hetter enahle nchievement of the ccological restoration identified in the plan.

# The Bepartment strongly supports Plan objectives of treating on average up to 35,000
aeres of foresl per year, up to 15,000 acres of woodlands per year, and up to 23,000 acres
of grasslands per year. The Plan should, however more clearly stress the need and tent
o focus mechanical thinning efforts on the overabundant small diameter (rees within the
forested vepgetation types.

= The Department undersiands the uiigue and vital role that re plays in the maintenance
ol wildlife habitat within fire adapted ecosystems. and acknowledges the nead to restore
natural fire regimes on the A-S. The Department therefore supports the proposed desired
canditions, standards, guidelines, and management approaches that enhance the ability of
[ire (buth plammed and unplanned ignitions) to function in its natural ecological role.

* The Depariment supports the objective of establishing forage ressrves as opportunities
arise. Such reserves can significamly aid in the facilitadon of forest and prassland
restoration activities, such as the application of prescribed fire, by providing lorage w
livestock and wildlife where such activities would impact localized, short-term forage
availability. The A-8 should alsv consider allowing for the wtilization of forage reserves
by permittees conducting habitat restoration on their Arieona State Land Depuriment
leases nnd private prazing lands when conducted as part of a landseape scale restoration
prajecl,
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* Monitoring is mentioned numerous times throughout the DEIS and Plan, thus
highlighing its imporiance, The Department agrees that monitoring is erilical to fulure
adaptive management, and without which the A-S will not know if movement Wward
desired conditions is needed or buing achieved. Unlortanately, insulficient detail is
provided in the Plan. including Chapter 5 - Monitoring Strategy, and the DEIS for the
reader 1o evaluate the sufficiency of the proposed monitoring.  The Department
recommends that additivnal defail be provided on monitoring implementation.

Fage Specific Comments (suggested edits are indicated in italics and strikethrough)
+«  Plan, 6™ Level HUC Watershed Scule Desired Conditions, page 23: “Streamflaw provide
connectivity among fish populations and provide unobstructed routs critical for fulfilling
needs of aquatic, riparian dependent, and many upland species of plants and animals
except av needed for native species recovery and memagement.” Revovery of native
fishes would not be possible in most locations on the A-S witheut the use of man-made
lish barriers (in the absence of 2 natural cmigration harricr).

o Plan, 6" Level HUC Watershed Scale Desired Conditions, page 23: “Water qualily meets
the needs of all desirable aguatic species, inciuding sueh as the California floater,
norihern and Chiricahua leopard frog, and inveriehrates (hat support fish populations.”

» DPlan. Background for Aquakic abitat and Species, page 25: The Deparument is only
aware of 23 nonnative fishes that are currently found on the A-S, not 25. There have
been others that were stocked ma ny years aga, but did not esmblish and do not persist on
the A-5 today. The Department also recommends characterizing the lower elevation
warm waler habitat as *cyprinid and cawostomid (minnow and sucker familics) streams”™
instead of only eyprinid, Mineral Cresk should be added 1o the list of streams that are
totally diverted.

* Plan, Desired Conditions for Aquatic Habilat and Species, 4" and 5" Level HLC
Watershed Scale Desired Conditions, page 75: “Streamflows. habitat, and water quality
support native and desirable nonnative aguatic and riparian-dependent species and
habitat.”

*  Plan, Desired Conditions for Aquatic Habitat and Species, 6™ Level HUC Watershed
Scale Desired Conditions, page 75: “Hubitat and ceological conditions are capable of
providing for self-sustuining populations of native and desirable nonkgiive, riparian

dependent plant and animal species.™

* Plan, Desired Conditions for Aquatic Habitat and Specivs, 6" Level HUUC Watershed
Scale Desired Conditions. page 26: “Desirable nonnarive fish species, and native fish
species (fe. Apache wrowt Gila trowt. roundiil chub) provide recreational lishing in
waters where those opportunitics are not in conflict with recovery of native fish species ”

*  Plan, Guidelines [or Aquatic Habitat and Species, page 26: “To prevent degradation of
native species habitat and the incidental or accidenial introduction of diseascs or
nonnative specics, when ransferring aquatic species should—sek-be-ransfesrad through
management activities from one 6" code walershed to another. Meastres should be roaken
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to prevent the spread of non-targei fish species, invasive species, parasites, or diseases.”
As written, this did not allow critical management actions to recover rare species such as
T&F fish and candidate specics. Preventing the introduction of diseases and undesicahle
nonnative species is important, but it should not preclude NeCessary conservalion actions,
or even desired recreational wildlife management actions, when these actions are
supported by recovery, conservation, or management plans.

*  Plan, Guidelines for Aquatic Hubitat and Specics, page 26: “Projects and aclivities should
avoid damming or impounding lree-flowing waters 10 provide streaniflows needed for
adquatic and riparian-dependent specics, except as needed for native species recovery and
mandagement. or mstream sivuctures that improve stream functionality and srabiline or
imprave aguatic habitat conditions for aquaic species.”

*  Plan, Management Approaches for Aquatic Habitat and Specics, page 27: “The Apache-
Sitgreaves NFs cooperate with (he Arizona Giame and Fish Depaniment (AZGFD), the
state wildlife agency with authority over wildlife management in Arizeng to protect and
reintroduce palive aquatic species where appropriate and contrel or eradicate nommative
species where appropriofe.” The Department recommends the proceeding edits ro clarify
the Department’s wildlife management authority, and that control or eradiation of
nonmative species on the A-S iz nat an appropriate management action in all
CITCHNISIANCSS.

s Plan, Desired Conditions for All PNVTs, Landscape Scale, page 29: “Herbivory is in
balance with available forage (i.e., prazing and browsing by authorized and unawthorized
livestock, wild horses, feral horses and hogs, and wildlife do not exceed available forage
production within established use levels).”

» Plan, Desired Conditions for All PNVTs, Landscape Scale, page 29 Add “The A-Y i free
of unauthorized, feral, and irespass Ivestock™ The Department has become increasingly
concerned over the negative impacts of unauthorized, foral, and trespass livestock on
wildlife habitat. IJepurtment personnel have noled significant increases in the numbers of
these animals over recent years, and expects this nearly exponential growth to cominue,
Ihe Department urges the A-S 0 include the above Desired Condition and to take
prompt, substantive action (o address this prowing threar to ecosystem health on the A-S.

#  Plan, Desired Conditions for All PNVTs, Fine Scale Desired Conditions, page 30:
“Herbaceous vegeration amount and structure (g plant density, height. liuer, seed
heads) provides habitat to support wildlife, including prev specics.” Plan, page 30, All
PNVTs, Fine seale,

= Plan, Mid-Scale Desired Conditions for Riparian Arcas, page 34; “Willows (e.g. Bebh,
Geyer, Arizona) are jree of divease, and reproducing with all age classes present.” The
Departinent believes that the A-S has failed to acknowledge the significant role (hat
disease has played in the loss of willows across the A-S.

= Plan, Mid-Scale Desired Conditions, page 34: Within the Plan it states that ireated
waslewater may be used w provide wetland habitats.  [lowever the value of treated
wastewater is nol mentioned as a desired condition for ripurian values. The Deepartrmin|
recommenids that the following desived condition be incorporated into the Plan

9
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“Wetlands created with meated wastewaler from municipalities provide additionai
critical wildlife habial™

Plan, Objectives for Ripunan Areas, page 34: “Within the planning period, relocated,
repair, improve, or decommission a minimum of 4 miles of National Forest Systems
roads or trails that add sediment o streams, damage riparian vepetation, erode
streambanks, cause gullies, and/or compact floodplain soils. These activiies should
promote adequate frail access thai addresses public recreational access needs fe.g,
Jishing and hiking) and minimizes creation of additional wmathorized trails™

Plan, Management Approaches for Riparian Areas, page 35 In the last paragraph the
word “clk™ should be replaced with “ungulate”. In addition, the preceding paragraph
should more strongly emphasize the need for landscape scale restoration frestments
within the context of riparian arca management.

Plan, Pinon-Juniper Savanna, Landscape scale, page 54: Scatiered shrubs and a
continuous herbaccous understory, including native prasses, forbs, and annuals, are
present to support a nataral five repime and provide for wildlife needs.

Plan, Pinon-Juniper — Porsistent Woodland, Mid-scale, paec 54: “Grass and forb cover is
maximized, based on site capability, to proteet and enrich soils and provide for wildlite
neeels,

Plan, Desired Conditions for Grasslands, Landscape seale, page 56: “llerbacecus
vegeration and Litter provides lor and maintains the natural fire regime (fire regime I)...".

Plan, Dackground for Wildlife and Rare Plants. page 59: ln the last paragraph it states
thaat “Other speeies have bicn introduced, such as Rocky Mountain elk and crayfish.” The
Department considers elk to be a native Arizona species. Although it is likely that
Merriam’s clk, which were present in Arizona prior v the Yellowstone introcuctions ol
Rocky Mountain elk had been extirpated from the state, the genetic differences, and the
significance of these differences between the two populations (based on very limited
samples) is uncerfain al this time,  Accordingly, the Department views it whaolly
inappropriate o present elk, a desired native species that provides significant economie
and social benefits 1o the forest and local communitics, in (he same context as crayfish,
which is a clearly undesirable and destructive nonnative specics.

Plan, Dackground for Wildlifi: and Rare Plants, page 59: Although the Plan briefly
discusses and makes mention of the economic importance of forest products, including
timber and livestock, the sipnilicant economic contribution 1o the local communities and
counties provided by wildlife residing on the A-S is lacking. The Department
recommends that the A-8 acknowledge the economic contribution of wildlife (hunting,
fishing, wildlife viewing) and provide such information within the Background for
Wildlifc and Rare Plants section. The Deparument looks forward to working with the A-S
to provide additional detailed information regarding the economic benefits of wildlife.

PMan, Background for Wildlife and Rare Plants, page 60: The reference lo “Mexican
woll™ should be changed to “Mexican gray wol ™,
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» Plan, Guidelines for Wildlife and Rarc Planis, page 60: Add “Right-nfway fencing where
pronghorn antelupe may be present should be placed and canstrucied in a muanner that
consicers maximizing fence and road permeability for pronghorn antelope while
addressing public sajety concerns. "

*  Plan Guidelines for Wildlife and Rare Plants, page 61: “Prairie dog controls should net
be authorized except when consisient with approved State of Arizona Gunnison’s prairie
dog conservation strategies, or as awthorized by the Avicong Game and Fish
Commission.” It should he clear that this guideline docs not apply to hunling activities as
authorized by the Arizona Game and Fish Comunission,

» Plan, Guidelines for Wildlife und Rare Plants, page 61: “The neads of localized spocics
(e.z. New Mexico meadow jumping mouse, Bebb willow, White Mowntain painthrush)
should be considered and provided for during project activities to ensure their limited or
specialized hahitofs are not lost or depraded.

»  Plan, Management Approachces for Wildlife and Rare Plants, page 62: Reference is made
to the Arizona Wildlife and Fisheries Comprehensive Plan. This is an outdated plan. A
more appropriate reference would be the State Wildlife Action Plan as well as the
Wildlife 20720 Arizona Game and Fish Department’s Strategic Plan,

»  Plan, Management Approaches for Wildlife and Rare Plants, page 63: Promoting healthy
population of predators while, reducing livestock conflicts with wild!ife is discusscd. It
should be noted that predaror control may alse be required o reduce conflice and meet
management objestives for wildlile prey species such as pronghom, especially where
degraded habilai conditions or other factors influcnce the patural predator prey
relationship.

= Plan, Ohjectives for Invasive Species, page 64: Fradication of cowhirds is inchuded as an
objestive 1o this section. Please note that such actions necd w be coordinated with the
Diepartment and appropriate permitting obtained,

® Plan, Guidelines for Invasive Species, page 64: “Projects and activitics, exceor ay seeded
Jor wildlife conservaiion amd management projecis (Le. native specles recovery avd
mgnagemeni, and sporifish stocking), should not transfer water between drainapes or
hetween unconnected waicr bodies within the same drainage to avold spreading disease
and ayquatic invasive species. For projects and acrivities where waler transfers will oceur,
measures should be token fo prevenl the spread of mon-target fish species, invasive
sprecies, parasiles, or diveases ™

+ Plan, Guidelines for Landscape Seale Disturbance Events, page 66: “Crosion conirol
mitigation features should he implemented to proteet sipnificant resource values and
infrastructure such as siream channels, roads, strucnires, threstensd and endangered
species, and cultural resources. The wve of vomnative grass seed for gerial seeding should
be discouraged” The Department is concerncd with the use by the A-S of “non-
persistent” nonmdive grass seed to mitigate wildfire impacts. Although the Department
acknowledpes the need for erosion control mitigation following a large tire cvent, the use
of nonnative seed, as occurred (ollowing the Wallow Tire, has resulled in unintended
consequences. These include concentrating elk within seeded locations, discouraging
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normal daily and seasonal movement patterns, outcompeting native forbs and prasses,
and impacting aspen regeneration.

* Plan, Buckground for Overall Recreational Opportunities, page 6%: Add boating to the Jist
of primary recrealional activities. Kayaking and canoeing ure becoming very popular
activities on some [akes such as Fool [Tollow. Bear Canyon, and Woods Canyon, in
addition to some motorized hoating reercation.

« Plan, Buckground for Developed Recreation, page 72: In addition 1 the A-S and State
Parks, Fool lollow Lake Recreation Area is operated hrough a partnership with the
Arizana Game and Fish Department and the City of Show Tow,

= Plan, Background for Motorized Opportunities, page 73: {he final semence in this
paragraph states “These roads and trails arc also needed for forest management.”™ Tt is
unclear if the A-5 is alse considering unauthorized roads (user-created) as being nocded
for forest management. The Department recommends clarifcation.

» Plan, Desired Condilions for Motorized Opportunitiss, page 73: “Open NES roads and
motorized trails are easily identificd on e ground (e.g., well marked. and marked open
urtless elosed).

* Dlan, Standards for Motorized Opportunities. page 74: “Motorized vehicle travel shall be
managed to occur only on the designated system of NFS roads and motorized trails and
designated motorized areas.” Tt should he made clear in this standard that there will ba
authorized exemptions, including molorized big pame retrieval.

s Plan, Standards for Motorized Oppostuiities, page 74: “Unless specifically authorized,
motorized cross-country travel shall be memaged (o occur only in designared motorized
areas.” It should be made clear in this standard, that metorized big game retrieval is
included in rhe activities that are specifically authorized.

= Plan, Management Approaches for Motarized Opportunitics, page76: “The Apache-
Sitpreaves MEs coordinaie with Federal Highways Admisistration. Arizona Game and
LFish Department, and ADOT to facilitate transportation needs, planned improvements,
and 1ranspoertation conditions. Apache-Sitgreaves NFs work with ADOT and Arizone
Game and Fish Department to alleviate concerns with scenic resourves; mainienance
activities; use of herbicides; use ol deiving agents: and creation of turnouts, parking lots,
and wildlife crossings ™

# Plan, Desired Conditions for Livestock Graring, page 935: “Livestock grazing is in
hatance with available forage {i.e. grazing and browsing by authorized and wunauthorized
livestock, wild horses, feral horses and hogy, and wildlife do not exceed available forage
production within established use levels)”

s Plan, Desired Conditions for Livestock Grazing, page 95: Add *Livestock Giruzing does
not negaiively affect wildlife habital and populations.™ This mirrors a desired condition
under Managed Recreation on page 64,
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* Plan, Standards for Livesiwck Grazing, page 96; “New or revonsiructed fencing shall
allow lor wildlife passage, execpt where specifically intended to exclude wildlife (e.g.
elk). Construction of new fences parallel ta existing fences shall not be allowed uniess
there iy concurreni removal of the existing unneeded fence.”

*  Plan, Guidelines lor Livestock Grazing, page 96 “New livestock watering facilities shall
be designed to allow wildlifc access and escape. Existing livestock watering facifities
shall bhe madified as oppornmities arise to allow for wildlife access and escape,”

* Plan. Guidelines for Livestock Grazing, page 96: “Efforts (e.g. temporary fencing,
increased herding, herding dogs) should be made to prevent transfor of disease from
domestic sheep end goats to highom sheep wherever bighorn sheep necur. Permit
conversions to domestic sheep or goats should not be allowed in arcas adjacent to or
inhabited by bighormn sheep or areas identified by the Arizona Game and Fish
Department for bighorn sheep reimroductions.”™

* Plan, Desired Conditions for Community-Foresi Inlermix. page 106: “Native prasses,
forbs, shrubs, and liner (ie., tine fuels) are abundant cnough to maintain and support
natural lire regimes, protect soils, provide for wildlife needs, and support water
infiitration.”

* Plan, Guidelines for Encrgy Corridors, page 110: “Fneroy cormdors shoyld be managed
as nummotorized areas se-sveid where conflicts with comidor mainlenance nesds evise.
slihough mainlenance-aetivities muy-use motorized eguipmens.” | e Department believes
that utilizing energy comidars for motorized use, where these uses can be compatible, can
limit additional habitat degradaiion by helping to meer motorized recreslional demands
while reducing the need for additional NFS moterized roads and trails in less disturbed
areas.

* Plan, Desired Condirions for Wild Horse Termitory, page 111: “Girazing is in balance with
availdble forage (i.e.. grazing and browsing by authovized andd wnanhorized livestock,
wild horses. feral horses and hogs. and wildlife do not exceed the available forage
production within established use levels) ™

* Plan, Background for Recommended Rescarch Natural Areas, page 118: The
recommended Sandrock Research Natural Area is deseribed as having been excluded
from domestic grazing for 25 years. Though the inlenl was to exclude livestock grazing
for the perind described, livestock were present on Sandrock throughout the entire period.

¢ Plan, Desired Conditions for Recommendead Rescarch Natural Areas, page 118: * (he
Three Forks Closure Area (30 acres) of the recommended Three Forks RNA is [ree [rom
husman trampling and other disturbances to protect very sensitive and unique species,
such us the Three Forks springsnail, California floater, New Mexico meadow jumping
mouse, amd Chiricahua leopard frop—end loaelminnow” Loach minnow have never
been documented within the actual closure area. Toach minnow have been documented
within the mainstern of the Last Fork Black River, which runs paraliel 1o but not within
or through the closure area. Designated Critical TTabitat for loach minnow also exists on
the Fast Fork Rlack Hiver but not within the elosure arca.
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Flan, Background for Wilderness, page 120: Add o the first paragraph regarding Mt
Baldy wilderncss. “The bast Fork Little Colorado River and West Fork Little Colorado
River originarc on Mt. Baldy and flow throughout the year through this wilderess,
providing habitat for the threatened Apache troul” This lunguage mirrors language
previded for the Bear Wallow Wilderness and Dear Wallow Creek.

Plan, Standards for Wildorness, page 121: “Party size of 12 persons andior 12 head of
stock lor recreational hiking and riding groups in Mount Buldy Wilderness shall not be
exceeded. A party sizc of 6 persons lor overnight recrearional camping shall not be
execeded.” This standard should not apply to wildlifc and Gsheries management activities
{e.g. stream repovation und (ish restocking activities).

Plan, Standards for Wilderness, page 121: “Party siec of 12 persons and/or 15 head of
stock for reereational hiking and riding groups in Bscudilia and Bear Wallow Wildeniess
and the Blue Range Primilive Area shall not be exceeded.” This standard should not
apply 1o wildlife and fishenes managoment activities (e.g. stream renovation and fish
restocking activities).

Plan, Motorized se Suitability, page 131: the [ootnote for table 8 describes exemptions
per the Travel Management Rule. The Department requests the allowances far motorized
big pame retreval be included within this footnate,

Plan, Motorized Use Suitability, page 132 Table 9 indicates that NFS motorized trails
<507 arc not suitable within energy comidors. The Deparument believes that utilizing
energy corridors for motorized wss, where these uses can be compatible, can limit
additional habitat degradation hy helping to meet motorized recreational demands while
reducing the need for additional NFS muotorized roads and trails in less disturbed areas.

Man, Programmatic Agreements, page 255: Add o the list of agreements: Memorandum
of Understanding between the Apache-Sitareaves National Forests, Arizona Game and
Fish Commission. 1.5, Fish and Wildlife Service, Arizona Trout Unlimited, Federation
of Fly Fishers, and Wildlife Conservation Council for the resroration of native trowl on
the Apache National Forest,

DEIS, Tmpacts Associaled with Nonnative Fish Species, papes 132-133; [he wording
useil 1o deseribe impacts of nonmative fish on page 132 and of fsh stocking on page 133
is inappropriate and disproporiionate 1o the descriprions given 1o other impacts on native
fish species. The statement that the [Department cootinues o impact native fish
throughout the A-S through stocking and management of nonnative fish is misleading
and wnnecessarily confrontational. The Department does not dispute thal nennative fish
are a major cansc of the current status of many native fishes on the A-S. However, the
impact is not af the level that it used o be decades ago. There ars numerous processes in
place to minimize additional impacts of nonnative fshes, especially fish stocking. The
Department gocs through intensive consulfation with the U5, Fish and Wildlife Service
on all stocking activities (o delermine impacts on native wildlife and to gain associated
clearances for those stocking activitics. In most cases, there are no impacts or it is
minimal, and in those few cases where an impaet to native wildlifc has beun identified,
the Department actively mitigates those impacts. The Department therefore asks that a
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more pragmalic and balanced discussion of nonnaive fish and fish stocking exist by
replacing current narrative with language similar to that within the Livestock Grazing
impacts section on page 130, which statcs that livestock prazing activities can have
numerous impacts..., and that livestock also have the potential to introduce nonnative
specics,

DEIS, Pronghorn Antelope. pape 249: “Scmi-(eser. prasslands which on the forests
oceurs below the Mogollon Rim is isolated by topography and dense woodlands, supperts
limiled numbers of pronghorn, and is not currently managed for the species by the
AZGFD." This is not correct. Althiough pronghorn numbers may be limited, this arca is
currently mamuged for prenghomn. Tn fact, the Department has worked with the A-S and
NGOS o fund habitat improvement projects in the semi-desert prasslands with
pronghorn as one of the focus species for the work,

In addition to the comments above, the Department would like 1o highlight its support for the
inelusion uf the following desired conditions, guidelines, and stondards.

Plan, Standards {or Water Resources. page 23: “Consislent with existing water rights,
waler diversions or obstruetions shall al all times allow sufficient water o pass
downstream W preserve minimum levels of water(low that maintain aquatic life and other
purposes ol national forest establishment.™

Plan, Guidelines for Walcr Resources. Page 24: “Shori-term: impacts in walersheds
containing OQuistanding Arizona Waters may be allowed when long-term benefits to
water quality, riparian aveas, and aquatic resources would oecur.™

Plan, Desired Conditions lor All PNVTs, Landseape Scale Desired Conditions, page 28:
“Firc (planned and unplanned ignitions) maimains and enhances resources and, as nearly
as possible, is allowed (o function in its natuwral ecological role.”

Plan. Desired Conditions for Ali PNVTs, Landscape Scale Desired Conditions, page 28:
“Vegetative connectivity provides for species dispersal, genetic exchange, and daily and
seasonal movements across multiple spatial scales.”

Plan, Desired Conditions for Al PNVTs, Landscape Scale Desired Conditions, page 28:
“Diversc vegelation structure, species composition, densities, and seral states provide
quality habital lor native and desirable nomnative plant and animal species throughout
their life cycle and at multiple spatial scales. Landscapes provide for the full range of
ecosystem divorsity al muitiple scales, including habitats for those species associnted
with late seral states and old growth [oresis.”

Plan, Desired Conditions for All PNV 1's, Landscape Scale Desired Conditions, page 29:
“O1d or large trees, multistoried canopies, large coarse woody debris, and snags provide
the structure, function, and associated vegetation composition as appropriate for each
forested and woodland PNVT.”

Plan, Desired Conditions for All PNVTs, Landscape Scale Desired Conditions, page 29;
“Wegetation provides products such as wood fiber or forage 1o help meet local and

Ly
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regional needs in p manner that is consistent with other desired conditions on susluinable
basis within the cupacity of the land.”

* Plan, Desired Conditions for All PNVTs, Mid-Scale Desired Conditions, page 29:
“Vepetalion conditions provide hiding and thermal cover in contigunus blocks for
wildlife. Native plant species are present in all age classes and arc healthy, reproducing,
and persisting.”

» Plan, Desired Conditions for All PNVTs, Mid-Seale Desired Conditions, page 29:
“Cirasses, forbs, shrobs, und litter are abundant and continuous to maintain and support
namral firc regimes.™

¢  DPlan, Desired Conditions for Riparian Areas, Tine Scale Desired Conditions, page 34:
“Floodplains and wet meadows provide suflicient herbaceous cover (35 percent of
greater) and height (9 inches or longer) to trap sediment, mitigare flood energy, and
provide wildlife cover.”

=  Plan, Guidelines for Riparian Aveas, page 35 “Wel meadows and active floodplains with
riparian-obligate spccics should provide sufficient herbaceous cover (55 poreenl of
greater) and height (6 to 9 inches or fonger) to trap sediment, mitigate flood energy,
stabilize banks, and provide for wildlife and plant needs.”

s Plan, Desired Conditicns lor Forests: Pondernsa Pine, Landscape Scale Desired
Conditions, page 40: “Grasscs, forbs, shrubs, needles, leaves, and small trees support the
nutural fire regime. The greater proportion (60 to 85 percent or greater) of soil cover is
composed of grasses and forbs as opposed to neadics and loaves.”

¢ Plan, Desired Conditions for Forests: Ponderosa Pine, Landseape Scale Desired
Conditions, page 40: “Frequent, low (o mixed severiry fires (fire regime [}, sccurring
approximately every 2 tn 17 years, are churacteristic in this PNVT."

s Plan, Desired Conditions [or Forests: Ponderosa Pine, Fine Scale Dosired Conditions,
page 41 “Trees typically occur in irrcgularly shaped groups and are variably spaced with
some tight clumps. Crowns in the mid- to old-aged groups are interlocking or nearly
interlocking providing fin species such as Abert’s syuirel,”

*  Plan. Desices Conditions for Grasslands, Landscape Scale Desired Conditions. page 56:
“Praivie dogs are present sml support healthy grassland soil development and ithe
diversity of other specics associated with them such as western burrowing owl,”

* Plan, Desires Conditions for Grasslands, Fine Seale Desired Conditions, page 57:
“Druring the critical pronghorn fawning period (May through June), cool scason grasses
and forbs provide nutritional forage; while shrubs and standing grass growth from the
previous year provide adequale hiding cover (10 to 18 inches) to protect fawns [rom
predation.”™ Please see attached white paper for further delail,

*  Plan, Guidelines for Grasslands, page 57: “Crassland and openings should provide tor

sufficient vegetative cover [...] o prevent accelerated erosion, dissipate rainfall, Bacilitate
the natural fire repime, and provide wildlife and insect habital.™
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* Plan, Guidelines for Girasslands, page 37: “New fence construction or teconstruction
where pronghor antclupe may be present should have a barbless hottom wire which is
I8 inches from the ground to facilitate movement hetween pastures and other fenced
arcas. Pole and other type of fences should also provide for pronghorn antclope passage
where they are present.”

* Plan, Guidelines for Wildlifc and Rare Plants. page 61: “Modifications, mitigations, or
other measures shuuld be incorporated to roduce negative impacts to plants, animals, and
their habitats and to help provide for species needs, consistent with project or activily
ohjectives.”

*  TPlan. Standards for Doveloped Recreation, page 72 “Where wash facilities are provided,
they shall be bear rcsistant.”

* Plan, Desired Conditions for Matorized Opportunities, page 74: “The location and design
of roads and trails does not impede wildlile und fish movement.”

* Plan, Guidelines for Motrized Opportunities, page 75: “Roads and motorized trails
should be designed and located so as to not impede terrestrial and aquatic species
movement and connectivity,”

* Plan, Standards for Livestock Graring, page 96: “New or reconstructed fencing shall
allow for wildlife passage, excepr where specifically intended to exclude wildiife (e.g. elk
feneing).”

¢ Plan, Guidelines for Spocial Uses, page 101: “Tarpet rumges may be appropriate in the
General Forest or Community-Forest Intermix Munagement Areas hecause of the wide
spectrum of recreation opporiunities that can be provided in these areas. Other areas
should be avoided.”

* Plan, Guidelines for Wild Horse lerritory, page 112: “When wild horse populations
exceed the appropriate menagement level, horses should be removed in uccordance with
the “Heber Wild [lorse Temitory Management Plan” (when completed).” The
Department urges the A-§ Lo prioritize the completion of the Ileber Wild Horse Territory
Management Plan, s it will be an essential component in helping the A-S achieve
ecolugical restoration and meel Desired Conditions,

& Plan, Guidelines for Wilderness. page 121: “Planned ignitions should be considered o
cieate favorable conditions that enable naturally ocenrring fires o return to their historic
ol or o achieve wilderness conditions.”

I'he Department would like to thank the A-S for this opportunity to provide comment, as well as
your efforls throughout the planning provess to engage the Departmen! and the public. In
addition 1o the comments provided above, the Department hus provided written comment (o the
A-8 regarding various aspects of the forcst plan revision in letters dated Tuly & 2007 October
16, 2008; February 18, 2009: August 31, 2009; January 29, 2010: and May 5, 2010, We request
that those previous comments be incorporated here by reference. We look forward to continued
conporalion and coordination with the A-8. 1F vou have any questions comcerning this leter,
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plense contact Dave Dorum, |labitat Program Manager for the Pinetop Region at 928-367-4281
or dderumdrazeid.gov.
Thank you,
2 . =
licia: Bugroat

Chris Bagnoli
Pinetap Regional Supervisor

e Juyce Francis, Habitat Branch Chief
Laura Canaca, I'rejects Evaiuation Program Supervisor
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Approved Commission Policy

A 2.38. Travel Management and Access upon Arizona’s Public Lands for the Enjoyment of Arizana's
Wildlife Resources and Outdoor Recreation

Effective: 03/00:2073
Policy Process Owner: Habitar Branch Chief

The Arizona Game and Fish Department is respongible for management of all wildlife on pubiic
lands. Wildlife is held in trusr for the public and access should not be denied or restricied
without cansc,

The Arizona Game and Fish Commission recognizes and promotes multiple use on public lands
managad by the US Forest Service and the Burcay of [Land Management. Fvery citizen should
have access 1o their multiple use public lands unicss there are reasons L deny access founded in
sound science and allirmative analysis, and not a presumption of harm.

It is the policy ol the Arizona Came and Fish Commmission to place @ high priority on conserving
existing sccess and modes of access for hunting, fishing, trapping, sheoting, wildlilc watching,
OITV use, dispersed camping and viher responsible forms of outdoor recreation; and to place a
high priority on improving aceess upon such lands in areas ol the State where access is currently
difficalt or noncxastent,

It is nnacccptabie for a federal multiple use land management agency o establish repulations that
the public cannot understand; that the federal land manager cannot cifectively enforce; or that the
land manager impused upon statc and local enforcement authoritics an unreasonable and
unenforceable mandate (hat denies reasonable and sufficient aceess to citizens, The Department
will actively advovate for access issues and seek to maintain the Commission’s legal standing w
seek remedies for decisions that injure the Depuriment's ability 1o meet the Commission’s
strategic objectives for wildlife management or management of recreational aclivities under the
Commission’s jurisdiction.
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Forest Plan Preferred Alternative proposed desired condition on grasslands and pronghorn
fawning cover

The Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest has released the draft [mvironmental Impaer Statement
(DEIS) and the Proposed Land Management Plan. AGFD’s Pinetop Region has received
comments of concern relative o the habitar parsmeters stated within the proposed lurest plan
referring to “desired condition” of grassland habitats, Specifically the commenis related to the
content of Chapter 2, Forest Direction, pages 55-57. and werc specific to vepetative heights
descrihed within the *Fine-Sealed Desired Candiiion” (less than 10 acres).  ‘The “desired
condition” described in this subsection was stated as follows;

“During the critical pronghorn fiwning period (Mey through June), cool season grasses omd
Jorhs provide nutritioned forage; while shrubs and stamding wvass growth from the previous vear
provide wdequate hiding cover (19 1o 18 inches) iy profect fawns fFom predation”

This specific reference is made o fine scale (less than 10 acres) and, again, describes the
“desired condition”. This desired condition lerm is used throughout the plan as & goal without a
timeline, and without definad plan objectives in place to attenipt to achieve the desired condidon.
The proposed Forest Plan Chaprer 1, “Background™ on page 6 defines desired conditions as:

"Desired Conditions”
Desired conditions set forth the desired social, economic, and ecological attributes of the
Apache-Sitgreaves NFs They atiempt to paint a picture of what we fthe public and
Forest Service) desive the forests tv look like or the eouds and services we desive them io
provide. Desired conditions ave normally expressed in broad. general ferms and are
limeless in that there is no speeific date by which they are te be completed Desired
conditivay may only be achievable over a long limeframe (in some cases, several fumdred
vearsj. In some cases, u desired condition matches the current condition, so the goal is o
miainiuin the existing condition. Desired conditions are aspirations und are not
cammiiments or final decisions approving projects.

To be consistent with the desived conditions of the plan, a profect or activily, when
assessed at the appropriate sparial seale deseribed in the plun fe.g, landseape seale),
musi be desigred io meet one or more of the folio wire conditions:

*  Maintain or make progress toward one or more of the desived conditions ofa
plan without adversely affecting progress toward, or maintenance of other
desired conditions. or

¢ Be newral with regard 1o progress toward plon desired conditions: or

»  Muintain or muke progress toward one or more of the desired conditions aver the
lony tevm, even if the project or activit Ly wonild adversely affect progress toward
or maintenance af one or more desived conditions in the short iorm- or

»  Maintain or make progress toward one or more of the desired conditions aver the
long termy even if the project or activity would adversely affect progress toward
other desired conditions in a negligible way over the long term.

»  The project ducumentation should explain how the project is consistent with
desired conditions and deseribe any short-term or nepligible long-term adverse
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effects the project may have concerning the mainienance or attainment of any
desired condition. "

Pinetop Regional Discussion:

Two publications (lsted helow) were reviewed in the Pinetop Region’s discussion of pronghorn
grassiands hubitat. There arc a number of research and hubitat investigations that ure cited
within these two wildlife publications with substantial data supporting characteristics described
within many pronghom habitats,

Pronghorn: Ecology and Management, Bart W. (’Gara and Jim D. Yoakum, 2004,

A Field Guide to Pronghorn Management: Biological and management principles and
practices designed to sustain pronghorn populations from Canada to Mexien, Compiled
by E.I. Anthonise, R.E. Autenrieth, D.F. Brown, I Cancino, R.M. Lee, R.A. Ockenfels,
B.W. O'Gara, T.M. Pojar, and J.D. Yoakum, 2006

The information fourd within the reference malerials seem to support al feast three subsisntial
influences on pronghorn lawn survival which include; quality of forage avadlable o pronghor
does during lule gestation through eurly lactation, vogelalive cover available to lawns for
concealment, and predation.  These [aclors are not independent of each other and are
interconnected in terms of the survivability of proaghorn fawns, Other habitst and landscape
characreristics bevond vepetation can be attributed to hiding or concealment cover and includ
rocks, natural and manmade depressions. and the general characteristics of the terrain flow and
slope.

Vugetation characteristics for higher elevation grasslund habitats that pronghom use and that
exist on the Springerville Ranger District of the Apache-Silgreaves National Focest in east
central Arizona arc generally providing fawning cover under current management approaches,
Fawn survival and promghom recruitment arc belter on these areas of the A-S TForest pronghorn
habitats than all other pronghorn habitats found within Game Management Lnit 1 ol the Pinetop
Region. This is evidenced by the recruilment documented by wildlife manager surveys across
the last several years,

The Region supports a desired condition in the forest plan that indicates the important factors in
tawn survival including:
L. Croality of forage avuilable 10 pronghorn does during late gestation through early lactation
2. Vegetalive cover available to lawns for concealment
3. Predarion
. Thar eritieal period for fawns being from birth 1o 14 days when they are more dependent
on hiding cover than their ability to flee [rom predators ( this relerence was first found in
work conducted in central Arizona pronghorn habitats by Ockenfls el al., 1992 as cited
in [Tome Ranges, Movement Patterns snd Tlabitat Selection of Mronghorn in Central
Arngona, March 1994)
3. Thal fawning on the A-S Forest generally takes place from late April through early Junc
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The desired condition should include adequate furage 1o meet nutritional needs of does and
residual and cucrent year's growth of new forage to provide for fawning cover,

The Management direction for the grasslands habitat should be crafied 1o consider:

1. The Arizona Gume and Fish Dcpartment will be working toward identifying fawning
arens over the lile of the Forest Plan

2. AZGID will be evaluating affinity to fawning areas within the pronghom habitats of the
eastern half of the A-S forest south 1o Black River thiroughout the life of the Forest Plan.

3. Habitat characteristies of fawning areas that pronghomn does have demonstraicd at least
some affinity by repeated selection for during the fawning period should begin 1o be
yuantitatively and qualitatively described lor future management considerations,

Lhe Pinetop Region did reference habitat characteristics for fawning areas measurcd over many
hebitats and two general habitat types as listed in the table below taken from the Habitar
Characteristics and Reguirements chapler of Pronghorn: Ecology and Management literature
referenced above,

Clurmetieiatics of :.aum;u.lnﬂ-lghm fown pedeling ares tn sheshiipes and grassiang fabitss
i | Mercent of cuver bype Hetelt in imches

Fiome T Locatiom Sheals Girass Furh iyl Source
Shaubsicpae boailang 21 2 14 12 I'yvrah {1874
1dake 21 - 1n* 1 Auienncth (1976]

L1 ERPREPE

fEoe— o n I 11 3 15 f Thunee cial [195)
{romsd amd _Alera . : il i ] Bamel {1983y
- | Texas ] 13 3 2 Cin 404 Brvaol {997
Ari i ] [+ 7 Tiy Tieer znd Miller

*Cirarses il Torbs dots combmad

The original comments provided to the A-S biologists supported a fawning area cover guidcline
of 10-18", This guideline was based on the best availahle scisntific information, much of which
was derived from the above referenced research materials and the supporting rescarch referenced
within those documents,

In addition, after discussions relative to these puidelines ok place the region initiated an inguiry
slatewide with pronghorn managers. game specialists and Habitat 'regram Managers, There was
4 unanimous support for the forest plan desired conditions currently stated with specific
supporting information forwarded by three individuals and agreed upon and supported hy all
other comments from all that returned comments. It was clear there is statewide support for
those general guidclines. The information provided included previnusly refercnee materials and
specific information ner previously referenced from the 22™ Apnual Pronghom Proceedings
relative to work canducted by Dana Warnecke,

Other information provided indicated that similar guidelines are being currently used in other
forests including the Kaibab National Forest,

There is no direct comparison between these habituws and those that ¢xisl on the A-S Forest,
However, one can gencrally surmise fawning cover is o guantifiable characteristic of pronghom
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habitats. Management dircetion should lead the forest to evaluating these kabitats across (he life
ol the plan in conjunction with AZGED data on fawning arcus.

Lhe best advice may have been found in the Pronghom: evlugy and Management,

«tiver Liitle or too much of anv environmental component can be a limifing factor affecting
species” survival or occupancy of a habital.... However, pronghors fawaing areas with limited
herbaceous plants or shrub cover afford imsufficient cover to conceal neonates effectively fram
predation.  Comversely, an overabundance of shrubs can provide more stalking cover for
oredators, thereby increasing fawn losses to predutors (Bodie 1978} Security cover
vequirements for pronghorn on grasslands are wot the same on shrubsteppes, Care should be
exercised in applying cover standards in one area te ather Lubilals,

It is clear that cover for fawn concealment is eritical but exactly what that looks like or what the
compasition of that concealment has not been evaluated for (he variery of pronghorn habitnts
found on the A-S Foresr. Whal does not seem 1o be in guestion is thal adequate favwn recruitment
is exsential for maintaining healthy pronghomn populations, and that nutrition and fawn hiding
cover are crucial factors in promoting fawn survival and recruitment,

23



