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Response to Comments 
This document includes draft responses to the comments the Coconino National Forest (Coconino NF or 
the Forest) received on the Draft Land and Resource Management Plan (proposed revised plan or Forest 
Plan) and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) during the 90-day comment period that 
ended in March 2014. These draft responses to comments provide insight into how the Forest addressed 
the comments and why adjustments were made to the proposed revised plan and alternative C. These 
responses are not final and may be adjusted as work continues on this effort. Final responses to the 
comments on the proposed revised plan and the environmental impact statement will be included in 
appendix D of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, which should be available in spring 2017. 
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Introduction 
This appendix documents the Coconino NF’s responses to substantive comments received during the 90-
day comment period for the Draft Land and Resource Management Plan (proposed revised plan) and 
Programmatic Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The proposed revised plan and Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, along with supporting documents, were made available on the 
Coconino NF’s website in late December 2013. Comments were considered substantive if they provided 
information to modify alternatives, evaluate new alternatives, improve or modify the analysis, and make 
corrections. Additional information about how substantive comments were identified is discussed in the 
Content Analysis Process section below. A notice of availability for the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement was posted by the Environmental Protection Agency in the Federal Register on December 20, 
2013. This notice initiated the comment period, which ended March 20, 2014. The Forest Service 
received comment letters or emails from individuals, organizations, and agencies; these comments were 
received by email, in person, and via the U.S. Post Office. A total of 1,788 comment letters, of which 95 
contained unique and substantially different comments. In addition, there were 7 different form letters 
received. The original comments are included in the plan set of documents and are available at the 
Coconino NF’s Forest Supervisor’s Office, 1824 South Thompson Street, Flagstaff, Arizona. Electronic 
copies of the comment letters can be found in the project’s Reading Room on the Forest’s website at 
https://cara.ecosystem-management.org/Public//ReadingRoom?Project=32780.Content Analysis Process 

Content Analysis Process 
The comment content analysis followed a systematic process of reading, coding, and summarizing the 
comments that were submitted. This process ensured that every comment was read, analyzed, and 
considered. 

Each unique letter was assigned a commenter code (see list of commenter codes at the end of this 
appendix). Each comment within a letter or email was assigned a unique comment tracking number and 
coded by subject and category. The unique commenter code followed by the comment tracking number 
can be found in parenthesis at the end of the concern statement (commenter code   75-79  comment 
tracking number). For example, 75-79 would be comment number 79 of letter number 75. The 
comments and tracking spreadsheet are available in the plan set of documents. 

Similar or identical comments were summarized into a single concern statement. Concern statements are 
meant to capture the thought, idea, or issue of the comment or common to all of the associated comments. They 
can represent the view of many respondents or may be derived from just one person’s input. Concern statements 
are intended to aid the planning team in characterizing the issues to be analyzed in subsequent stages of the 
planning process. They also provide the framework for preparing responses to public comment. The concern 
statements are found in this appendix beginning in the next section. 

The interdisciplinary planning team prepared responses for each concern statement based on its merits, 
regardless of the source or whether expressed by many people or by one person. This appendix 
documents the Coconino NF’s responses to substantive comments, which are addressed as prescribed in 
40 CFR § 1503.4 in the following ways: 

• Modifying the proposed plan (alternative B) and alternatives; 

• Developing or analyzing alternatives not given detailed consideration in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement; 

• Supplementing, improving, or modifying the analysis that the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement documented; 

https://cara.ecosystem-management.org/Public/ReadingRoom?Project=32780.Content%20Analysis%20Process
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• Making factual corrections; and/or 

• Explaining why the comments need no further agency response. 

General Planning Topics 

Alternatives 
Concern Statement #65: The range of alternatives analyzed in the environmental impact statement 
is not adequate. (56-14, 81-9, 84-42) 

Response: The environmental impact statement evaluates a range of reasonable alternatives. The 
alternatives considered in the environmental impact statement were developed to address the significant 
issues raised regarding the proposed revised plan. The Issues section in chapter 1 of the environmental 
impact statement describes the issues that generated the alternatives. 

Chapter 2 of the environmental impact statement describes the alternatives developed in response to these 
issues. This chapter discusses the four alternatives that are analyzed in detail in the environmental impact 
statement. It also discusses the eight additional alternatives that were considered but dismissed from 
further evaluation in the environmental impact statement. Forest Service National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) regulations at 36 CFR 220.5(e) state that “no specific number of alternatives is required or 
prescribed.” 

In addition to developing alternatives to the proposed revised plan, many suggestions for alternative 
management have been incorporated into the proposed revised plan over the course of this forest plan 
revision effort instead of developing a new alternative. The discussion on the alternatives in chapter 2 of 
the environmental impact statement provides information on how the proposed revised plan (alternative 
B) was developed iteratively in a collaborative manner to address the needs for change and comments 
from stakeholders. Furthermore, many adjustments to alternative B have been made in response to the 
comments received during the 90-day comment period on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and 
proposed revised plan. These adjustments are also discussed in chapter 2 of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement. 

Some elements that are common to all of the alternatives were considered in detail. These elements are 
identified in the Elements Common to All Alternatives section in chapter 2 of the environmental impact 
statement. There are also measurable differences between the action alternatives in regard to plan 
components (desired conditions, objectives, standards, and guidelines), areas recommended as future 
wilderness, management areas, and suitability determinations on timber, recreation, and transportation. 
These differences include a range of environmental consequences. The tables at the end of chapter 2 of 
the environmental impact statement summarize the differences and similarities between the alternatives 
by comparing how the effects of each action alternative respond to the needs for change and issues 
identified in chapter 1. 

Concern Statement #150: The Forest Service should discuss the successes and failures of the 1987 
plan to determine what management actions will succeed in the future. (64-1) 

Response: In preparation for plan revision, the Coconino NF identified guidance in the 1987 plan that is 
working, new conditions that need to be addressed, and ongoing challenges that could be better addressed. 
This preparatory work is documented in the “Analysis of the Management Situation,” which was 
completed in May 2010 (USDA Forest Service 2010a). Through the Analysis of the Management 
Situation, the Coconino NF identified current ecological and socioeconomic conditions and trends taking 
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place on the Forest and the associated “needs for change” to be addressed in the revised plan. The needs 
for change are grouped under three broad revision topics: (1) recreation, (2) Forest community 
interaction, and (3) maintenance and improvement of ecosystem health. 

See the Needs for Change section in chapter 1 of the environmental impact statement and the Analysis of 
the Management Situation for additional information. 

Concern Statement #684: The Forest Service should discuss the funding necessary to implement the 
alternatives; desired conditions will not happen without adequate funding. (64-3) 

Response: The Socioeconomic Resources section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement 
describes the program costs (expenditures) by alternative. The action alternatives were developed to be 
realistic and able to be implemented within anticipated future budgets (expected to be similar to current 
budgets). Chapter 1 of the Forest Plan acknowledges that objectives to achieve desired conditions are 
strongly influenced by recent trends, past experiences, and anticipated staffing levels and short-term 
budgets. 

Concern Statement #151: The Forest Service should consider an alternative that would provide a 
substantial increase in the protection for plant and animal species even at the expense of other 
resources. (84-96) 

Response: Since this comment was received in 2010, many components have been added to the Forest 
Plan that would boost protection for plant and animal species and their habitat, and boost the 
consideration of climate change. Many of these components would apply to all alternatives except 
alternative A, the current plan as amended. Examples of some of the plan components that support 
wildlife and plant species, including endemic species, and their habitat are found in the sections on All 
Ecosystems, Watersheds and Water, Stream Ecosystems, Wetlands, Riparian Forests, Desert 
Communities, Springs, Alpine Tundra, Wildlife, Fish, and Plants, Invasive Species, Designated 
Wilderness and Recommended Wilderness. See Fw-Eco-DC-4, FW-BioPhys-Geo-DC-3, FW-BioPhys-G-
7, FW-Rip-Spr-DC-2 and 5, FW-Rip-Spr-G-3 and 4, FW-TerrERU-DC-DC-4, FW-TerrERU-AT-DC-2, 
MA-InBsn-DC-3, FW-WFP-DC-1 through 11, FW-WFP-O-1 through 5, FW-WFP-S-1 and 2, FW-WFP-
G-1 through 16, FW-Water-DC-6, FW-Water-G-6, FW-Rip-Strm-G-1, FW-Rip-Wtlnds-DC-1 and 2, FW-
Rip-RipType-DC-2, FW-Rip-RipType-G-2; FW-Invas-DC-1 and 2, FW-Invas-G-1, 2, and 3, SA-Wild-
DC-3, and SA-RWild-DC-3.  

Examples of resiliency, adaptation to change, and consideration of climate change are addressed in FW-
Eco-DC-1, FW-Water-DC-1, 3, FW-Water-G-2, FW-Soil-DC-2, FW-TerrERU-All-DC-1 and 4, FW-
TerrERU-PP-DC-2, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCFF-DC-4, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCA-DC-4, FW-TerrERU-SF-
DC-4, FW-TerrERU-AT-DC-1, FW-WFP-DC-6, and MA-InBsn-DC-1. 

In addition, alternative C was developed to respond to suggestions for more land to be managed in 
primitive and natural settings with reduced human-related disturbance for the benefit of recreation, 
botanical, and wildlife resources. Under this alternative, additional wilderness areas would be 
recommended on the Forest. Also eight management areas were incorporated that reduce public 
motorized access into certain areas. Alternative C also recommends the addition of a botanical area 
adjoining the Cottonwood Basin Geological Area (which has also been incorporated into alternative B 
(modified)), prohibits livestock grazing in research natural areas, and recommends restrictions on 
recreational shooting and snowmobiling in certain areas. Alternative C also responds to ecological 
concerns related to the distribution and presence or absence of old-growth composition and structure on 
the landscape. 



Draft Land and Resource Management Plan 

Coconino National Forest 
6 

Alternative A 
Concern Statement #617: Some commenters supported or rejected all or portions of alternative A. 
(69-32, 69-36) 

Response: Alternative A is the 1987 plan and has been included in the environmental impact statement as 
the “no-action” alternative. Alternative A is described in chapter 2 and analyzed in chapter 3 of the 
environmental impact statement. The no-action alternative generally serves as a baseline to which the 
effects of the proposed action and other alternatives can be compared. To preserve that role in the 
environmental analysis, no changes have been made to alternative A. The rationale for the selection of the 
selected alternative and the final plan are described in the record of decision document. 

Alternative B 
Concern Statement #599: Some commenters supported or rejected all or portions of alternative B. 
(44-3, 44-4, 44-5, 48-15, 56-94, 69-33, 69-37, 71-6) 

Response: Alternative B is the proposed action; it includes the proposed revised plan that was developed 
to address the needs for change that were identified for the 1987 plan. Alternative B is described in 
chapter 2 and analyzed in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement. In response to public 
comments, several adjustments were made to this alternative. These adjustments are discussed in the 
“Addressing Concerns Raised During the 90-Day Comment Period” section for Alternative B - Proposed 
Revised Plan in chapter 2 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The adjustments included 
reorganization of plan components to make the Forest Plan easier to use; removal of redundant plan 
components and direction already covered by law, regulation, and policy; clarification of plan 
components; and inclusion of elements from alternatives C and D. To acknowledge these adjustments, 
this alternative is now referred to as “alternative B (modified).” 

The rationale for the selection of the selected alternative and the final plan are described in the record of 
decision document. 

Alternative C 
Concern Statement #598: Some commenters supported or rejected all or portions of alternative C. 
(11-1, 11-5, 13-1, 14-1, 17-1, 48-2, 48-5, 48-14, 49-2, 51-2, 56-170, 56-195, 69-34, 69-38, 71-1, 73-2, 75-
38, 75-40, 75-41, 75-44, 77-4, 86-57, 86-58, 86-64, 94-4) 

Response: Alternative C was developed to respond to public comments on the proposed revised plan 
(alternative B) that suggested more land should be managed in primitive and natural settings with reduced 
human-related disturbance for the benefit of recreation, and botanical and wildlife resources. Alternative 
C is described in chapter 2 and analyzed in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement. In response 
to public comments, an editorial adjustment was made to several of the management areas in this 
alternative. The term ”Wildlife Habitat” was removed from the names of the Hospital Ridge, Jack’s 
Canyon, Knoll Lake, Limestone Pasture, Pine Grove, Second Chance, and Anderson Mesa management 
areas. In addition, the East Clear Creek Wildlife Habitat Management Area was renamed the Blue Ridge 
Management Area. However, no plan components included in the management areas being added by 
alternative C were changed. 

Alternative C shares many plan components with alternative B. In response to public comments, several 
adjustments were made to alternative B. These adjustments are discussed in the “Addressing Concerns 
Raised During the 90-Day Comment Period” section for Alternative B - Proposed Revised Plan in 
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chapter 2 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The adjustments included reorganization of plan 
components to make the Forest Plan easier to use; removal of redundant plan components and direction 
already covered by law, regulation, and policy; clarification of plan components; and inclusion of 
elements from alternatives C and D. To acknowledge these adjustments, this alternative is now referred to 
as “Alternative B (modified).” 

The rationale for the selection of the selected alternative and the final plan are described in the record of 
decision document. 

Concern Statement #140: The Forest Service should either adjust the unique "Wildlife Habitat 
Management Areas" in Alternative C to provide actual management to restore and improve 
habitats or change the name of the management areas because other than removing motorized use 
these management areas do nothing to actively manage wildlife habitat. (48-4, 48-6, 75-156, 75-157) 

Response: Alternative C has been adjusted in response to these comments. Alternative C responds to 
concerns that the forest plan revision effort needs to consider management options that would reduce 
impacts associated with motor vehicles and provide more primitive and natural settings with reduced 
human-related disturbance. One of the reasons for this emphasis is to benefit wildlife. One way that 
alternative C responded to this concern was the inclusion of management areas that have an emphasis on 
reducing impacts associated with motor vehicles and provide more primitive and natural settings with 
reduced human-related disturbance. The management areas unique to alternative C included the term 
“wildlife habitat” in their name to help identify them. Naming the management areas in this manner has 
created confusion, so the term wildlife habitat has been removed from the names. 

Alternative C's emphasis to provide more primitive and natural settings with reduced human-related 
disturbance has been retained. This provides the Forest with the opportunity to analyze and disclose the 
effects on a broader range of alternatives.  

Concern Statement #323: The Forest Plan should not contain the “Wildlife Habitat Management 
Areas” included in alternative C because the Forest does not have authority to designate areas for 
that purpose and the areas were developed without proper coordination with the Arizona 
Department of Game and Fish. (48-7, 75-39, 75-134, 75-135, 75-139, 75-155) 

Response: Alternative C has been adjusted in response to this comment. Alternative C responds to 
concerns that the forest plan revision effort needs to consider management options that would reduce 
impacts associated with motor vehicles and provide more primitive and natural settings with reduced 
human-related disturbance. The term “wildlife habitat” was not included to suggest that these areas were 
being designated as “special areas.” Special areas are addressed in the Special Areas section in chapter 3 
of the Forest Plan. Naming the management areas in this manner created confusion, so the term “wildlife 
habitat” has been removed from the names. These management areas are still located in the Management 
Areas section in chapter 3 of the Forest Plan. 

Alternative C's emphasis to provide more primitive and natural settings with reduced human-related 
disturbance has been retained. . This provides the Forest with the opportunity to analyze and disclose the 
effects on a broader range of alternatives. 
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Concern Statement #482: The Forest Service should not develop wildlife habitat management areas 
without coordinating with the Arizona Game and Fish Department. (75-158, 1787-2) 

Response: The Forest Service acknowledges that the Wildlife Habitat Management Areas included in 
alternative C were not developed in coordination with the Arizona Game and Fish Department. The 
Wildlife Habitat Management Areas were included in alternative C to respond to issues the public raised 
during scoping on the proposed revised plan related to noise disturbance and habitat connectivity for 
wildlife.  

Concern Statement #536: The Forest Service should not include the Wildlife Habitat Management 
Areas discussed in alternative C in the Forest Plan. Had such restrictions imposed by alternative C 
been effective, the Wildlife Refuge System developed by the Arizona Game and Fish Dept. in 
cooperation with the US Forest Service in the 1930s-40s would have proven it a valuable technique. 
(77-6, 94-6) 

Response: No change has been made in the Forest Plan in response to this comment. The management 
areas in alternative C that were designed to provide more primitive and natural settings with reduced 
human-related disturbance have not been included in the Forest Plan.  

These management areas have been retained in alternative C. They have been included in that alternative 
to respond to concerns that the forest plan revision effort needed to consider management options that 
would reduce impacts associated with motor vehicles and provide more primitive and natural settings 
with reduced human-related disturbance. Including these management areas in alternative C provided the 
Forest with the opportunity to analyze and disclose the effects on a broader range of alternatives.  

Concern Statement #539: The Forest Service should not select alternative C because the benefits to 
wildlife are overstated and largely speculative. (75-42, 75-43) 

Response: No change has been made in the Forest Plan in response to this comment. Alternative C 
responds to concerns that the forest plan revision effort needs to consider management options that would 
reduce impacts associated with motor vehicles and provide more primitive and natural settings with 
reduced human-related disturbance. One of the reasons for this emphasis is to benefit wildlife.  

Alternative C's emphasis to provide more primitive and natural settings with reduced human-related 
disturbance has been retained. This provides the Forest with the opportunity to analyze and disclose the 
effects on a broader range of alternatives.  

Concern Statement #703: The Forest Service should acknowledge the underlying assumptions and 
uncertainties of wildlife benefits associated with the Wildlife Habitat Management Areas in 
alternative C. (75-159) 

Response: The anticipated effects to wildlife associated with the management areas that emphasize 
reduced human-related disturbance (formerly titled “Wildlife Habitat Management Areas”) are discussed 
in the Wildlife section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement. There is no general statement 
about assumptions or uncertainties related to benefits to wildlife because the potential effects can vary by 
species and management area. Accordingly, the discussion of assumptions and uncertainties associated 
with the impacts of reduced human-related disturbance to wildlife in these management areas is discussed 
in the analysis on alternative C. For example, the analysis on the black-footed ferret in the environmental 
impact statement describes how plan language under alternative C could affect the black-footed ferret and 
its habitat within these management areas. 
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Concern Statement #390: The Forest Service should not incorporate old-growth standards from the 
current plan into alternative C because those standards are not supported by current science. (48-
12, 75-45) 

Response: Under alternative C, the standards and guidelines for old growth set forth in the current 1987 
plan, as amended in 1996, would be carried forward into the new plan. In ponderosa pine and mixed 
conifer forests, the emphasis under the 1987 plan is placed on creating and maintaining large stands (100 
to 300 acres) or large aggregations of contiguous stands that all have the full suite of old-growth 
characteristics (1987 plan, new page 70-2; 129; 138). The effects of this proposed plan direction is fully 
considered in the Vegetation and Fire Specialist Report (Forest Service, 2015). Generally, within the 
ponderosa pine and mixed conifer forests, the 1987 plan direction would encourage a forest structure that 
does not match the historic condition or the desired conditions. Larger areas with a closed canopy and a 
more even-aged structure would occur across the landscape. While this structure is not supported by the 
best available science specific to southwestern frequent fire forests (Reynolds et al. 2013), these standards 
and guidelines were carried forward into alternative C in response to stakeholder input and to provide an 
opportunity to analyze the effects of incorporating these old plan components into the proposed revised 
plan. 

Concern Statement #469: The Forest Plan should not include the transportation suitability 
determination from alternative C. (71-5) 

Response: No change has been made in response to this comment. The transportation suitability 
determination that is the topic of this comment is part of alternative C. It was included in and analyzed as 
part of that alternative to respond to concerns that the forest plan revision effort needed to consider 
management options that would reduce impacts associated with motor vehicles. Including this topic in 
alternative C provided the Forest with the opportunity to analyze and disclose the effects on a broader 
range of alternatives.  

The transportation suitability determination in alternative C is not part of the Forest Plan. Furthermore, 
specific decision on the Forest's transportation system are not made in the Forest Plan, but at a project 
level, through the travel management process. The travel management process provides analysis on 
proposed changes to the motorized transportation system.  

Concern Statement #579: The Forest Service should adjust the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 
(ROS) modeling for alternative C. In the management areas that emphasize reduced human-related 
disturbance, the areas modeled as semi-primitive non-motorized should be reclassified as semi-
primitive motorized (48-3). 

Response: The ROS modeling for alternative C has not been adjusted as suggested. It is true that the ROS 
modeling for alternative C reflects the presence of the management areas that emphasize reduced human-
related disturbance. However, the presence of these management areas is not the only factor that is taken 
into account for ROS modeling, so simply reclassifying the areas modeled as semi-primitive non-
motorized as semi-primitive motorized is not appropriate. Furthermore, such a reclassification is 
unnecessary. Neither alternative B (modified) nor alternative D include the management areas that 
emphasize reduced human-related disturbance. The ROS modeling conducted for those alternatives 
reflects the appropriate ROS classification to apply when these management areas are not considered in 
the modeling. Accordingly, the modeling for those alternatives will be used if the management areas that 
emphasize reduced human-related disturbance are not part of the Forest Plan. 
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Alternative D 
Concern Statement #597: Some commenters supported or rejected all or portions of alternative D. 
(69-35, 69-39, 74-109) 

Response: Alternative D is described in chapter 2 and analyzed in chapter 3 of the environmental impact 
statement. Alternative D shares many plan components with alternative B. In response to public 
comments, several adjustments were made to alternative B. These adjustments are discussed in the 
“Addressing Concerns Raised During the 90-Day Comment Period” section for Alternative B - Proposed 
Revised Plan in chapter 2 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The adjustments included 
reorganizing plan components to make the Forest Plan easier to use; removing redundant plan 
components and direction already covered by law, regulation, and policy; clarifying plan components, and 
including elements from alternatives C and D. To acknowledge these adjustments, this alternative is now 
referred to as “alternative B (modified).” 

The rationale for the selection of the selected alternative and the final plan are described in the record of 
decision document. 

Editorial, Technical 
Concern Statement #686: Some commenters identified editorial problems and technical 
inaccuracies or inconsistencies in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. (18-1, 20-1, 21-3, 33-
2, 45-1, 56-30, 56-57, 75-30, 75-102, 75-133, 75-144, 75-145, 75-146, 75-147, 75-150, 84-61, 86-67) 

Response: The environmental impact statement has been adjusted in response to these comments. Either 
the suggested edit was made or the environmental impact statement was adjusted in another manner to 
address the editorial problem or inconsistency.  

The document has been thoroughly reviewed and put in an approved format for publications of this 
nature. Measures and topics used to compare alternatives have been reviewed for consistency and 
relevance. Missing or incomplete citations have been identified and corrected. A uniform system has been 
applied to citations referenced in the document. 

Concern Statement #643: The description of desired conditions in the Plan Decisions section in 
chapter 1 of the Forest Plan appears to be focused on projects. Is it intended to apply to other 
activities? (44-6) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The discussion on desired 
condition in the Plan Decision section in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan has been adjusted to clarify that 
desired conditions apply to projects and activities that are taking place on the Forest. 

Concern Statement #644: The description of objectives in the Plan Decisions section of Chapter 1 of 
the Forest Plan should be modified to state that objectives are measureable, anticipated results 
“that help achieve desired conditions,” not “respond to desired conditions.” (44-7) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The discussion on objectives 
in the Plan Decisions section in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan has been modified as suggested. 
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Concern Statement #166: The Forest Service should include citations or references in the revised 
plan. For example, some of the desired condition statements reflect information in General 
Technical Report RMRS-GTR-310 but it is not referenced. (65-5) 

Response: In general, plan components do not contain in text citations. General Technical Report RMRS-
GTR-310 has been added to the References section of the revised Plan. Information on the role of General 
Technical Report RMRS-GTR-310 in the development of the desired conditions for the Ponderosa Pine 
and Mixed Conifer with Frequent Fire ERUs has been add to the General Description and Background for 
the All Terrestrial ERUs section. 

Concern Statement #333: The Forest Plan should not use different terms interchangeably. For 
example, sometimes the Forest Plan appears to use the term “openings” interchangeably with the 
term “interspace.” In other cases, the term “openings” is used to describe forest openings like 
meadows and grassland. (65-2) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been reviewed and adjusted to ensure consistent usage of terms 
throughout the document. Particular attention was paid to the use of “openings” and “interspaces.” To 
further clarify the meaning and use of these terms, a definition for "interspaces" has been added to the 
Glossary in the Forest Plan and the definition for "openings" has been adjusted. 

Concern Statement #334: The Forest Plan should use similar language when the plan component is 
specifically referencing consistency with desired conditions. Use the phrase "maintaining or making 
progress toward achieving" desired conditions in those plan components. (58-3) 

Response: The discussion on desired conditions in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan has been adjusted to 
clearly state that maintaining or making progress toward a desired condition is one of the ways that a 
project or activity can demonstrate that it is consistent with the desired condition. This concept has been 
included in many guidelines throughout the Forest Plan. For example, see FW-Rip-All-G-1 and FW-
TerrERU-All-G-1. 

Concern Statement #335: The Forest Plan should provide additional detail to allow the reader to 
know what is meant by “intact and functioning,” as it relates to meeting desired conditions. For 
example, “Endemic rare plant communities are intact and functioning” (see Draft Revised Plan 
FW-Veg-All-DC-13) does not, without additional information, allow the reader to know what is 
meant by “intact and functioning.” (65-4) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been reviewed and whenever possible additional specificity has been 
added to the desired conditions. For example, the specific component being commented on has been 
merged with another component in the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section to provide better context for 
these terms. See FW-WFP-DC-5.  

Concern Statement #338: The definition of “livestock utilization” in the Glossary of the Draft 
Revised Plan seems incomplete based upon definitions used in Forest Service Environmental 
Assessments and other documents. This definition should be modified to match what has been used 
in other documents. (86-50) 

Response: The guideline that used the term “livestock utilization” (see Draft Revised Plan FW-Veg-Rip-
All-G-3) has been edited and no longer uses the phrase “livestock utilization.” Because the phrase no 
longer occurs in the Forest Plan, it has been removed from the Glossary. As part of the editing referenced 
above, this guideline has been moved from the Riparian section to the Livestock Grazing section because 
the plan component only applies to management of livestock grazing. See FW-Graz-G-7. 
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Concern Statement #339: The Forest Plan should include the Tier 1a and 1b species from Arizona 
Game and Fish Department's Statewide Wildlife Action Plan in the definition of “special status 
species.” (86-52) 

Response: The definition of “special status species” has not been adjusted as suggested. Adding all of the 
Tier 1a and 1b species from Arizona Game and Fish Department's Statewide Wildlife Action Plan to the 
definition would have caused the plan components that used the term “special status species” to have 
broader application than intended. After consideration of this comment, this term was removed from the 
Forest Plan. In its place, the components were edited to reference the species or group of species 
(threatened, endangered, sensitive, aquatic, etc.) on which the component was intended to apply. Tier 1a 
and 1b species were considered during the development and the refinement of the forest planning species 
list that is described in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 

Concern Statement #509: The Forest Plan should define the term “natural waters” and should 
provide details on how they would be maintained. (58-6) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The direction included in the 
guideline related to natural waters has been merged with several other components’ similar direction 
related to management of water sources and access to water sources. See FW-WFP-G-5, FW-Graz-6, FW-
ConstWat-DC-2. The term “natural waters” is no longer used in any plan component.  

Concern Statement #541: The Forest Plan and environmental impact statement should use the term 
“pronghorn” instead of “antelope.” (23-2, 33-1, 34-3, 86-31) 

Response: The Forest Plan and the environmental impact statement have been adjusted in response to this 
comment. All references to “antelope” have been replaced with “pronghorn.” 

Concern Statement #709: The Forest Service should define the phrase “antelope protection goals” 
or remove it from the environmental impact statement. (34-1) 

Response: As indicated in the environmental impact statement, the reference to “antelope protection 
goals” is highlighting existing direction from Management Area 27 (Savannah) in the 1987 Forest Plan. 
As the narrative in the environmental impact statement acknowledges, the guidance in this management 
area emphasizes pronghorn and its habitat and many of the pronghorn-specific objectives and guidelines 
included in this management area are listed. Antelope protection goals is a broad phrase that encompasses 
wildlife objectives such as the acquisition of “certain private parcels to reduce habitat fragmentation and 
otherwise improve antelope and grassland species habitat”; using “prescribed fire and other mechanical 
treatments to improve forage conditions for wildlife, particularly birds and antelope”; “develop conditions 
that improve and expand antelope and grassland bird habitat through such means as fence, road, fire and 
human access management”; “provide adequate cover/security for animal shelter and foraging”; “identify 
and protect antelope fawning areas” as well as guidelines 1, 2, and 3, which provide direction for fence 
locations, road locations, and open grassland habitat. 

Concern Statement #544: The Forest Plan should refer to buffalo by its common name, bison. (85-
34) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. A parenthetical mention to 
“bison” has been added to the two references to “buffalo” in the Forest Plan. 



  Response to Comments 

Coconino National Forest 
13 

Concern Statement #358: The Four Agency Partnership between ADOT, the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), the US Forest Service (USFS) and the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) was established to provide a framework for the agencies to actively and effectively cooperate 
with each other throughout the planning, design, construction and maintenance of highway 
corridors. The process is formalized in a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between USFS, 
FHWA, and ADOT and in the 2008 manual: Guidelines for Highways on BLM and USFS Lands 
and 2011Supplement: Guidelines for Long-Range Planning, which are available on the ADOT 
website (see references at end of letter). This manual describes accepted procedures, as well as the 
needs and concerns of each agency in an effort to minimize conflict and facilitate the creation of 
safe, environmentally sound and aesthetically pleasing highway corridors. (83-1) 

Response: References to the guidelines for highways and the memorandum of understanding have been 
added to appendix D, Other Sources of Information, of the Forest Plan. 

Concern Statement #558: The Forest Plan should clarify what resources the Energy and Minerals 
section applies to and identify potential energy corridors. (82-21) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. To clarify that the Energy and 
Minerals section addressed mineral energy sources (oil, gas, geothermal) and mining, it has been renamed 
the Minerals and Mining section. Utilities and energy distribution are still addressed in the section titled 
Land Special Uses.  

The Forest Plan does not identify potential energy corridors. Rather, it includes plan components for 
utility corridors and the resources that could be impacted by utility corridors. These plan components for 
a framework that will guide any proposals to develop energy corridors on the Forest. 

Concern Statement #602: The Forest Plan should ensure consistency between the high-priority 
private parcels listed in the plan components and the parcels included on the map of high-priority 
private parcels. The Cockscomb area is identified as High-priority Acquisition Land on Map 13 of 
the Draft Revised Plan, but it is not specifically listed in the text of the Sedona-Oak Creek 
Management Area standard that restricts land exchanges to specifically identified high priority 
private parcels (see Draft Revised Plan MA-SedOak-S-8). (74-99) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The Cockscomb area has been 
removed from the map that identifies the base-for-exchange priority acquisition lands. See map 11 of the 
Forest Plan. The remaining high priority parcels listed in the Red Rock Management Area standard 
(Lincoln Canyon and Hancock Ranch, see MA-RedRock-S-8) match the parcels identified on map 11.  

Concern Statement #614: The Forest Plan and the environmental impact statement should use the 
proper name for the Sunset Crater Volcano National Monument. (86-65) 

Response: The Forest Plan and environmental impact statement have been adjusted in response to this 
comment. All references to the Sunset Crater Volcano National Monument have been checked to ensure 
the proper name is being used. 

Concern Statement #695: The Forest Service should acknowledge that the Sunset Crater Volcano 
National Monument was established for the protection of formations of scientific and public 
interest, not the interpretation of the prehistoric Sinagua culture. (86-66) 

Response: The environmental impact statement has been adjusted in response to this comment. The 
environmental impact statement indicates that the Sunset Crater Volcano National Monument was 
established for the protection of geologic formations of scientific and public interest. 



Draft Land and Resource Management Plan 

Coconino National Forest 
14 

Concern Statement #624: The Forest Plan should be adjusted to remove duplicate language related 
the unique geology and local rock formations in the desired conditions for the Sedona/Oak Creek 
Management Area (see Draft Revised Plan MA-SedOak-DC-9). (74-93) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The duplicate sentence has 
been deleted. The remaining language in this desired condition, as with scenery descriptions in other 
management areas, has been moved to the Landscape Character Description. For scenery desired 
conditions for this management area, see the Red Rock Landscape Character Zone in the document titled 
Landscape Character Descriptions, Coconino National Forest in the project record and on the Forest 
website. See MA-RedRock-DC-10. 

Concern Statement #627: The Forest Plan should remove references to the Redrock Trails Plan and 
the Sedona Urban Trails and Pathway Plan. (52-2) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The management approach 
that referenced the Redrock Trails Plan and the Sedona Urban Trails and Pathway Plan has been removed 
from the Forest Plan. The concept of working with the City of Sedona and other municipalities during 
trail planning efforts is still addressed in the Forest Plan. A management approach in the Trails and 
Trailheads section reminds forest managers to: 

Collaborate with county and city trails coordinators, local groups, and area residents, when 
conducting trail planning. Consider needs for non-motorized and motorized trails and provide 
opportunities for both. 

Concern Statement #628: The Forest Plan should identify the City of Sedona on figure 3, the map 
depicting the Coconino NF and the surrounding lands. (52-1) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The City of Sedona has been 
added to figure 3 in the Forest Plan. 

Concern Statement #685: The Forest Service should consider an alternative that designates a 
National Scenic Area in the Sedona-Oak Creek Area and acknowledge that the agency expressed 
support for legislation on the establishment of a National Scenic Area in the Sedona-Oak Creek 
Area in 2012. (19-1, 74-13, 92-1) 

Response: Designating the Sedona-Oak Creek area was considered as an alternative in this plan revision 
effort. The Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Study section in Chapter 2 of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement explains that the alternative was not carried forward for detailed consideration because 
the land adjustment plan direction that was central to previously proposed national scenic area legislation 
and the values sought through such a designation have been incorporated into the proposed action and the 
other alternatives. The Final Environmental Impact Statement has been adjusted to recognize that in 2012 
the Forest Service expressed support on a specific legislative effort to create a National Scenic Area in the 
Sedona-Oak Creek area.  

Concern Statement #711: The Forest Service should specifically refer to power lines when 
discussing fuels reduction treatments in wildland-urban interface. (43-7) 

Response: The environmental impact statement has been adjusted in response to this comment. To clarify 
that wildland-urban interface includes high voltage transmission lines, the discussion in chapter 2 of the 
environmental impact statement has been expanded to specifically acknowledge that high voltage 
transmission lines are considered part of the wildland-urban interface. Furthermore, a definition for the 
term “wildland-urban interface” has been added to the Glossary for the environmental impact statement. 
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The definition specifically acknowledges that high voltage transmission lines are considered part of the 
wildland-urban interface. The effects of the alternatives on management of the wildland-urban interface 
are discussed in the Fire Management section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement. 

Concern Statement #714: The Forest Service should edit the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 
maps included in the environmental impact statement to ensure that the symbology listed in the 
map legends matches the symbology applied to the maps. (74-110) 

Response: The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum maps have been reviewed and adjusted to ensure that 
the symbology included in the map legends matches the actual symbology in the maps. See maps 4, 5, 6, 
and 7 in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 

Concern Statement #716: The Forest Service should be more specific regarding references to 
pinyon trees. What species of pinyon are being addressed in the various pinyon juniper ecological 
response units? (22-2) 

Response: The Forest Plan and the environmental impact statement have been adjusted in response to this 
comment. The common names of the particular pinyon pine being referenced have been included in the 
descriptions of the Pinyon Juniper ERU in both the Forest Plan and the environmental impact statement. 
Appendix C in the Forest Plan provides a crosswalk comparing the common, scientific, and other names 
attributed to the plant and wildlife species discussed in the Forest Plan. A similar appendix has been 
added to the environmental impact statement. 

The term PNVT (potential natural vegetation type) that was used in the Draft Forest Plan and Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement was replaced with ERU (ecological response units). Plan components 
were updated to align with regionally consistent descriptions for different vegetation communities. As 
applied in the Forest Plan, there is no meaningful difference between the two terms. ERUs are defined in 
the Forest Plan glossary as follows:  

ERUs represent an ecosystem stratification based on vegetation characteristics that would occur 
when natural disturbance regimes and biological processes prevail (TNC 2006), and combine 
potential vegetation and historic fire regimes to form ecosystem classes useful for landscape 
assessment.  

Glossary 
Concern Statement #336: In the revised plan, the Forest Service should include citations or the 
sources of definitions with the word being defined in the glossary. (86-46) 

Response: Citations have been added to glossary definitions as appropriate. 

Concern Statement #22: The Forest Service should consider modifying the definition of Wildland 
Urban Interface in the glossary of the revised plan to include the term “municipal water supplies” if 
this term is distinct from the term “municipal watersheds.” (78-3) 

Response: The definition of wildland-urban interface (WUI) has been adjusted based on your suggestion. 
The term “municipal watersheds” has been replaced with “critical sites for water supply” to expand the 
areas covered by the term, wildland-urban interface. 
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Concern Statement #165: The document should have a link with definitions for terms (see Kaibab 
Forest Plan) and terms like “interspace” should be used consistently. (65-3) 

Response: All words included in the glossary for the revised Plan have been hyperlinked on their first 
occurrence in the document. Definitions for “interspaces” and “openings” have been added to the 
glossary. The revised Plan has been edited to use those terms in their proper context. 

Concern Statement #167: The Forest Service should add the terms “fire interval” and “fire 
rotation” to the glossary of the revised Plan. (86-47) 

Response: No change has been made to the Glossary in the revised Plan because neither of these terms is 
used in the revised Plan. These terms are used in the Final Environmental Impact Statement and have 
been added to the Glossary for that document. 

Concern Statement #168: In the revised plan, the Forest Service should include more information in 
the definition of ‘free thinning’ because this phrase has been confusing in past discussions with the 
public. The information could include the objectives of free thinning, and what it is and what it is 
not. A suggested definition of “free thinning” is provided. (86-49) 

Response: The two objectives that mentioned “free thinning” have been edited to remove the term. See 
FW-TerrERU-MC-MCFF-O-1 and FW-TerrERU-PP-O-1. Because the term is no longer used in the 
revised Plan, it has not been added to the Glossary. 

Concern Statement #169: The Forest Service should consistently refer to goshawks as northern 
goshawks in the revised plan. (86-51) 

Response: All references to “goshawk” in the revised plan have been changed to “northern goshawk.” 

Concern Statement #170: The Forest Plan should adjust the definition of “viability” used in the 
Glossary of the Forest Plan. Species can be viable and be very narrowly distributed, but the 
definition seems to suggest that species need to be distributed over wide geographical limits. (86-53) 

Response: The term “viability” no longer occurs in the main chapters of the revised plan. The definition 
has been removed from the Glossary. 

Concern Statement #212: The Forest Plan and environmental impact statement should include 
definitions for “restoration,” “sustainable,” and “resilience.” (75-61, 84-67) 

Response: The following definition for the term “restoration” has been added to the Glossary in both the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement and the Forest Plan. It states that restoration is: 

The process of assisting in the recovery of an ecosystem that has been degraded, damaged, or 
destroyed (Society for Ecological Restoration International 2004). Ecological restoration focuses 
on establishing or re-establishing the composition, structure, pattern, and ecological processes 
necessary to facilitate terrestrial and aquatic ecosystem sustainability, resilience, and health under 
current and future conditions. Accordingly, any project or activity that assists in the recovery of a 
degraded, damaged, or destroyed ecosystem can be considered restoration. Restoration can be 
active or passive. Treatments that move ecosystem components toward desired conditions are 
considered restoration as are removal of impacts. Allowing natural processes to move ecosystem 
components toward desired conditions can also assist in the recovery of an ecosystem. 
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The definition for “sustainability” and “resiliency” included in the proposed revised plan has been carried 
forward in the Final Environmental Impact Statement and the Forest Plan. 

Concern Statement #337: The definition of “forage” used in the Glossary of the Draft Revised Plan 
should be modified. The definition refers to forage as “all browse and non-woody plants that are 
available to livestock or game animals for grazing or harvesting or feeding.” “Game animals” 
should be changed to “wildlife.” There are many wildlife species that are not game animals that use 
forage. (86-48) 

Response: The definition of the term “forage” in the Glossary for the Forest Plan has been adjusted to 
reflect that grazing animals can be domestic or wild.  

Concern Statement #340: The definition for “wildlife corridors” in the Forest Plan should be 
enhanced. (86-54) 

Response: In response to this comment, the definition in the Glossary for wildlife corridors has been 
modified as follows: 

A wildlife corridor is a link of wildlife habitat, generally native vegetation, which joins two or 
more larger areas of similar wildlife habitat or habitat needed seasonally (such as summer and 
winter range). Corridors are critical for the maintenance of ecological processes including 
allowing for the movement of animals and the continuation of viable populations. By providing 
landscape connections between larger areas of habitat, corridors enable migration, colonization, 
and interbreeding of plants and animals. Corridors can consist of a sequence of stepping stones 
across the landscape (discontinuous areas of habitat such as wetlands and roadside vegetation), 
continuous linear strips of vegetation and habitat (such as riparian strips, drainages, ridge lines 
etc.), or they may be parts of a larger habitat area selected for its known or likely importance to 
local fauna. Wildlife corridors may also connect wildlife populations separated by human 
activities or structures (such as roads, or development). 

Concern Statement #357: The management approach in the Livestock Grazing section in the Forest 
Plan that reminds forest managers to “Consider establishing forage reserves...” should be clarified. 
Is this management approach referring to pasture rotation or allotment vacancy? It has been 
proven over time that vacant allotments lose their improvements and no one is willing to spend the 
money to fix them, especially the fences. Also as the grasses get decadent they are less vigorous. If 
this is intended to be for a drought reserve, one would think that is a good strategy, when possible. 
It should be part of an overall collaborative drought plan and the “reserve” could rotate between 
various pastures within an allotment, so that one could maintain good plant health, younger age 
structure, soil microbe health, etc. (58-11) 

Response: A definition for “forage reserves” has been added to the Glossary for the Forest Plan. The 
definition explains that forage reserves are “Areas created from former allotments or pastures that are 
appropriate for temporary or emergency grazing.” The intent of the management approach is simply to 
remind forest managers to consider identifying former allotments and pastures as forage reserves to 
improve flexibility and balance between restoring fire-adapted ecosystems and range management. 
Having areas available for temporary grazing provides the Forest with an opportunity to pursue vegetation 
treatments on an allotment while continuing to make forage available to the allotment grazing permittee. 
Likewise, forage reserves provide opportunities for emergency grazing when wildfires create conditions 
in an allotment that prevent livestock grazing. 
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Law Enforcement 
Concern Statement #662: The Forest Service should use its limited funds to police the Forest and 
enforce existing regulations. (27-7, 56-139) 

Response: No change to the plan has been made in response to this comment. Enforcement is not a forest 
plan component, but is a requirement of the Agency, regardless of the land management plan in effect. 

Concern Statement #449: The Forest Plan should require highly visible law enforcement against 
unauthorized uses. (56-153) 

Response: Enforcement is not a forest plan component, but is a requirement of the agency, regardless of 
the land management plan in effect. The level of Forest Service law enforcement is dependent on staffing, 
which is reflective of the budget allocated to the Forest Service from Congress. 

Multiple-use Management 
Concern Statement #4: The Forest Service should manage the Forest for multiple use benefits to the 
public. (2-1, 94-2) 

Response: The Forest Plan is designed to contribute to ecological, social, and economic sustainability 
focused on meeting the needs of the present generation without compromising the ability of future 
generations to meet their needs. The Forest Plan gives direction to manage the Forest consistent with the 
Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960 and provides goods and services including outdoor recreation, 
timber, range, watershed, wildlife, and fish. 

This revision was conducted under the legal framework of the National Forest Management Act, and the 
provisions of the 1982 Planning Rule, as allowed by the 2012 Planning Rule language (36 CFR 
219.7(b)(3). Management of national forests is jointly based on the principles of conservation and 
multiple use. Multiple uses are not prioritized and are consistent with desired conditions for plan resource 
areas and were considered in the effects analyses. 

The Multiple Use-Sustained-Yield Act of 1960 (section 1) states that, 

“the national forests are established and shall be administered for outdoor recreation, 
range, timber, watershed, and wildlife and fish purposes.” 

The National Forest Management Act) (section 6(e)(1)) states that in revising plans, 

“provide for multiple use and sustained yield of the products and services obtained 
therefrom in accordance with the Multiple-Use, Sustained-Yield Act of 1960, and in 
particular, include coordination of outdoor recreation, range, timber, watershed, wildlife 
and fish, and wilderness…” 

Concern Statement #723: The Forest Service should examine the current demand of uses and 
evaluate how many uses the Forest can accommodate and still fulfill its mission to promote 
responsible land management and its stewardship responsibilities. (27-8, 56-136) 

Response: The Forest Plan is, by design, strategic in nature. It focuses on desired conditions that are 
described in qualitative and quantitative terms. The Forest Plan sets forth objectives that are measurable, 
anticipated results that help achieve or move toward desired conditions over the life of the Forest Plan. 
Determinations on how specific uses can be accommodated and managed are made at the project level, 
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taking site-specific information into account to ensure that the authorized uses maintain or move the 
Forest toward the desired conditions in the Forest Plan. 

Concern Statement #727: The Forest Service should design aspen exclosures to accommodate 
recreational access. (21-1) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. A guideline in the Aspen and 
Maple section has been clarified to remove fences around aspen to prevent excessive herbivory once they 
are no longer needed. See FW-TerrERU-AspMpl-G-1. Furthermore, a guideline in the All Terrestrial 
Ecological Response Units section requires management activities (which includes exclosure fencing) to 
be designed to maintain or move toward desired conditions. See FW-TerrERU-All-G-1. The Dispersed 
Recreation section in the Forest Plan includes a desired condition for the diverse landscapes of the 
Coconino NF to offer a variety of settings and challenges for a broad range of recreational opportunities 
in all seasons. See FW-Rec-Disp-DC-1. How to design an exclosure and whether it should accommodate 
recreational access to the exclosure area is determined at the project level, based on the objectives of the 
project and site-specific information. 

Concern Statement #774: The Forest Service should analyze of the effects of the alternatives on 
wildlife-based recreation, associated economic activity, and the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department's ability to meet trust responsibilities for managing the state's wildlife resources. (75-
160) 

Response: The effects of the alternatives on wildlife-based recreation are discussed in the environmental 
impact statement. See the Environmental Consequences for Developed and Dispersed Recreation in the 
Recreation section in the environmental impact statement for a discussion on the effects of the 
alternatives on wildlife-based recreation. 

The effects of the alternatives on economic activity associated with recreation are discussed in the 
environmental impact statement. See the Environmental Consequences in the Socioeconomic section in 
the environmental impact statement for a discussion on the effects of the alternatives on recreation. The 
Socioeconomic section provides a breakdown on the types of activities visitors to the Coconino NF 
participate in and the relative levels of participation. Although the specific economic value of wildlife-
based recreation is not singled out, wildlife-based recreation was considered when the economic value of 
recreation on the Coconino NF was calculated. To measure the value of economic activity associated with 
recreation on the Forest, the Coconino NF used employment and labor income.  

The environmental impact statement does not attempt to analyze the effects of the alternatives on the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department's ability to meet trust responsibilities for managing the state's wildlife 
resources. Those conclusions are more appropriately made by the Arizona Game and Fish Department. 
The environmental impact statement does, however, disclose how the alternatives could impact access 
and authorized activities on the Forest. In general, the Forest Plan is strategic in nature and does not 
include project and activity decisions. Accordingly, the Forest Plan does not make decisions that directly 
affect access or other Arizona Game and Fish Department activities. Those decisions are made at the 
project level based on site-specific information. For example, specific motorized use determinations 
would be done through future project-level decisionmaking, including the implementation of the Travel 
Management Rule (36 CFR §212). The Forest Plan provides the framework that would guide project-
level considerations. 
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Plan and EIS 

Concern Statement #149: The Forest Plan should include components to strengthen the procedures 
created by the National Environmental Policy Act. (53-1) 

Response: Laws and regulations, or adjustments to them, are not forest plan-level decisions. Regulations 
and agency policy have already been created regarding implementation of NEPA and already guide the 
Forest. See 36 CFR Part 220 and FSH 1909.15 National Environmental Policy Act Handbook. Existing 
law, regulation, and policy are not being duplicated in the Plan.  

Concern Statement #164: The Forest Plan should provide consistent direction on similar subject 
matter that is addressed in different sections. (65-1) 

Response: A comprehensive review of the Forest Plan has been conducted to improve the consistency of 
direction on similar subject matter in different sections. One approach was to combine the repetitive 
direction into one component. If the component was addressing a resource that could be impacted by a 
variety of actions, the direction was placed in the section designated for the resources. In the few 
situations when a component appeared in more than one location in the Forest Plan, the plan components 
were made consistent. 

Concern Statement #722: The Forest Service should clearly state and justify the needs of change in 
the environmental impact statement and provide reasons for abandoning decisions and components 
included in the current forest plan. (84-1) 

Response: Chapter 1 of the environmental impact statement includes a Needs for Change section. As 
discussed in the Needs for Change section, in preparation for plan revision, the Coconino NF identified 
guidance in the current forest plan that is working, new conditions that need to be addressed, and ongoing 
challenges that could be better addressed. This preparatory work is documented in the “Analysis of the 
Management Situation,” which was completed in May 2010 (USDA Forest Service 2010). 

The Analysis of the Management Situation highlights the social, economic, and ecological conditions and 
trends in and around the Coconino NF, as detailed in the Forest’s Economic and Social Sustainability 
Assessment (USDA Forest Service 2008), the Ecological Sustainability Report (USDA Forest Service 
2009), as well as the Recreation, Grazing, Minerals, and Timber Demand report (USDA Forest Service 
2010) for the Forest. This report uses these key findings, along with public input, to identify areas in the 
current forest plan direction that do not provide adequate guidance for the present and the future, and 
attempts to consider potential implications of those forest plan needs for change to other resources. Based 
on a review of the Analysis of the Management Situation, the Forest leadership team identified three 
priority themes to focus the scope of this plan revision effort: Recreation, Community-Forest Interaction, 
and Maintenance and Improvement of Ecosystem Health. 

Rather than restate the details from the preparatory work the Forest has conducted on the needs for 
changes, the Needs for Change section incorporates the Analysis of the Management Situation by 
reference and discusses the three priority themes that are the focus of this plan revision effort. 

Where appropriate, direction from the 1987 plan was retained, reworded, or reframed in the form of 
desired conditions, objectives, standards, or guidelines. However, for a variety of reasons, many decisions 
and plan components included in the 1987 plan were not carried forward into the revised Forest Plan. One 
of the goals for the revised Forest Plan is to avoid repeating law, regulation, or policy. Accordingly, 
direction from the 1987 forest plan that repeated law, regulation, or policy, including recovery plans for 
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threatened and endangered species, was not retained in the revised Forest Plan. Avoiding duplication of 
these authorities reduces the need for plan amendments if those authorities are changed. Direction that 
identified site-specific projects to be completed was not retained because the Forest Plan does not make 
site-specific decisions; those decisions are made at the project level based on site-specific information. 
Direction related to projects that have already been completed was not retained. Direction that was 
outdated, too administrative, or redundant of forestwide direction are other examples of direction that was 
not carried forward. Appendix I in the Final Environmental Impact Statement includes a crosswalk that 
illustrates how direction from the 1987 plan was incorporated into the revised plan and, when appropriate, 
explains why direction was not retained. While the crosswalk is not an exhaustive account of all plan 
direction, it does highlight those issues that drove the plan revision process (e.g., needs for change) and 
that were critical to appendix D - Response to Comments.  

Concern Statement #163: In the revised plan under Plan Content, the Forest Service should frame 
the intent to accomplish desired conditions with more realistic terminology. For example, plan 
language talks about ‘management actions to accomplish desired conditions’ implying a certainty 
about accomplishments that in reality are influenced by a variety of factors and may not be 
possible. More realistic terminology could be “maintain or make progress towards achieving” or 
“designed to accomplish” or “intended to accomplish.” This also occurs in the sections on Guiding 
Future Projects, and Program Plans and Assessments. (58-4) 

Response: The discussion on management approaches in chapter 1 of the revised Plan has been adjusted 
as suggested to address your concern.  

Concern Statement #152: The Forest Service should include an appendix to the Forest Plan that 
lists lawsuits filed against the agency and summarize the obligations that these lawsuits have 
created on the Forest. (56-70) 

Response: An appendix of lawsuits filed against the Forest has not been added to the Forest Plan. The 
Forest Plan has been designed to not repeat existing obligations, such as law, regulation, or policy. The 
same is true of past litigation.  

Concern Statement #162: The Forest Service should adjust the definition of a desired condition that 
is included in chapter 1 of the revised Plan. (58-2) 

Response: Although the revised Plan retains the sentence that states that projects and site-specific 
activities “must be consistent with desired conditions...,” the following additional information has been 
added to this discussion on desired conditions to clarify the ways site-specific projects can demonstrate 
consistency with desired conditions: 

To be consistent with the desired conditions of the plan, a project or activity, when assessed at the 
appropriate spatial scale described in the plan (e.g., landscape scale), must be designed to meet one or 
more of the following conditions: 

• Maintain or make progress toward one or more of the desired conditions of a plan without 
adversely affecting progress toward, or maintenance of, other desired conditions; or 

• Be neutral with regard to progress toward plan desired conditions; or 
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• Maintain or make progress toward one or more of the desired conditions over the long term, even 
if the project or activity would adversely affect progress toward or maintenance of one or more 
desired conditions in the short term; or 

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

Concern Statement #148: The Forest Service should define “objectives” in a manner that is 
consistent with the National Forest Management Act implementing regulations. (84-17) 

Response: The description of “objectives” in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan has been adjusted to improve 
the understanding of this type of plan component. The description is consistent with the definition of an 
“objective” found in the National Forest Management Act implementing regulations. 

The description in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan explains that objectives are not targets, but projections, and 
they may not be fully achieved based on a variety of factors. The objectives in the Forest Plan are not 
designed to entirely resolve departures from desired conditions or to resolve them as quickly as possible. 
Rather, objectives are measurable results designed to maintain or move the Forest toward desired 
conditions. Objectives are based on anticipated budget and staffing and can be exceeded, should the 
opportunity arise. See the discussion on objectives in the Plan Content section in chapter 1 of the Forest 
Plan for additional information on objectives. 

Concern Statement #41: The Forest Service should review all objectives in the Plan to ensure that 
they are specific, measurable, attainable/achievable, relevant, and timely. (64-31, 86-3) 

Response: The objectives in the Forest Plan have been reviewed and retained with some minor editorial 
adjustments. Objectives are not targets, but projections, and they may not be fully achieved based on a 
variety of factors. The objectives in the Forest Plan are not designed to entirely resolve departures from 
desired conditions or to resolve them as quickly as possible. Rather, objectives are measurable results 
designed to maintain or move the Forest toward desired conditions. Objectives are based on anticipated 
budget and staffing and can be exceeded, should the opportunity arise. See the discussion on objectives in 
the Plan Content section in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan for additional information on objectives. 

Concern Statement #1: The Forest Plan should retain existing standards from the 1987 forest plan 
and include stronger binding standards and guidelines instead of relying on discretionary desired 
conditions. (5-1, 74-2, 74-3, 74-4, 74-6, 74-8, 81-2, 81-5, 84-18, 84-36) 

Response: Many of the 1987 forest plan standards and guidelines not carried forward into the Forest Plan 
duplicated law, regulation, or policy; the intent was not to repeat law, regulation, or policy. Where 
appropriate, 1987 forest plan standards and guidelines were retained, reworded, or reframed in the form of 
desired conditions, objectives, standards, or guidelines. 

Desired conditions are not just aspirations. While the Foundations of Forest Planning suggests that 
desired conditions should be able to be accomplished in 10 to 50 years, this is not a requirement under the 
1982 Planning Rule. In fact, the Foundations of Forest Planning document acknowledges that longer 
timeframes may be used. USDA Forest Service, Foundations of Forest Planning, Volume 1 (Version 3.1) 
at 10 (Oct. 2008). Depending on the resource, its current condition, and other Forest priorities, some 
desired conditions may only be achievable over a long timeframe (e.g., several hundred years). To be 
consistent with the Forest Plan, projects and activities must be designed to maintain, move toward, or be 
neutral to desired conditions as described in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan. The following information has 
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been added to the discussion on desired conditions in the Plan Content section to clarify the ways site-
specific projects can demonstrate consistency with desired conditions: 

To be consistent with the desired conditions of the plan, a project or activity, when assessed at the 
appropriate spatial scale described in the plan (e.g., landscape scale), must be designed to meet one or 
more of the following conditions: 

• Maintain or make progress toward one or more of the desired conditions of a plan without 
adversely affecting progress toward, or maintenance of, other desired conditions; or 

• Be neutral with regard to progress toward plan desired conditions; or 

• Maintain or make progress toward one or more of the desired conditions over the long term, even if 
the project or activity would adversely affect progress toward or maintenance of one or more 
desired conditions in the short term; or 

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

Objectives are not targets, but projections, and they may not be fully achieved based on a variety of 
factors. The objectives in the Forest Plan are not designed to entirely resolve departures from desired 
conditions or to resolve them as quickly as possible. Rather, objectives are measurable results designed to 
maintain or move the Forest toward desired conditions. Objectives are based on anticipated budget and 
staffing and can be exceeded should the opportunity arise. See the discussion on objectives in the Plan 
Content section in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan for additional information on objectives. 

Chapter 1 of the Plan also explains that standards and guidelines are not discretionary. Standards are 
constraints upon project and activity decisionmaking. A project or activity must be consistent with all 
standards applicable to the type of project or activity and its location in the plan area. A project or activity 
is consistent with a standard in only one way; it is designed in exact accord with the standard. Variance 
from a standard is not allowed except by plan amendment. A project or activity must be consistent with 
all guidelines applicable to the type of project or activity and its location in the plan area. A project or 
activity is consistent with a guideline in either of two ways: (1) it is designed exactly in accord with the 
guideline; or (2) it varies from the exact words of the guideline, but it is as effective in meeting the intent 
of the guideline to contribute to the maintenance or attainment of the relevant desired conditions and 
objectives. Guidelines must be followed, but they may be modified for a specific project if the intent of 
the guideline is followed and the deviation is addressed in a decision document with supporting rationale. 
However, when deviation from a guideline does not meet the original intent, a plan amendment is 
required. 

Finally, in response to these concerns, the Forest Service has prepared a crosswalk between the Coconino 
1987 forest plan (as amended) and the revised Forest Plan, which has been appended to the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. This appendix, while not an exhaustive account of all plan direction, 
tracks plan elements relevant to issues that drove the plan revision process, and/or were highlighted in 
appendix D (Response to Comments). 

The effects of removing or modifying standards put forth in the 1987 forest plan are analyzed in chapter 3 
of the environmental impact statement, which discloses the effects of alternative A (the 1987 forest plan) 
compared to alternatives B (modified), C, and D. 
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Concern Statement #681: The Forest Service’s less prescriptive plan components in the action 
alternatives facilitate the practice of adaptive management. Proper Adaptive Management requires 
specific goals, standards, guidelines, quantifiable metrics, and triggers for change. If the Forest 
Service truly wishes to practice Adaptive Management techniques, it should create a strong 
monitoring and adaptive management plan with strict standards for accountability. (56-55) 

Response: As the comment correctly recognizes, the Forest Plan uses a more strategic approach that 
generally avoids applying overly prescriptive direction. This approach allows the Forest Plan to guide 
decisions on activities and projects in a manner that ensures the Forest moves toward or maintains desired 
conditions without dismissing or unnecessarily constraining an activity or project without considering it at 
the project level where site-specific information can inform the decision. Adaptive management 
strategies, including metrics and triggers for change, would be identified at the project level based on the 
type of project and its purpose and need. 

Concern Statement #171: The Related Plan Content sections in the Forest Plan should include more 
comprehensive lists of related content. (74-83, 80-14) 

Response: The “Related Plan Content” sections have been removed from the Forest Plan to remove the 
appearance that they put forth a complete listing of other related plan content. As with the 1987 forest 
plan, it is necessary to read all of the plan components when implementing the Forest Plan. In general, 
components are grouped together by resource or program area. For example, most direction on the 
management of soil will be found in the Soil section and not repeated in other sections. However, there 
are instances where placing in another section makes the most sense. For example, plan components that 
affect certain types of bat habitat may be in the Geological Features section, instead of in the Wildlife, 
Fish, and Plants section, because the plan components only come into plan if particular geological 
resources are present. See FW-BioPhys-Geo-3. 

Concern Statement #155: The Forest Plan should require personnel reductions commensurate with 
reductions in responsibilities. (108-2) 

Response: Staffing levels are outside the scope of the Forest Plan. 

Concern Statement #153: The Forest Plan and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement should 
be revised based on public comments and released for additional public comment. (74-1, 81-10) 

Response: The Coconino NF followed the public participation requirements outlined in the National 
Environmental Policy Act, National Forest Management Act, and provisions of the 1982 Planning Rule to 
develop the proposed plan, alternatives, and a Draft Environmental Impact Statement. These documents 
were made available for review during a 90-day public comment period. The public comments received 
on the proposed plan, the alternatives, and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement have been used to 
make adjustments to the proposed revised plan, the alternatives, and the environmental impact statement. 
The adjustments were not substantial enough to merit publication of a supplemental or revised 
environmental impact statement or conduct another comment period. 

Concern Statement #147: The Forest Service should collaborate with stakeholders during the 
implementation phase of the Forest Plan to ensure that there is adequate and consistent public 
education on, community understanding of, and compliance with the direction in the Forest Plan. 
(59-2, 70-6) 
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Response: The general direction associated with education has been grouped into the Interpretation and 
Education section. Desired conditions in this section seek to have well-informed visitors through a variety 
of strategically located interpretive facilities and/or efforts. See FW-InterpEd-DC-1 and 2. These efforts 
would include information boards providing recreation maps and visitor information, which may include 
site-specific interpretation, trip preparedness, ethics, seasonal information, and restrictions or closure. See 
FW-InterpEd-DC-3. These communication efforts would be designed to show respect for the diverse 
backgrounds and needs of visitors. See FW-InterEd-DC-1. 

Providing forest visitors with properly placed, clear signs and information on authorized motorized use 
and restrictions is also a goal of the Forest Plan. See FW-InterpEd-DC-5. A guideline in this section 
directs designated trail uses (e.g., motorized, mechanized, equestrian, etc.) to be identified at trailheads to 
reduce user conflicts, and impacts to trails and associated resources. See FW-InterpEd-G-3. Finally, a 
management approach is included in the Interpretation and Education section to remind forest managers 
to: 

Work with agencies, motorized recreation user groups, and other stakeholders to establish 
interpretive messages and programs for designated motorized routes and areas. These efforts may 
include improved signs, information kiosks, and other interpretive tools. Interpretive themes may 
include messages to foster conservation ethics, to prevent lost riders, to show opportunities of 
where to ride, to identify dangerous and/or closed areas, to teach riding ethics, and to reduce user 
conflicts. 

Collaborate with volunteers, other agencies, and stakeholders to promote interpretive efforts both 
on and off the Forest. 

Several All Recreation management approaches also address the need to work together to educate forest 
visitors on forest management. These management approaches remind forest managers to: 

Collaborate with State and Federal agencies including National Park Service, Arizona State 
Parks, AZGFD, concessionaires, chambers of commerce, nonprofit organizations, Northern 
Arizona University, state, city and county governments, recreation stakeholders, local 
communities and citizens, partners and volunteers regarding provision of recreation opportunities 
in Northern Arizona and communicating these to the public. Work in partnership to find creative 
solutions to operate and maintain recreation sites, trails and trailheads, and provide interpretive 
and environmental education. Determine gaps and overlaps in opportunities and resolve conflicts 
between users, and providers. Work together to determine activities that increase our capacity to 
serve a diverse population while promoting social, economic and natural resource sustainability. 

Coordinate with the AZGFD and other stakeholders to provide a network of wildlife viewing 
opportunities. 

Coordinate with the AZGFD to provide fishing access to meet goals and objectives of the 
Arizona Cold Water Fisheries Strategic Plan. 

Collaborate with the AZGFD, local law enforcement, and other stakeholders to address issues and 
opportunities related to recreational shooting on the Coconino National Forest. 
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Concern Statement #158: The Forest Plan should be formatted for easier use. The environmental 
impact statement should include a more thorough summary of the alternatives to the proposed 
actions, a more thorough comparison of the alternatives, and specific descriptions of changes from 
existing policies. (49-1, 59-1, 75-27, 94-1) 

Response: Several changes have been made to the Forest Plan to make it easier to understand and use. 
The descriptions of the various plan components in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan have been edited to make 
these concepts easier to understand. Plan components were adjusted to remove subjectivity and ensure 
consistent interpretation and application by a variety of users. Plan components in particular resources 
were integrated and organized in their appropriate sections. For example, plan components related to soils 
were gathered from other sections of the Forest Plan and organized in the Soils section. In chapter 3 of the 
Forest Plan, management areas were adjusted to remove overlapping guidance.  

Additional editorial effort has been placed to the environmental impact statement as well. For example, 
the environmental impact statement has been updated and re-organized to mirror the organization of the 
Forest Plan. The tables at the end of chapter 2 in the environmental impact statement (comparing the 
alternatives and summarizing the effects of the alternatives) have been reviewed and edited to make 
comparing the alternatives easier. The proposed changes in management from the 1987 plan are 
summarized in the Addressing Needs for Change and Concerns Raised in Scoping section for alternative 
B in chapter 2 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. This section discusses how through internal 
review and public comment, some direction from the 1987 plan was found to be in need of change. To 
further aid in tracking the changes from the 1987 plan to the revised Forest Plan, an appendix has been 
added to the environmental impact statement that illustrates how direction from the 1987 plan was 
incorporated into the revised plan and, when appropriate, explains why direction was not retained. See 
appendix I in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 

Concern Statement #542: The Forest Plan should include additional objectives, standards, and 
guidelines to help meet the desired conditions. (74-5, 74-7, 85-1) 

Response: Desired conditions in the Forest Plan do not need an accompanying standard or guideline to be 
implemented. While it is true that projects and activities must meet the guidance in standards and 
guideline, projects and activities must also be consistent with the desired conditions in the Forest Plan. To 
demonstrate consistency with the desired conditions, a project or activity must be designed to 

• Maintain or make progress toward one or more of the desired conditions of a plan without 
adversely affecting progress toward, or maintenance of, other desired conditions; or 

• Be neutral with regard to progress toward plan desired conditions; or 

• Maintain or make progress toward one or more of the desired conditions over the long term, even if 
the project or activity would adversely affect progress toward or maintenance of one or more 
desired conditions in the short term; or 

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

See the Plan Content and Guiding Future Projects, Program Plans, and Assessments sections in chapter 1 
of the Forest Plan for additional information on the need to be consistent with desired conditions. 

Objectives are not targets, but projections, and they may not be fully achieved based on a variety of 
factors. The objectives in the Forest Plan are not designed to entirely resolve departures from desired 
conditions or to resolve them as quickly as possible. Rather, objectives are measurable results designed to 
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maintain or move the Forest toward desired conditions. Objectives are based on anticipated budget and 
staffing and can be exceeded should the opportunity arise. See the discussion on objectives in the Plan 
Content section in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan for additional information on objectives. 

Standards and guidelines provide the sideboards or constraints for designing projects and activities that 
are necessary to ensure that those projects and activities help maintain or move toward desired conditions. 
The Forest Plan includes standards and guidelines that sufficiently provide these sideboards and 
constraints. To reduce redundancy in the plan, every standard and guideline is not necessarily repeated 
under every resource or uses section where those standards and guidelines contribute to desired 
conditions or objectives. Standards and guidelines under one section (i.e., the livestock grazing standard 
(FW-Graz-S-1) requiring troughs and uncovered storage tanks to incorporate animal escape devices) 
may contribute to desired conditions of a resource located in another section of the plan (i.e., Wildlife, 
Fish, and Plants). 

Concern Statement #631: The Forest Plan should include a drought policy. (64-24) 

Response: No change has been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. The Forest already 
has a drought policy in the Region 3 Supplement to Forest Service Handbook 2209.13, 19. The drought 
guidelines found in that section are agency policy that applies to the Coconino NF. A reference to this 
policy has been added to the Forest Plan in the Livestock Grazing section in appendix D, Other Sources 
of Information. 

Concern Statement #632: The Forest Plan should include illustrations depicting the age classes for 
pinyon juniper, similar to those provided for ponderosa pine. (44-2) 

Response: No change has been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. No similar 
illustrations for the age classes of pinyon juniper is available at this time. 

Concern Statement #645: The Forest Plan should include the standards and guidelines required by 
the National Forest Management Act. (84-108) 

Response: The Forest Plan was prepared in compliance with the provisions of the 1982 Planning Rule 
and Southwestern Region planning direction (USDA Forest Service 2009). The 1982 Planning Rule 
includes the regulations developed to implement the National Forest Management Act.  

In accordance with NFMA, standards and guidelines are distributed in numerous locations in the plan. 
Additionally, chapter 4 of the plan contains suitability analyses for timber, grazing, and recreation and 
transportation. Chapter 5 contains the Monitoring Strategy and Monitoring Plan. Appendix B in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement describes Public Collaboration and Involvement.  

Concern Statement #752: The Forest Service should consider the latest Arizona Department of 
Transportation 5-Year Plan and Tentative 5-Year Plan in the cumulative effects analysis. (83-3) 

Response: The Final Environmental Impact Statement and the Infrastructure Specialist Report have been 
updated to incorporate the latest Arizona Department of Transportation 5-Year Plan and Tentative 5-Year 
Plan. 
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Plan Revision Process 
Concern Statement #679: The Forest Service should take steps to improve sub-standard 
management practices. (1601-1) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. Through the Analysis of the Management Situation, the 
Coconino NF identified current ecological and socioeconomic conditions and trends taking place on the 
Forest and the associated “needs for change” to be addressed in the revised plan. The needs for change are 
grouped under three broad revision topics: (1) recreation, (2) Forest community interaction, and 
(3) maintenance and improvement of ecosystem health (USDA FS 2010). The proposed revised plan and 
the alternatives were developed to address management on these topics. 

Concern Statement #429: The Forest Service should integrate the Four Forest Restoration Initiative 
(4FRI) and travel management process into the forest plan revision effort and proactively 
communicate with affected agencies and stakeholders how these endeavors interact with each other. 
(48-1, 64-4, 75-33, 75-105, 75-106, 75-107, 79-1, 1787-3) 

Response: 4FRI and the Coconino NF travel management process have not been combined into the forest 
plan revision effort. Forest plan revision, 4FRI, and travel management are separate processes that are 
conducted at separate scales. Forest plan revision develops a management framework at a programmatic 
scale. The Forest Plan provides management direction for resources and activities on the Forest, including 
guidance for future restoration activities like 4FRI and changes to the transportation system considered 
according to the Travel Management Rule. While these three efforts have not been combined into one all-
encompassing endeavor, there has been ongoing coordination between these efforts to ensure consistency 
between them and to facilitate implementation of any future project level decisions under the revised 
Forest Plan. For additional information on the ongoing coordination between the forest plan revision 
effort and 4FRI, please see the response to Concern Statement #161. 

The Forest Plan provides plan components on forest resources that will provide a framework for the 
projects being proposed under 4FRI. For examples, see the desired conditions, objectives, and guidelines 
included in the Ponderosa Pine and Mixed Conifer Ecological Response Units that will guide the projects 
designed under the Four Forest Restoration Initiative. The specific restoration activities are developed and 
evaluated in separate analysis through project-level decisionmaking, such as the 4FRI Record of Decision 
that covers restoration activities on portions of the Coconino and Kaibab NFs or the Rim Country project, 
which covers portions of the Coconino, Apache-Sitgreaves, and Tonto NFs. These decisions must also be 
consistent with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Forest Service Handbook and 
Forest Service Manual. These decisions would include analysis and opportunity for public involvement. 

Changes to the Coconino NF’s transportation system are evaluated in separate analysis through project-
level decisionmaking, such as the implementation of the Travel Management Rule (36 CFR§212). These 
decisions would be consistent with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Forest Service 
Handbook and Forest Service Manual. These decisions would include analysis and opportunity for public 
involvement. Site-specific travel management planning will use the framework set by the plan (such as 
desired conditions, standards, and guidelines) and will consider potential resource impacts, access needs, 
public input, and alternative views. If undesirable resource conditions resulted from open roads, they 
could be addressed through site-specific evaluation and analysis. While the Forest Plan does not duplicate 
the Travel Management Rule or the directives related to it, it is consistent with both and is meant to be 
used along with the directives and the motor vehicle use map. See FW-RdsFac-DC-6, O-1, S-1 and FW-
Rec-Disp-S-1. 
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Concern Statement #730: The Forest Service should not use reports prepared by the Forest Service 
because it creates questions about the objectivity and credibility of the analysis. (55-1, 1787-5) 

Response: The Forest Service creates specialist reports to assist in the preparation of environmental 
analyses required by the National Environmental Policy Act. These specialist reports apply the best 
available science to the best available data to determine the potential effects of a proposed action and 
alternatives to that proposal. The information from these reports is then summarized in the environmental 
analysis that is prepared as required by the National Environmental Policy Act. These specialist reports do 
not involve basic research and are not making new scientific findings that would normally be subjected to 
rigorous review to determine if the findings are accurate. These specialist reports are, however, based on 
best available science that has been peer reviewed and on field observations from professional experience. 
It is not inappropriate to use these reports to prepare the environmental impact statement for this forest 
plan revision effort. 

Concern Statement #683: The Forest Service should take steps to have better public involvement. 
(1787-4) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. The Forest has endeavored throughout this forest plan revision 
effort to encourage public involvement in the process. Appendix B in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement provides a fairly extensive list of the Forest's public involvement and collaboration efforts 
between April 2006 and September 2013. Since the Draft Environmental Impact Statement was 
distributed for public comment in December 2013, the Forest has held seven public meetings and 
participated in numerous other meetings with various stakeholders. To provide notice of the public 
meetings, the Forest directly contacted thousands of interested parties via mail and email. Notices were 
also sent to media outlets, posted on the Forest's website, and shared via twitter.  

To provide easier access to documents associated with the forest plan revision effort, a wide array for 
information has been provided on the project's website. The Forest even created an interactive mapping 
tool to facilitate comparison of the alternatives and provide reviewers a tool that allowed them to view the 
maps at a scale of their choosing. 

While these efforts were more than adequate to meet the Forest's legal requirements regarding public 
involvement, the Forest will continue to look for ways to strengthen its public involvement efforts. 

Concern Statement #621: The Forest Plan should provide a detailed explanation of the public 
notification procedures that will be applied to when changes to the Forest Plan are considered. (74-
68, 74-69) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. Citations to the applicable 
regulations have been added to the Futures Changes to the Plan section. The details on the public 
notification that is required for a change to the Forest Plan can be found in these regulations. Also, a 
sentence has been added to the Plan Content section in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan indicating that 
additional information on public notification of changes to the Forest Plan can be found in the Futures 
Changes to the Plan section in chapter 1. 
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Concern Statement #763: The Forest Service should analyze how the proposed revised plan's 
standards and guidelines are different from those found in the 1987 Coconino NF Forest Plan and 
how those differences may affect forest resources (e.g., old-growth forest, species diversity, 
Endangered Species Act requirements). (84-75) 

Response: The environmental impact statement analyzes the effects of the plan decisions collectively, not 
each individual plan decision. Alternative A represents the 1987 plan including its standards and 
guidelines and is analyzed in the environmental impact statement along with alternatives B (modified), C, 
and D. Therefore, the effects of changing the 1987 plan (alternative A) to one of the action alternatives 
(alternatives B (modified), C, D) have been analyzed in the environmental impact statement. The effects 
to forest resources from the four alternatives are presented throughout chapter 3 of the environmental 
impact statement in the “Environmental Consequences” sections. 

Concern Statement #670: The Forest Service is obligated to consult with USFWS to ensure the plan 
revision “is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened 
species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of [critical] habitat of such species.” (84-
104) 

Response: The Forest Service analyzed the anticipated effects to listed species and their habitat 
(including critical habitat) of applying the entirety of management direction and guidance in the proposed 
plan (alternative B (modified)) to future projects. This analysis was contained within a biological 
assessment (BA), which served as the basis for consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) regarding federally listed species under § 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act, as amended. 
Information from the BA was used to update the environmental impact statement between draft and final 
and included effects determinations, and updates to listing status and threats to species and their habitats. 
The USFWS analysis of whether or not the proposed plan was likely to jeopardize the continued existence 
of the species or adversely modify designated critical habitat was contained in a biological opinion (BO) 
(USFWS 2017). The conclusions from the BO are summarized in the record of decision.  

Travel Management 
Concern Statement #675: The 2011 Travel Management decision is overly restrictive and should be 
revisited and the Forest's budget should be reduced commensurate with unreasonable road 
closures. (108-3, 1787-6) 

Response: These comments are outside the scope of the plan. The Forest Plan is programmatic in nature 
and does not include project and activity decisions. Accordingly, the Forest Plan does not direct or 
designate routes or areas for motorized travel. Specific access and motorized use determinations would be 
done through future project-level decisionmaking, including the implementation of the Travel 
Management Rule (36 CFR §212). Furthermore, the budgets for forest management are allocated by 
Congress, not the Forest. 
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Resource-specific Topics 

Air  
Concern Statement #144: The Forest Plan should include more plan components to fully safeguard 
air quality. (56-76, 56-78, 95-4) 

Response: No change has been made in response to this comment. Air quality is regulated by the Arizona 
Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) and the Environmental Protection Agency. The Forest 
Plan includes components that tier to and require the Forest to meet all State and Federal air quality 
regulations and legal requirements. See FW-Air-DC-1 and FW-Air-G-1. The Air Quality section in the 
Forest Plan also includes several management approaches regarding coordination with ADEQ regarding 
impacts to air quality from prescribed burns and wildfires. They state: 

Coordinate with ADEQ during prescribed burns to comply with State and Federal regulatory 
requirements for emissions and impacts to Class I areas. 

Coordinate with ADEQ during wildfires to ensure ADEQ is aware of potential smoke impacts to 
receptors. 

In addition, smoke-sensitive areas should be identified and management objectives and courses of action 
should be developed to mitigate impacts to those areas. Smoke-sensitive areas are areas in which smoke 
from outside sources is intolerable for reasons such as heavy population, existing air pollution, or 
intensive recreation or tourist use. See FW-Air-G-2. An additional management approach was added to 
consider design features, best management practices, or mitigation measures to reduce fugitive dust where 
needed. 

Concern Statement #159: The Forest Plan should manage the impacts of fugitive dust on air 
quality. (56-77) 

Response: As your comment suggests, the Forest recognizes fugitive dust as a source of PM10, which is 
subject to State and Federal air quality standards. The revised Plan has a desired condition for the air 
quality on the Forest to meet State and Federal air quality standards. See FW-Air-DC-1. Specific actions 
relating to fugitive dust will be identified at the project level based on the activity being considered and 
the potential for fugitive dust. As a reminder to consider fugitive dust during project development, a 
management approach has been added to the Air Quality section, which states: 

Project activities should implement design features, best management practices (BMPs), or 
mitigation measures to reduce fugitive dust where needed. 

In addition, a soil guideline would require project-specific design features be used on particularly 
vulnerable soils to avoid or minimize soil impacts. These soils include those on steep slopes, those with 
moderate or severe erosion hazard, and those that are sensitive to degradation when disturbed. See FW-
Soil-G-3. Desired conditions for soil promote soil with the ability to resist erosion and the maintenance of 
vegetative ground cover at levels that contribute to soil stability and prevent erosion for exceeding natural 
rates of soil formation within their inherent capability. See FW-Soil-DC-1 and 2. Application of these 
plan components will reduce the potential for disturbance of soil to produce fugitive dust. 

Concern Statement #196: The revised Plan should contain plan components that address the night 
sky resource. (74-43, 74-44, 74-45, 4-46, 74-47, 74-48, 74-49, 74-50)  
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Response: Several adjustments have been made to the revised Plan in response to your comment. 
Additional information on the night sky resource and observatories has been added to the General 
Description and Background subsection of the Air Quality, Wildland-urban Interface, Anderson Mesa, 
Flagstaff Neighborwoods, and Long Valley Management Areas sections. A desired condition for clear and 
dark night skies was added to the Air Quality section. See FW-Air-DC-2. A desired condition to protect 
astronomical sites is included in the Wildland-urban Interface section. See FW-WUI-DC-2. These are 
forestwide desired conditions that apply to all management and special areas. Furthermore, local 
ordinances related to light control or light pollution have been added to the Air section in appendix D of 
the revised Plan. 

Concern Statement #708: The Forest Service should provide information to support that suggestion 
that drip torches and aerial support are emission reduction techniques associated with air quality. 
(22-1) 

Response: The information in the environmental impact statement has been adjusted in response to this 
comment. A citation to the following document has been added to the environmental impact statement. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), Forest Service. 2002. Wildland Fire in Ecosystems: 
Effects of Fire on Air. General Technical Report RMRS-GTR-42 Vol. 5. December 2002. 

The analysis in the Air Quality section has been clarified to recognize that burning when atmospheric 
conditions are optimal, or limiting these operations when ventilation is poor are emission reduction 
techniques. Drip torches and aerial support are tools to implement these techniques and have been deleted 
from this discussion in the environmental impact statement to remove the implication that they are the 
actual emission reduction techniques. 

Concern Statement #717: The Forest Service should discuss how air emissions from pile burning of 
residual fuels could be reduced by using the fuels for biomass energy production. (95-5) 

Response: A discussion on utilization, which is any activity that removes biomass prior to fuel treatment, 
has been added to the Air Quality section in the environmental impact statement. 

Biophysical Features 
Concern Statement #174: The Forest Plan should expand the Caves, Cliffs, and Talus Slopes section 
to include a discussion on karst and pseudokarst. (80-1, 80-2) 

Response: In response to this comment, two paragraphs discussing karst and pseudokarst have been 
added to the General Description and Background section for Geological Features section of the Forest 
Plan. Definitions for “karst” and “pseudokarst” have also been added to the Glossary for the Forest Plan. 

Concern Statement #175: The Forest Plan, page 248, refers to the Coconino National Forest Cave 
Resource Management Guide as a referenced document. Please title the document Coconino 
National Forest Cave and Karst Management Guide. (80-4) 

Response: The name of the referenced document has been edited as suggested. Because the management 
guide is still a draft, it has been labeled as such. 

Concern Statement #176: The Forest Service should change the name of the "Caves, Cliffs, and 
Talus Slopes" section to include the terms “karst” and “pseudokarst.” (80-5, 80-60) 
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Response: The name of one of the Biophysical Features subsections in the Forest Plan has been adjusted 
in response to this comment. The subsection is now called “Geological Features.” The terms “karst” and 
“pseudokarst” are discussed in General Description and Background of the Geological Features section. 
The old name of this section has been replaced with the new name throughout the Forest Plan. 

Concern Statement #193: The desired condition in the Caves, Cliffs, and Talus Slopes section of the 
Forest Plan that addresses various features of a cave (see Draft Revised Plan, FW-BioPhys-Geo-
DC-4) should be adjusted to list “hydrological” as one of those features. It is not good to prevent 
non-turbid water from flowing underground, but it is good to prevent siltation. (80-10) 

Response: The desired condition has been adjusted to incorporate your suggestion. See FW-BioPhys-
Geo-DC-1. In addition, siltation is addressed in FW-BioPhys-Geo-G-2, and 8. 

Concern Statement #194: The Forest Plan should incorporate the following management approach 
in the Caves, Cliffs, and Talus Slopes section: Caves, karst, and pseudokarst are managed consistent 
with the Coconino National Forest Cave and Karst Management Guide. (80-12) 

Response: A management approach has been added to the Geological Features section in response to 
your comment. The management approach states: 

Utilize current cave management plans and guides. 

No specific cave management plan or guide was identified because those documents can change over 
time. This management approach provides a reminder to seek out and consider plans and guides that are 
in effect at the time. The Coconino National Forest Cave and Karst Management Guide is mentioned by 
name in appendix D of the revised Plan. 

Concern Statement #287: The Forest Plan should recognize the value of slickrock sandstone areas 
the Sedona-Oak Creek area to cross-country mountain bike travel. (67-13) 

Response: No changes to the Forest Plan were made in response to this comment about the value of 
cross-country mountain biking on slickrock in the Sedona-Oak Creek area. The Forest Plan acknowledges 
that three of the management areas in the Sedona-Oak Creek area provide opportunities for mountain 
biking. All of these management areas include desired conditions for a network of primarily non-
motorized trails that provide opportunities at multiple development levels for a variety of recreationists, 
including mountain bikers. See MA-RedRock-DC-3, MA-HouseMtn-DC-2, and MA-SedN-DC-2. 

Concern Statement #342: The Forest Plan guideline to mitigate human alteration of caves (see 
Draft Revised Plan FW-BioPhys-G-4) should ensure that closure areas around caves or gating for 
caves are only considered when they are the best options to protect cave and wildlife resources and 
public safety. (85-21) 

Response: The guideline addressing closure areas around caves or gating of caves has been merged into 
another guideline in Geological Features section of the Forest Plan that addresses the concern in a 
strategic manner. Rather than focusing on when a closure area or gating may be appropriate, the guideline 
directs projects to be designed and uses to be managed to maintain the integrity and function of caves, 
karst, cliffs, and talus slopes. See FW-BioPhys-G-1. This allows concerns about the need to control access 
to an area to protect the cave or associate wildlife resources or to provide for public safety to be balanced 
against the potential impacts of those controls based on site-specific information. 
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Concern Statement #343: The Forest Plan should recognize that talus slopes provide habitat for 
small mammals. (85-17) 

Response: Additional information regarding talus slopes has been added to the General Description and 
Background for the Geological Features section, including a reference to small mammals. The desired 
condition has been adjusted to be more inclusive and now refers to lichens, plants, invertebrates, and 
vertebrates. See FW-BioPhys-DC-7. 

Concern Statement #344: The Forest Plan should define the term “significant cave.” (75-54, 86-22) 

Response: The General Description and Background for the Geological Features section has been edited 
to respond to this comment. The term “significant cave” is now hyperlinked to the definition in the 
Glossary. 

Concern Statement #345: The Forest Plan should acknowledge some of the elements that make a 
cave suitable for bats. (85-15) 

Response: The General Description and Background for the Geological Features section has been 
adjusted. The suggested sentence has been added to this section. This section now expressly 
acknowledges that a cave’s suitability for bat roost and hibernacula is determined primarily by cave 
microclimate; particularly temperature and humidity, as well as protection from disturbance. 

Concern Statement #291: The Forest Plan should acknowledge that caves are important as 
hibernacula for bats. (75-51) 

Response: The General Description and Background for the Geological Features section has been 
adjusted to address this comment. This section now expressly acknowledges that caves can provide 
hibernacula for bats. 

Concern Statement #374: The Forest Plan should refer to the Coconino National Forest Cave and 
Karst Management Guide. (80-7) 

Response: A management approach has been added to the Geological Features section in response to this 
comment. It reminds forest managers to: 

Utilize current cave and karst management plans and guides. 

The Coconino National Forest Cave and Karst Management Guide is not specifically referenced because 
it is still in draft form. When it is finalized, this management approach will remind forest managers of this 
resource. 

Concern Statement #375: The Forest Plan should manage karst as a separate land use designation. 
(80-3) 

Response: No change has been made in response to this comment for several reasons. First, the Forest 
Plan does not use “land use designations” for any other resources. Rather, it is organized to provide 
forestwide direction on resources wherever they occur. The Forest Plan also contains plan decisions and 
other content that is only applicable to specific areas, in addition to forestwide direction. Including karst 
as a land use designation would be the equivalent of creating area specific direction for karst. The 
problem with this approach is that any karst that is not within the karst land use designation area would 
not be covered by the plan components for that area. To provide protection of and proper management for 
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karst wherever it occurs on the Forest, the Forest Plan includes forestwide direction for karst in the 
Geological Features section. See FW-BioPhys-Geo-DC 1, 2, 3 and G-1 and 8. 

Concern Statement #376: The Forest Plan should recognize abandoned mines as special habitat for 
bats in the Caves, Karst, Cliffs, and Talus Slopes section. (75-50) 

Response: No change has been made in response to this comment. The Geological Features (formerly 
Caves, Karst, Cliffs, and Talus Slope) section addresses management of a variety of features on the 
Forest. A review of the mining records on the Forest indicates that there are no underground mines on the 
Forest. However, if any should occur in the future, abandoned mines should be managed to prevent 
disturbance to species and spread of disease. See FW-BioPhys-Geo-G-6. 

Concern Statement #377: The Forest Plan should include a discussion of the important habitat 
values associated with cliffs and talus slopes. (75-52) 

Response: The General Description and Background for the Geological Resources section has been 
adjusted in response to this comment. Additional information has been added regarding the habitat values 
for cliffs and talus slopes, including acknowledgement of nesting habitat for raptors and hibernacula for 
reptiles. 

Concern Statement #378: The Forest Plan should recognize that caves provide bats with specialized 
conditions for raising young and resting, among other things. (85-16) 

Response: The desired condition in the Geological Features section has been adjusted in response to this 
comment. Specifically, “raising young” was added to the specialized conditions listed in the desired 
condition. “Roosting” was not replaced with “resting” as suggested, because it is generally included 
within the definition of roosting. See FW-BioPhys-Geo-DC-3. 

Concern Statement #379: The Forest Plan should include direction to prevent the introduction and 
spread of white-nose syndrome. (75-55, 85-22) 

Response: Several adjustments have been made to the Forest Plan in response to comments regarding 
white-nose syndrome. A guideline that addresses the spread of diseases such as white-nose syndrome has 
been added to the Geological Features section. See FW-BioPhys-Geo-G-6. See also FW-WFP-G-3 which 
would manage activities and projects to prevent or reduce the likelihood of introduction or spread of 
disease. In addition, a management approach in the Geological Features section has been adjusted. It now 
contains a specific reference to white-nose syndrome and reminds forest managers to: 

Foster collaboration with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Bat Conservation International, 
Arizona Game and Fish Department, the National Speleological Society, and other stakeholders 
to address conservation, interpretation, and education management for cave dependent species 
and associated resources. For example, this collaboration could assist with understanding the 
cause and transmission of WNS (which is not currently well understood) or with the development 
and implementation of cave and karst management plans. 

White-nose syndrome is also covered under desired conditions in the section on Invasive Species. These 
desired conditions promote invasive species being detected at an early stage and being absent or existing 
at levels that do not disrupt ecosystems or do not affect the sustainability of native species. See FW-Invas-
DC-1 and 2. An Invasive Species guideline assures that measures would be incorporated into activities, 
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planning, and implementation to address invasive species and the integrity of native species populations. 
See FW-Invas-G-1. 

Concern Statement #380: The Forest Plan should include a protective buffer of 300 feet on activities 
that can alter the cave’s resources, functions and associated features. (80-9) 

Response: The Geological Features guideline has been adjusted in response to this comment. The buffer 
zone that should be applied to protect cave resources was changed from 200 feet to 300 feet and siltation 
is specifically mentioned. The guideline also specifically notes that site-specific adjustments can be made 
based on topography, drainage, soil type, and the expected impact of the proposed activity. See FW-
BioPhys-G-2. 

Concern Statement #381: The Forest Plan should also list caving in the desired condition that 
addresses recreational activities that rely upon geological features. See Draft Revised Plan FW-
BioPhys-Geo-DC-7. (80-11) 

Response: This desired condition has been adjusted in response to this comment. Because geological 
features could be used in a wide variety of ways for recreation, lists of specific recreational activities 
associated with geological features have been removed. Rather than mentioning “caving” along with other 
recreational activities listed in the desired condition, the list of specific recreation activities has been 
removed and the Geological Features desired condition now states that biophysical features are generally 
undisturbed by human activities, which would include caving and other recreational activities. See FW-
BioPhys-Geo-DC-1. A Recreation desired condition acknowledges that the Forest provides recreation 
settings that range from undeveloped (which offer opportunities for primitive character, challenging 
access, and solitude) to developed (which offer opportunities for more developed infrastructure, easier 
access, higher levels of social interaction, and increased user comforts). See FW-Rec-All-DC-4. 

Concern Statement #472: The Forest Plan should retain the desired conditions that seek to ensure 
geological features are not diminished by recreational activities. See FW-BioPhys-Geo-DC-1 and 
7(70-1) 

Response: This management direction has been retained in the Forest Plan, but rearranged to address the 
topics individually. For example, specialized habitats are addressed in separate desired conditions. See 
FW-BioPhys-Geo-DC-2, 3, 4, 6, and 7. Instead of focusing on potential impacts from caving and rock 
climbing in the desired condition, the concern was converted into a more strategic guideline that seeks to 
maintain the integrity of these geological features regardless of the activity. See FW-BioPhys-Geo-G-1. 

The desired condition related to potential impacts from rock climbing and other recreational activities 
duplicated other guidance in the Geological Features and Dispersed Recreation sections. To reduce 
redundancy in the Forest Plan, this desired condition was merged with the plan components in these other 
sections. See FW-BioPhys-DC-1 and FW-Rec-Disp-DC-3. 

Concern Statement #493: The Forest Plan should include direction on the accessibility and 
maintenance of cave records. (80-13) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. A management approach 
regarding cave records has been added to the Geological Features section. It reminds forest managers to: 

Keep cave locations confidential except for caves that have been identified for recreational use. 
Cave records are managed at Forest Service locations where they are kept secured. 
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Concern Statement #494: The Forest Plan should direct techniques that are disruptive to caves, 
karst, cliffs, and talus slopes to be avoided when possible and, if not possible, to mimic pre-
disturbance conditions. (85-18, 85-20) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The Geological Features 
guideline has been adjusted to emphasize avoiding alteration of these resources. The guideline also 
requires mitigations to mimic pre-disturbance conditions if alteration cannot be avoided. See FW-
BioPhys-Geo-G-1. 

Concern Statement #195: The guideline in the Paleontological Resources section of the Forest Plan 
that addresses fossil collecting (see Draft Revised Plan, FW-BioPhys-Paleo-G-2) should be adjusted 
to note that no collecting of paleontological resources should be allowed in a cave without a forest 
research permit. (80-18) 

Response: This guideline has been adjusted to address part of your concern. Caves have been added to 
the list of areas that may be closed to collecting. See FW-BioPhys-Paleo-G-2. An unconditional closure of 
caves to collecting, as suggested by your comment, has not been incorporated into the revised Plan. The 
regulations found at 36 CFR Part 291 (Paleontological Resources Preservation) and the desired conditions 
and guidelines in the Paleontological Resources subsection of the Biophysical Resources section of the 
revised Plan provide direction on when closure of a specific area would be warranted. That is the type of 
site-specific decision that is not being made in the revised Plan. 

Climate Change 
Concern Statement #198: Some commenters requested that the Forest Plan and its Monitoring Plan 
have additional guidance associated with climate change. They suggested that the Forest Plan 
should: 

• contain plan components related to climate change and should protect large, old-growth 
and mature trees to mitigate climate change, 

• have better links between climate change, plan components, monitoring, and federally listed 
and sensitive species, 

• address drought management, 
• require climate change to be an ongoing part of the evaluation process of determining 

whether desired conditions are being maintained or attained and what additional measures 
need to be taken, and 

• include questions and monitoring metrics related to climate change, and 
• require an active climate networking program that interacts and collaborates with state and 

local government, land owners, and the public. 

(56-8, 56-9, 74-37, 74-38, 74-39, 74-40, 74-41, 74-42, 74-58, 84-91, 87-1, 95-2) 

Response: Regional guidance on climate change was used during plan development and this document 
has been referenced in the Climate Change Concerns section in Chapter 1 and added to Appendix D of the 
Forest Plan, which contains other sources of information.  As stated in Chapter 1 of the Forest Plan, the 
nature of the Forest Plan is to maintain or manage toward desired conditions, regardless of current or 
changing conditions (e.g., climate change). Furthermore, the Forest Plan is intended to allow management 
of the Forest to adapt as necessary to continue moving toward ecological and social desired conditions. 
Rather than being confined to one section, climate change is addressed in numerous locations in the 
Forest Plan. For example, adaptability and resiliency to climate change is mentioned in desired conditions 
in FW-Eco-DC-1, FW-Soil-DC-2, FW-Water-DC-3, FW-TerrERU-All-DC-2 and 4, FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-
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2, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCFF-DC-4, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCA-DC-4, FW-TerrERU-SF-DC-4, and FW-
WFP-DC-6.  

In addition, plan language for the growth, maintenance, and protection of large, old trees is in numerous 
locations in the Forest Plan, including FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-6, 7, and 9, and FW-TerrERU-PP-G-1, 2, 3 (a 
pre-settlement tree strategy), and 4; FW-TerrERU-MC-MCFF-DC-2 and 4; FW-TerrERU-MC-MCA-DC-
2 and 4; FW-TerrERU-MC-All-G-2 and 3; and FW-TerrERU-DC-SF-2, 4, and 11. While protection of 
large, old trees is an important element of the Forest Plan, the Forest Plan also recognizes that 
management related to climate change may need to consider natural adaptation to changing conditions. A 
management approach regarding climate change has been added to the All Terrestrial Ecosystems section 
in response to these comments. This management approach reminds forest managers: 

In areas of high vulnerability to climate change, consider the following approaches to facilitate 
natural adaptation to changing conditions. Because many early-mid species or species 
characteristic of lower life zones are adapted for warmer and drier conditions, emphasize early-
mid seral species or species from lower life zones over late-seral species and species of higher life 
zones. Consider managing tree basal area at the low end of the range of desired conditions to 
mitigate water stress. 

The Forest Plan provides for wildlife and plant species, including federally listed and sensitive species, 
through plan components that address desirable and necessary habitat conditions for these species. Habitat 
conditions, including resiliency and adaptability to climate change and climate variability, are the key link 
between species, climate change, habitat, and monitoring. A coarse filter/fine filter approach was used to 
evaluate species. Each evaluated species was associated with its primary habitat (the coarse filter), and 
primary threats to the habitat were identified. Threats to the habitat constitute a threat to the species. Fine 
filter species-specific threats (such as disease) were also identified. This coarse filter/fine filter process 
was used to help develop and refine desired conditions, standards, and guidelines for the Forest Plan. 
Species-specific plan direction was developed where needed for threats that the Forest Service could 
impact through management and for which the Forest Service has jurisdictional control. This is discussed 
in detail in the Final Environmental Impact Statement.  

The Forest Plan addresses drought either directly or indirectly as an aspect of resilient watersheds, 
riparian areas, and ecosystems. Drought is specifically mentioned as a natural disturbance in desired 
conditions in the All Ecosystems, Constructed Waters, and Grasslands sections (see FW-Eco-DC-1, FW-
ConstWat-DC-2, and FW-TerrERU-Grass-DC-8) and in the General Description and Backgrounds for the 
sections on Stream Ecosystems, Wetlands, Riparian Forest Types, and Desert Communities. See also FW-
Water-DC-1, G-2; FW-Rip-All-DC-5, FW-TerrERU-All-DC-1, FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-2, FW-TerrERU-
MC-MCFF-DC-4, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCA-DC-4, and FW-TerrERU-SF-DC-4. An exceptionally severe 
or extended drought could be an emergency situation, much like a wildfire, and site-specific responses 
could be generated at the forest or regional level or in collaboration with cities and counties, depending on 
the circumstances. Plan language is focused on planned activities and uses, not emergencies. 

Monitoring and evaluation are required by the 1982 Planning Rule provisions. The purpose is to evaluate, 
document, and report how the Forest Plan is applied, how well it works, and if its purpose and direction 
remain appropriate. Based upon this evaluation, recommendations may be made to the Forest Supervisor 
to change management direction, or revise, or amend the Forest Plan. A required monitoring and 
evaluation report is intended to inform adaptive management of the Forest Plan area, especially in light of 
changing social or environmental conditions.  

The Forest Supervisor annually evaluates the monitoring information displayed in the evaluation reports 
through a management review and determines if any changes are needed in management actions or the 
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plan itself. In general, annual evaluations of the monitoring information consider the following questions 
(note that the third bullet has been modified to specifically bring attention to climate change): 

• What are the effects of resource management activities on the productivity of the land? 

• To what degree are resource management activities maintaining or making progress toward the 
desired conditions and objectives identified in the plan? 

• Have there been unanticipated changes in conditions? Can changes can be attributed to climate 
change? What modifications are needed to account for these changed conditions? 

In addition to annual monitoring, the Forest Supervisor reviews the conditions on the land covered by the 
Forest Plan at least every 5 years to determine whether conditions or demands of the public have changed 
significantly. The plan is ordinarily revised on a 10- to 15-year cycle and the Forest Supervisor may 
amend the plan at any time. 

The Monitoring Plan in the Forest Plan has questions that relate to climate change and it can track the 
Forest’s progress toward desired conditions and whether management activities are promoting resilient 
ecosystems, as well as provide indications about whether influences of climate change are hindering 
progress toward desired conditions. Two monitoring items have been added in response to these 
comments. One is related to water rights and water right filings, and the other would track peak flows and 
annual flows for three of our major streams. In addition, climate change and drought-related impacts can 
be derived from several items in the Monitoring Plan. Increased fires or fugitive dust facilitated by 
drought could impact air quality, or visibility in Class I areas (Questions 1 and 2). Drought or climate 
change could result in increased tree mortality that would be monitored in Question 4, which focuses on 
the frequency of snags and downed logs. Questions 5 and 6 would monitor changes in basal area in 
ponderosa pine and mixed conifer with frequent fire and reduction in the risk of uncharacteristic fire, 
which tie to climate change because the extent and severity of uncharacteristic fire could increase with 
increased temperatures and reduced precipitation. Question 14 would track the extent of uncharacteristic 
insect or disease outbreaks and could point to impacts from drought or climate change. Finally, the 
question that tracks plan amendments resulting from unforeseen events, could reflect changes in response 
to drought or climate change as well. 

The Forest Plan does not require the creation of a climate networking program. Rather, as discussed 
above, management related to climate change is integrated in the plan direction for the various resource 
areas on the Forest. As projects, activities, and monitoring results are considered in light of this plan 
direction, forest managers will interact and collaborate with State and local government, land owners, and 
the public regarding the observed impacts of climate change on the Forest. A management approach 
regarding climate change has been added to the All Ecosystems section to remind forest managers to: 

Coordinate with Federal, State, and local entities, and other stakeholders regarding climate 
change research, trends, impacts, and adaptive strategies. 

Concern Statement #384: The Forest Plan should address carbon sequestration by (1) conserving 
existing forests to avoid emissions associated with forest degradation or clearing; and (2) increasing 
forest carbon absorption capacity - primarily by planting trees or facilitating the natural 
regeneration of forests. (84-90, 84-92) 

Response: The Forest Plan was developed in the context of a changing environment and takes into 
account the role of forests and forest management in carbon storage versus carbon emissions. Carbon 
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storage was considered in the context of functioning ecosystems. See FW-Eco-DC-1, 2, and 3, and FW-
TerrERU-All-DC-2.  

Restoration treatments are pursued specifically to address, among other things, the risk of forest 
degradation as a result of uncharacteristic fire. The balance of carbon stocks resulting from restoration 
thinning treatments would vary based on site characteristics, tree densities, machinery used, wood 
utilization rates, the fate of wood products, and the reduction in wildfire threat. As described in the Air 
Quality section in the environmental impact statement, vegetation treatments can result in increased small 
smoke impacts in the short term. However, the release of emissions associated with restoration activities 
is offset by the reduced risk of uncharacteristic wildfires that have large smoke impacts in the long term. 

As discussed in the Climate Change section in the Vegetation and Fire Specialist Report (Forest Service 
2015), uncharacteristic wildfires result in the release of high amounts of carbon into the air. However, 
restoration thinning may play a beneficial role in reducing greenhouse gases when it reduces the threat of 
wildfire-released carbon in the atmosphere and when carbon can be stored in wood products (Finkral and 
Evans 2008). The consistently high carbon storage and low carbon emissions of forests that are in 
conditions similar to pre-settlement fire-adapted forests (restored) suggest that low tree density, 
dominated by large, fire-resistant pines, may be a desired stand structure for stabilizing tree-based carbon 
stocks (Hurteau and North 2008).  

Planting more trees beyond those required to promote and maintain the desired conditions may have a 
negative effect on long-term carbon storage because of the increased risk for uncharacteristic wildfires in 
unnaturally dense stands. However, both law and Forest Plan standards ensure that openings created with 
the intent of regeneration will be adequately restocked with trees within 5 years of final harvest (NFMA 
and FW-TerrERU-All-S-1). This will ensure that there is no long-term loss in carbon absorption capacity 
as a result of vegetation management activities. 

Concern Statement #741: The Forest Service must assess and disclose the potential contribution of 
multiple resource uses and management activities that may contribute to or compound ongoing 
changes to the regional and global climate system including, but not limited to: (1) groundwater 
extraction; (2) surface water diversions and withdrawals; (3) continued use of existing roads and 
trails; (4) development of new roads and trails; (5) livestock grazing; (6) fire and fuel management; 
(7) minerals development; (8) logging; and (9) spread of invasive species. 

Response: The Climate Change section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement discusses the 
potential environmental consequences of climate change and compares how the different 
alternatives address these consequences. This section includes the following information.  

There is considerable uncertainty about the extent and degree to which climate change is affecting and 
will affect lands and resources on the Forest; however, based on current projections, the most likely 
primary effects of climate change include: warmer temperatures, decreasing precipitation, increased 
extreme disturbance events (storms and flooding), decreased water availability with increased demand, 
and increased use of the Forest for relief from increased temperatures. Warmer temperatures and 
decreasing precipitation could affect wildfire risks, insects, disease, and invasive species; structure, 
composition and distribution of vegetation; and species abundance and distribution. There could be 
increases in the frequency and severity of wildfires and population growth could contribute to greater 
numbers of human-started fires. Less precipitation may fall as snow, snow may melt earlier in the spring, 
and stream flow may peak earlier in the year, affecting aquatic and riparian resources. Extreme 
disturbance events include changes in the composition and diversity of desired ecosystems; habitat 
destruction; loss of trees; increased damage to trails, facilities, roads and other infrastructure; increased 
erosion; modifications to stream channels outside of the historic range of variation; and loss of 
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recreational opportunities. Increased variation in temperature and precipitation could stress ecosystems 
and increase susceptibility to outbreaks of insects, diseases, and non-native invasive species. Species 
composition and species richness could be altered. Species with a narrow range of adaptability could 
become less common and those with a broader range of adaptability or more aggressive colonization 
abilities could become more prevalent. The distribution and abundance of plant and animal species could 
also be altered in response to shifts in migration, flowering, fruit ripening, appearance and emergence of 
insects, and timing for foraging and reproductive activities. Resource availability, reproductive output, 
and survivorship could change depending on the species dispersal ability, extent, location, and magnitude 
of landscape disturbances and inter-relationships between the species and weather, land use, land cover, 
hydrology, fire, and stressors. 

Some possible outcomes include long-term shifts in vegetation patterns such as from forests to other 
vegetation types, changes in land productivity, cold-tolerant vegetation and animal species moving 
upslope or disappearing in some areas, and migration of some tree species north of their existing range. 
Shifts in vegetation could isolate and fragment habitats and create barriers to movement. 

The Forest Plan contains plan components that address some these projected effects. For example, with a 
projected increase in extreme weather events, plan components have soil management practices to help 
mitigate erosion such as best management practices or aquatic management zones. See FW-Water-G-4, 
FW-BioPhys-Geo-8, FW-Soil-G-1, FW-ConstWat-G-1, FW-Rip-All-G-3, FW-Rip-Strm-G-2, and FW-
RdsFac-G-5. 

The revised plan provides a framework to be used with existing law, regulation, and policy to guide, but 
does not authorize uses, projects, and activities on lands managed by Coconino NF. Because the revised 
plan does not authorize uses and activities, there are no direct effects that can combine with global and 
national climate change. It is not feasible to quantify the contributions of activities and uses (such as 
groundwater extraction, use of existing roads and trails, existing surface water use and diversions, 
livestock grazing, invasive species, logging) because of the complexity and magnitude of global and 
national climate change; the scale and intensity of local stressors (such as insect and disease, drought) and 
because of the uncertainty associated with location, timing, frequency, and intensity of these uses and 
activities.  

The Climate Change section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement has additional 
information and analysis on how plan components address other projected effects. In addition, the Water 
Quality, Quantity, and Watershed section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement discusses the 
impacts of groundwater extraction and existing surface water use and diversions. The Soil section in 
chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement includes vegetative treatments (which could include 
logging), livestock and elk herbivory, and the establishment and use of roads and trails as part of the 
affected environment for soil condition and productivity. Other factors that contribute to current departure 
and trends of soil condition are dispersed recreational and off-highway vehicle use, the absence of fire at 
historic frequency and severity, and drought. These factors were considered collectively, not individually. 
The use of existing roads and trails is also discussed in the sections on Riparian Resources, Infrastructure 
and Facilities, and Special Areas (see Geological and Botanical Areas). Development of new roads and 
trails is discussed in the section on Infrastructure and Facilities under transportation suitability in the 
environmental impact statement. Logging, livestock grazing, and invasive species are discussed in 
numerous locations in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement and this information can be 
accessed by conducting keyword searches on the terms “livestock,” “'invasive,” “logging,” and 
“vegetative treatment.” Fire and fuel management are discussed in the sections on Air Quality, Vegetation 
and Fire, and Fire Management in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement. 



Draft Land and Resource Management Plan 

Coconino National Forest 
42 

Additional text has been added to the Vegetation and Fire section in the environmental impact statement 
that discloses the potential environmental effects with respect to carbon storage and sequestration. In 
summary, scientific literature on the role of forests and forest management in carbon storage versus 
carbon emissions indicates that many complex variables and tradeoffs must be considered. In general, 
according to Ryan et al. 2010, Huang et al. 2013, North and Hurteau 2011, Hurteau et al. 2010, North et 
al. 2009, Hurteau and North 2009, Finkral and Evans 2008, and Dore et al. 2010, treatments that prevent 
deforestation, reforest severely burned forests, retain the majority of large trees, retain soil organic 
reserves, increase health and growth rates of existing forests and herbaceous vegetation, and convert trees 
into durable wood products retain and improve carbon storage. Use of biomass energy can reduce fossil 
fuel carbon emissions. Exhaust from harvesting and industrial operations and from wildland fire would 
cause carbon emissions. However, these activities can reduce greater pulses of carbon emitted from large 
stand-replacement wildfires in addition to preventing large-scale losses of forests as important carbon 
sinks. 

Concern Statement #761: The Forest Plan should require the environmental analyses for all site-
specific projects to consider the foreseeable cumulative effects of climate change to the affected 
environment. (84-98) 

Response: A standard requiring the cumulative effects of climate change to be analyzed for every site-
specific activity has not been added to the Forest Plan. An analysis of cumulative effects is required by 
existing regulation and policy. See 36 CFR 220 (f), Forest Service Handbook 1909.15 National 
Environmental Policy Act Handbook, 15.1 - Cumulative Effects, and Climate Change Considerations in 
Project Level NEPA Analysis (January 13, 2009). These regulations and policies are not repeated in 
Forest Plan. 

Topics analyzed in an environmental document are determined at the project level based on the resources 
involved and comment received through the scoping process. While climate change may frequently be a 
topic analyzed in the cumulative effects in environmental documents, the Forest Plan does not arbitrarily 
require such an analysis in every environmental document. 

Concern Statement #383: The discussion on Climate Change Concerns in Chapter 1 of the Forest 
Plan should be adjusted to note that ecosystems “adapt to” changes in disturbance patterns rather 
than “withstand” those changes. The current recognized and applied definitions of ecological 
resilience basically refer to the ability of an ecosystem to either resist, recover from, or adapt to 
disturbance. (58-1) 

Response: The Climate Change Concerns section in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan has been adjusted in 
response to this comment. The term “withstand” has not been removed as suggested because the term fits 
within the definition of ecological resiliency offered by the commenter. However, the terms “recover 
from” and “adapt to” were added to this sentence because they help provide a better representation of 
what resiliency means in this context. 

Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat 
Concern Statement #31: "The Forest Service should adopt an ecosystem-scale aquatic conservation 
strategy for management of aquatic habitat and at-risk fisheries similar to the one adopted in the 
Pacific Northwest: 

• Designate “key watersheds” in large drainage basins that offer the highest quality aquatic 
habitat; 
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• Establish “riparian reserves” to maintain and restore aquatic habitat; 

• Enact standards and guidelines for management in riparian reserves that require project-
level actions to meet objectives related to physical, chemical and biological aspects of aquatic 
ecosystems; 

• Require watershed analysis at the scale of large drainage basins to account for such factors as 
road density, vegetation cover and ecological processes that contribute to aquatic habitat 
quality; 

• Compel active restoration of aquatic ecosystems in compliance with standards and guidelines 
for riparian reserves; and 

• Prohibit use of site-specific mitigation measures or planned restoration activities as a 
substitute for preventing degradation of existing high-quality aquatic habitat. (84-35, 84-102) 

Response: The Forest Plan recognizes the need to maintain, improve, and restore watersheds, riparian 
areas, and aquatic habitat and their associated species on the Coconino NF. The primary approaches of the 
plan to address these issues are through ecosystem restoration of the various ecological response units 
(ERUs) across the landscape, addressing degraded watershed conditions, and improving conditions within 
riparian areas and their associated aquatic habitats and species. Numerous objectives, desired conditions, 
standards, and guidelines have been developed for each of these for improving conditions by reducing 
historical, ongoing, and potential impacts through restoration activities and moving toward desired 
conditions through project implementation. 

Although key watersheds have not been specifically designated in the Forest Plan, a guideline in the 
Watersheds and Water section of the Forest Plan focuses watershed restoration and maintenance, and 
vegetation treatments, on priority 6th code watersheds to ensure that ecosystem processes, resilient 
vegetation conditions, and natural disturbance regimes are functioning properly. See FW-Water-G-2.  

Instead of using a “riparian reserve” approach to maintain and restore aquatic habitat, the Forest Plan has 
direction related to riparian areas, water, watersheds, aquatic habitat, and aquatic species in a variety of 
places, most prominently in Watersheds and Water, Riparian Areas, and Wildlife, Fish, and Plants. Some 
of the desired conditions and guidelines that promote resiliency, hydrologic, physical, chemical, and 
biotic integrity, maintenance of physical and natural processes, base flow, riparian communities, 
groundwater recharge, and species diversity include FW-Water-DC-1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7; FW-Water-G-3 
and 6; FW-Rip-All-DC-1, 2 and 5, FW-Rip-Strm-DC-1, 2, 3, 4 and G-1, FW-Rip-Wtlnds-DC-1, 2, FW-
Rip-Spr-DC-1, 2, 3, 4, and 5, and FW-Rip-Spr-G-1, 3, and 4, FW-Rip-RipType-DC-1, 2, 4, 5, 6, and G-1, 
3, and 4, FW-WFP-DC-3, 4, and 5, FW-Invas-DC-1, 2 and G-1 and 2, FW-Graz-G-4, 5, and 7, FW-
RdsFac-G-5 and 9, FW-Rec-All-G-2, and FW-Rec-Disp-G-5.  

The Forest Plan directs the design and implementation of buffers, called aquatic management zones, in 
riparian areas to avoid detrimental changes that would seriously and adversely affect water conditions, 
fish habitat, or connected downstream cave, karst, and lava tube resources. See FW-Rip-All-G-3. Aquatic 
management zones would also be established in non-riparian, intermittent streamcourses to maintain 
channel functioning, downstream water quality, riparian habitat, and function. See FW-Rip-Strm-G-2. 

On the Coconino NF, road density and use is addressed through the implementation of the Travel 
Management Rule and the plan has language to support that implementation. See FW-RdsFac-S-1 and 
FW-Rec-Disp-S-1.  

The Forest Plan does not prescribe the scale at which project-level analyses are done; however, it does 
have plan direction that is intended to be applied at all scales. 
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The Forest Plan has objectives to restore the function of non-functioning and functioning-at-risk riparian 
areas with emphasis on priority 6th code watersheds; to restore 5 to 10 wetlands not in proper functioning 
condition; to restore riparian function to at least 25 springs identified as not in proper functioning 
condition; and to restore or enhance at least 70 miles of stream habitat. See FW-Rip-All-O-1, FW-Rip-
Wtlnds-O-1, FW-Rip-Spr-O-1, and FW-WFP-O-4. 

Concern Statement #50: The Forest Plan should recognize that aquatic barriers can be desirable to 
prevent more than just the movement of fish. (86-15) 

Response: In response to your comment, this desired condition was separated into two desired 
conditions. One of the desired conditions addresses the general desire for connectivity along streams. See 
FW-Water DC-4. The other desired condition more directly addresses your comment regarding the 
situational desirability of barriers in streams to restrict passage of aquatic species, not just non-native fish. 
See FW-WFP-DC-9. 

Forest Products 
Concern Statement #221: The Forest Plan should require a buffer area to be created between 
existing trails and timber harvest areas, should require that trails not be used for timber extraction 
routes, and should include additional direction to mitigate the visual impacts of logging operations 
on trail users. (72-9) 

Response: The Forest Plan was not modified to include a specific buffer between harvested areas and 
existing recreational trails. The concern regarding impacts to recreational activities from the harvest of 
forest products is addressed in other ways by plan components. FW-FProd-DC-2 and FW-FProd-G-2 
ensure that timber-cutting techniques consider recreational opportunities and recreation desired 
conditions. Guidelines for scenic resources also address the concerns that can be associated with timber 
harvest. See FW-Scenic -G-3 and 4. Overdevelopment of single-track trails is addressed by a desired 
condition for Trails. See FW-Rec-Trails-DC-3. 

Concern Statement #415: The Forest Plan should prohibit commercial timber harvests and road 
construction in recently burned areas of the forest, except when necessary for public safety. (110-4) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. Although the Forest Plan does 
not expressly prohibit commercial timber harvest or road building as suggested, a management approach 
has been added to the All Ecosystems section reminding forest managers to focus on health and safety, 
restoration, and stabilization after large, uncharacteristic disturbances. The management approach states: 

Following large or uncharacteristic disturbance events, focus management actions on human 
health and safety, long-term restoration, soil and watershed stabilization, and restoration or 
protection of ecosystem processes and resource values. 

The Forest Plan contains other components that are designed to ensure that activities are consistent with 
the desired conditions for other resources. For example, the Forest Plan includes a guideline requiring 
timber harvest activities to be designed to be consistent with maintaining or moving toward ecological 
and social desired conditions. See FW-FProd-G-1. A similar guideline can be found in the Roads and 
Facilities section. See FW-RdsFac-G-1. 

Decisions on whether to conduct a commercial timber harvest or to build roads in a burned area are made 
at the project level based on site-specific information and analysis. Imposing such restrictions without 
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consideration of specific circumstances could prevent the Forest from pursuing desirable restoration 
activities or require a plan amendment before those activities could be pursued. 

Concern Statement #416: The Forest Plan should clearly include size and location restrictions on 
the gathering of dead and downed logs. Furthermore, the Forest Plan should restrict the removal of 
snags and the removal of firewood from Mexican spotted owl Protected Activity Centers and 
northern goshawk post-fledging areas. (56-196, 56-197) 

Response: No change has been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. The Forest Plan is 
programmatic in nature and does not make specific decisions on size and location restrictions related to 
firewood collection. Any specific restrictions on firewood collection would be addressed site specifically 
at the project level. 

The Forest Plan provides a framework to guide project-level decisions on firewood collection in the 
future. For example, the Forest Products section includes a desired condition to provide sustainable 
supply of forest products (which includes firewood) consistent with other resource desired conditions. See 
FW-FProd-DC-1. Desired levels of snags and dead and downed logs are discussed in the Riparian and 
Terrestrial ERU sections of the Forest Plan. See FW-TerrERU-MC-MCFF-DC-3, FW-TerrERU-MC-
MCA-DC-3, FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-5, and FW-TerrERU-PJ-DC-2. A Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section 
desired condition addresses the desire for snags and large downed logs to be present in all forest and 
woodland ERUs, providing habitat for the associated species. See FW-WFP-DC-7. Plan components such 
as these will guide project-level decisions that authorize the collection of firewood. 

Concern Statement #518: The Forest Plan desired condition related to collection of forest botanical 
products (see Draft Revised Plan FW-FProd-DC-4) should require permits for the collection of 
botanical products and only permit collection if the botanical products will sustainably persist on 
the Forest. (74-75) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The desired condition that 
discussed the need for (1) a permit to collect, (2) the collection of rare plants, and (3) the collection of 
forest products by tribes has been broken up to reflect these three thoughts.  

The suggestion that any collection would need to be authorized by a permit has been dropped from the 
plan. Collection of forest botanical products is covered by 36 CFR 223 subpart H and FSH 2409.18, 
Chapter 80, Uses of Timber Other Than Commercial Timber Sales, Special Forest Products - Forest 
Botanical Products. Because collection of botanical products for personal use is covered by regulation (36 
CFR 223 subpart H) and a permit is not always required, the reference to a permit has been removed. 
However, the Forest Plan does provide direction on commercial plant collection activities, which are not 
permitted in the Red Rock, Oak Creek Canyon, and Sedona Neighborwoods MAs. Removal of 
commercial national forest products is by permit at designated locations only in the Red Rock MA, House 
Mountain-Lowlands, Sedona Neighborwoods Management Area. See MA-RedRock-S-6, MA-OakCrk-S-
1, 3, MA-HouseMtn-S-1, and MA-SedN-S-1, 3. 

While a permit may not be necessary in all situations, a guideline has been added to ensure that the 
collection of species that are rare, limited in distribution, or on the Southwestern Region’s sensitive 
species list should not be authorized unless the species can withstand collection and will persist on the 
Forest. See FW-FProd-G-4. 

Concern Statement #592: The Forest Plan should manage the collection of forest botanical products 
by tribes in a manner that allows collection locations to remain secret. (56-75) 
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Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The desired condition that 
discussed the need for (1) a permit to collect, (2) the collection of rare plants, and (3) the collection of 
forest products by tribes has been broken up to reflect these three topics.  

The suggestion that any collection would need to be authorized by a permit has been dropped from the 
plan. Collection of forest botanical products is covered by 36 CFR 223 subpart H and FSH 2409.18, 
Chapter 80, Uses of Timber Other Than Commercial Timber Sales, Special Forest Products - Forest 
Botanical Products. Because collection of botanical products for personal use is covered by regulation (36 
CFR 223 subpart H) and a permit is not always required, the reference to a permit has been removed. 
However, the Forest Plan does provide direction on commercial plant collection activities, which are not 
permitted in the Red Rock, Oak Creek Canyon, and Sedona Neighborwoods MAs. Removal of 
commercial national forest products is by permit at designated locations only in the Red Rock MA, House 
Mountain-Lowlands, Sedona Neighborwoods Management Area. See MA-RedRock-S-6, MA-OakCrk-S-
1, 3, MA-HouseMtn-S-1, and MA-SedN-S-1, 3. 

While a permit may not be necessary in all situations, a guideline has been added to ensure that the 
collection of species that are rare, limited in distribution, or on the Southwestern Region’s sensitive 
species list should not be authorized unless the species can withstand collection and will persist on the 
Forest. See FW-FProd-G-4. 

The remaining direction relating to the collection of forest products by tribes has been retained as a 
desired condition. See FW-FProd-DC-3.  

In addition to the adjusted desired condition, several management approaches have been added to the 
Forest Products section to remind forest managers to: 

Recognize the needs of members of tribes whose historic ties include the land now administered 
by the Coconino NF to collect forest materials for traditional, ceremonial, and subsistence 
purposes. 

Work with tribal members to facilitate collection of forest products needed for traditional 
activities and ceremonial uses. 

All of these changes help ensure that forest product collection locations will remain secret. 
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Heritage Resources 
Concern Statement #563: The Forest Plan should provide detailed information on the compliance 
process the Forest used for heritage resources to ensure consistent application across all areas of the 
Coconino NF. (69-16) 

Response: In general, heritage compliance is guided by numerous laws, regulations, and policies. 
Applicable regulations would vary by the project and what heritage resources are potentially affected. 
Regulations are listed in the Forest Plan appendix D under “Heritage Resources, Tribal Relations, and 
Uses.” 

To help add consistency across Forest Service administrative boundaries, a management approach has 
been added to the Special Uses section to remind forest managers from different administrative units to 
coordinate on the management of utility facilities that traverse multiple administrative units. This 
coordination should provide permit holders with greater consistency on process and operation 
requirements. It states: 

Since some utility facilities traverse National Forest System lands administered by more than one 
ranger district within the Coconino NF, the Forest will coordinate with utility companies in the 
development of regular operating plans to document agreements and activities along these 
corridors for consistent and seamless decisions where appropriate, that can be integrated along 
whole linear rights-of-way or utility corridors. 

Concern Statement #332: The Forest Plan should explain how the Report to the Secretary of 
Agriculture, USDA Policy and Procedures Review and Recommendations: Indian Sacred Sites 
(2012) will apply. (50-1, 56-71) 

Response: As a general rule, the Forest Plan includes references to applicable laws, regulations, policies 
and other information in appendix D, Other Sources of Information. The Indian Sacred Sites Report has 
been added to the Heritage Resources, Tribal Relations, and Uses section in appendix D of the Forest 
Plan. As noted in the executive summary, the Report does not, by itself, change policy or have any effects, 
significant or otherwise, on the human or natural environment and does not constitute final agency action. 
The Report is a review of law, policy, and procedures, with recommendations for changes based on Tribal 
consultation and public comments. Including the Report in appendix D of the Forest Plan provides a 
reminder to forest managers that this Report is available as a resource when sacred sites are involved. 

Concern Statement #596: The Forest Plan should include direction on the protection of sites that 
meet the criteria of eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places. (56-64) 

Response: The plan components in the Heritage Resources section of the Forest Plan provide a 
framework that will guide decisions on how to manage and protect the heritage resources on the Forest, 
including the sites that are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. How a particular site will 
be managed and protected is a project-level decision that will be based on site-specific information. 
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Concern Statement #724: The Forest Service should adhere to the Memorandum of Understanding 
Among the U.S. Department of Defense, U.S. Department of the Interior, U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, U.S. Department of Energy, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Regarding Interagency Coordination and Collaboration for the Protection of Indian Sacred Sites 
(2012). (53-6) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The Indian Sacred Sites 
Memorandum of Understanding has been added to the Heritage Resources, Tribal Relations, and Uses 
section in appendix D of the Forest Plan. 

The Forest is currently taking many steps to implement the provisions of the Indian Sacred Sites 
Memorandum of Understanding. For example, the Forest's Tribal Relations Specialist provides training 
for the Coconino NF's Forest Protection Officers. The Coconino NF consults with tribes as needed, and 
the Forest is in the process of developing several memorandums of understanding with several tribes. The 
United States Department of Agriculture Forest Service has created a website devoted to tribal relations 
(http://www.fs.fed.us/spf/tribalrelations/). The Coconino NF engages in public outreach through site 
stewards, volunteers, and universities. The confidentiality of all archaeological and cultural data is 
protected. The Coconino NF also provides guidance tribal consultation to State, corporate (archaeological 
contractors), and local governments. 

Concern Statement #594: The Forest Plan should include direction for the prehistoric, historic, and 
settlement history of the Beaver Creek Area to be an integrated part of interpretive programs 
throughout the area. (99-6) 

Response: Although a Beaver Creek Management Area has not been identified as part of the Forest Plan, 
in response to your comments the Verde Valley Management Area plan components were reviewed, 
edited, and augmented. For example, additional information on the prehistoric, historic, and settlement 
history of this area has been added to the General Description and Background for the Verde Valley 
Management Area. The desired condition for the prehistoric, historic, and settlement history of the Verde 
Valley to be an integrated part of interpretive programs throughout the area has been retained. See MA-
VerdeV-DC-5. Additional guidance on interpretation is located in the forestwide Interpretation and 
Education section. There is also forestwide direction in Heritage Resources to emphasize the 
interpretation of human history on the Forest to promote greater public understanding and appreciation of 
the prehistoric and historic cultures and communities. SeeFW-Hrtg-DC-5, 7, 8 and 12. 

Concern Statement #676: The Forest Service should develop a memorandum of understanding or 
memorandum of agreement related to the Arizona Snowbowl special use authorization. The Forest 
Service should have transplanted or harvested medicinal plants before construction under this 
special use authorization occurred. (53-4) 

Response: Implementation of project-level decisions is outside the scope of the Forest Plan.  

A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the United States Department of Agriculture Forest 
Service, Coconino National Forest, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and the Arizona State 
Historic Preservation Office was signed when the Record of Decision was issued in 2005, regarding the 
construction of improvements at the Arizona Snowbowl. Under the MOA, the Coconino NF is required to 
inform tribes that have a special connection with the San Francisco Peaks of actions that are proposed by 
the Arizona Snowbowl. Those notifications have been occurring as required under the MOA. Part of the 
purpose of the notice required by the MOA is to give tribes an opportunity to identify and transplant or 
harvest medicinal plants that occur in the construction area.  
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Eligible and Suitable Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Concern Statement #470: The Forest Plan should include wild and scenic river management 
direction for a 6.7-mile segment of the Upper Verde River that is shared with the Prescott National 
Forest. (56-121) 

Response: Several adjustments have been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. A table 
identifying the designated and eligible wild and scenic rivers on the Coconino National Forest has been 
added to the Designated and Eligible Wild and Scenic Rivers section of the Forest Plan. The table lists the 
6.7-mile segment of the Upper Verde River as eligible for a recreational classification. See Table 8 in the 
Forest Plan. Information on each designated and eligible wild and scenic river has been added to the 
General Description and Background for the Designated and Eligible Wild and Scenic Rivers section. The 
information on the Upper Verde River segment explains that this segment is administered under Prescott 
NF Forest Plan direction. The eligibility report prepared by the Prescott National Forest on all of the 
Upper Verde River eligible river segments has been listed in the Forest Plan in the Designated and 
Eligible Wild and Scenic Rivers section in appendix D, Other Sources of Information. 

In the event that administration of the eligible Upper Verde River segment returned to the Coconino NF, 
the Forest Plan has components that address eligible river segments. See SA-WSR-DC-1, 2, and 4, and 
SA-WSR-G-1. A management approach has also been added to this section to remind forest managers to 
coordinate with neighboring forests on the management of designated and eligible wild and scenic rivers.  

Invasive Species 
Concern Statement #231: The Forest Plan should contain direction that will decrease the presence 
of non-native fish to provide for the recovery of native fish. (56-4) 

Response: The Forest Plan contains plan components designed to ensure that native species are protected. 
Three desired conditions address habitat for native species. See FW-WFP-DC-1, 2, and 3. Three more 
desired conditions specifically address native aquatic and fish species. See FW-WFP-DC-4, 9, and 10. 
Two guidelines include the use of species protection measures and objectives from approved recovery 
plans and complying with species conservation agreements, assessments, strategies, or national 
guidelines. See FW-WFP-G-1 and 2. A guideline requires projects to be designed or managed to maintain 
or improve habitat for native species and reduce the threat of disease. See FW-WFP-G-3.  

Finally, several management approaches in the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section provide suggestions 
related to native species. They remind forest managers to: 

Coordinate with the Arizona Game and Fish Department, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the 
statewide Native Fish Conservation Team regarding maintenance of habitat for listed and native 
species; reintroductions, introductions, or transplants of species; control or eradication of non-
native species; and the management of sport and native fishes, including the identification of 
refugia for native fish and the establishment or removal of fish barriers. Coordination includes 
referencing current agency recommendations for improving wildlife habitat such as guidelines for 
wildlife-friendly fencing. 

Maintain the native-fish-only status of Fossil Creek and streams free of non-natives through 
public education, signs, and law enforcement. 

Nonnative fish would also be addressed by some plan components in the Invasive Species section.  
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The term “invasive species” is defined in the glossary as: 

Any species that is non-native (or alien) to the Forest and whose introduction causes, or is likely 
to cause, economic or environmental harm or harm to human health. Invasive species can be 
identified within any of the following four taxonomic categories: Plants, Vertebrates, 
Invertebrates, and Pathogens. There is a link to Federal and State invasive plant species lists on 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resource Conservation Service website. The 
National Invasive Species Information Center provides information on invasive vertebrates, 
invertebrates, and microbes. 

A desired condition in the Forest Plan Invasive Species section seeks for invasive species to be absent or 
existing at levels where they do not disrupt ecological composition, structure, and function; do not disrupt 
the natural fire regime; or do not affect the sustainability of native and desirable non-native species. See 
FW-Invas-DC-1. 

Concern Statement #219: The Forest Plan should be adjusted to address weeds/invasives of concern 
in the desired conditions for each vegetation type, or by reference to summary table. (75-57) 

Response: References to individual invasive species and noxious weeds have not being added to the 
desired conditions for each ecological response unit because the species listed as invasive and noxious 
change over time. However, there are a several plan components that address invasive and noxious weeds 
regardless of where they occur. See FW-Invas-DC-1 and a management approach for Invasive Species, 
which states: 

Maintain a current inventory of invasive species on forest lands. For plant inventories, prioritize 
areas of unique and rare habitats first, areas of high use and disturbance second (e.g., material 
pits, trailheads, campgrounds, corrals, roads, boat ramps, and bridges), and areas where invasive 
species are just getting established. 

Concern Statement #290: The Forest Plan should include an objective to implement integrated pest 
management approaches and other treatments to control invasive species within three (3) years of 
plan approval. (74-74) 

Response: Integrated pest management is an ongoing process and is considered based on site-specific 
information as a proposed activity is being considered or as part of an ongoing weed management 
program. Integrated pest management is incorporated into Forest management activities project by project 
based on site-specific information. 

Concern Statement #365: Invasives should be written into the direction for creation of a 
“Neighborwoods”-specific management patrol monitoring recreation impacts –guaranteed to 
increase in the next 15 years. Specific attention should be paid to dispersed campers and 
recreational shooters along the Kelly Motorized Trail System (see also section in this document 
addressing recreational shooting) as mechanized users spread invasives within the National Forests’ 
“Neighborwoods.” Shooting areas tend to get trampled and denuded of vegetation, allowing 
invasives to establish, displacing natives with negative long-term effects. Effects will occur as users 
recreate at dispersed sites, denuding vegetation. Native vegetation replacement by invasives is 
serious because loss of natives “can alter fire regimes and increase erosion in localized areas.” 
(DEIS v1 p. 462) (56-104) 

Response: The forestwide Invasive Species section in the Forest Plan addresses how to manage the 
spread and treatment of invasive species, wherever they occur. The Forest Plan does not make decisions 
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on specific actions such as those suggested in the comment, but those actions could be considered and 
implemented at the project level after consideration of site-specific information. In addition there is a 
guideline in All Recreation that would require visitors with recreational stock to carry certified weed-free 
feed to prevent the spread of invasive plants. See FW-Rec-All-G-6. 

Concern Statement #422: The Forest Plan should clearly identify the equipment that should be 
cleaned, disinfected, and inspected using current decontamination protocols to remove plants, fish, 
or animals so organisms are not transported among water bodies and healthy forest habitats. (69-
13, 69-14) 

Response: These guidelines have been removed from the Forest Plan because their intent is addressed in 
the Invasive Species section. See FW-Invas-G-1. The guideline in the Invasive Species section is written 
to have more strategic application, with the precise details of how to prevent infestations being 
determined at the project level based on the specifics associated with the project. As a forestwide 
component, this guideline applies to all projects and activities where control of invasive species is 
identified as a concern. 

The Invasive Species section also has a management approach reminding forest managers to think about 
the role vehicles, equipment, personnel, and materials can play in the accidental introduction and spread 
of invasive species. It states: 

Encourage the prevention of accidental introduction and spread of invasive species carried by 
contaminated vehicles, equipment, personnel, or materials (including plants, wood, plant/wood 
products, water, soil, rock, sand, gravel, mulch, seeds, grain, hay, straw, animal feeds, or other 
materials). 

Concern Statement #480: The Forest Service should incorporate the guidance from the document 
titled “Environmental Assessment for Management of Noxious Weeds and Hazardous Vegetation on 
Public Roads on National Forest Lands in Arizona” and from the associated Memorandum of 
Understanding into the revised Plan. Consideration of normal maintenance and preservation 
activities conducted by the Arizona Department of Transportation should also be incorporated into 
the revised Plan so future plan amendments would not be needed. (83-2) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. A reference to the Amended 
Memorandum of Understanding regarding the construction, operation and maintenance of highways in 
Arizona crossing National Forest System Lands has been added to the Roads and Facilities section in 
appendix D, Other Sources of Information. 

Concern Statement #528: The Forest Plan should clarify the distinction between noxious and 
invasive plant species. (75-56) 

Response: No change has been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. The Forest Plan 
refers to invasive and noxious species collectively as an invasive species. See definition of “noxious 
species” in the Glossary of the Forest Plan. The guidance for invasive species is generally included in the 
Invasive Species, All Ecosystems, and Wildlife, Fish, and Plants sections. References to individual 
invasive species are not included because the species identified as invasive change over time. The 
definition of “invasive species” in the Glossary identifies the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural 
Resource Conservation Service as the source for the Federal and State invasive plant species lists and the 
National Invasive Species Information Center as a source of information on invasive vertebrates, 
invertebrates, and microbes. 
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Concern Statement #653: The Forest Plan should adjust the Invasive Species desired condition that 
provides examples of invasive species (See Draft Revised Plan FW-Invas-DC-1) to include a 
complete list of invasive species or reference existing lists of invasive species. (75-99) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The few specific examples of 
invasive species that were mentioned in the desired condition have been removed and the language 
describing what an invasive species is has been moved to the General Description and Background for the 
Invasive Species section. 

Although lists of invasive species are available from a number of sources, no specific list of species is 
being incorporated into a plan component because the lists change over time. Incorporating a list into a 
plan component would require the Forest Plan to be amended as the list changes. Instead of incorporating 
a list into a plan component, the Invasive Species section in appendix D of the Forest Plan mentions one 
of the list sources, the U.S. Forest Service Invasive Species Program website. 

Concern Statement #710: The Forest Service should discuss the presence of and impacts associated 
with non-native trout. (24-7, 55-5) 

Response: The presence and impacts of non-native fish has been discussed in several documents 
associated with the forest plan revision effort. These documents include the Ecological Sustainability 
Report, Biological Assessment, Wildlife Specialist Report and Biological Evaluation, and the Wildlife 
Report for Federally-Listed Wildlife Species, Bald and Golden Eagles, Management Indicator Species, 
and Migratory Birds (USDA Forest Service 2009, USDA Forest Service 2017) In several places in the 
Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section, the environmental impact statement discusses how non-native fish can 
have significant impacts because they eat, compete with, and can hybridize with native species and can 
transfer parasites to native fish. 

Concern Statement #713: The Forest Service should analyze the impacts of crayfish, an invasive 
species, on native species. (24-5) 

Response: Crayfish are analyzed in the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section of the environmental impact 
statement as one of the invasive animal species. 

Inventoried Roadless Areas 
Concern Statement #666: The Forest Service should provide a summary of the Inventoried 
Roadless Areas on the Forest and explain how they were considered during the wilderness 
evaluation process as required by 36 CFR 219.17. (74-26) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. An Inventoried Roadless Area 
section has been added to the Special Areas section in chapter 3 of the Forest Plan to provide a summary 
of the Inventoried Roadless Areas on the Forest. This section identifies the nine Inventoried Roadless 
Areas on the Forest and provides a desired condition and a standard designed to maintain the overall 
roadless character of these areas. See SA-IRA-DC-1 and SA-IRA-S-1. The Inventoried Roadless Areas 
have been added to Map 2 in the Forest Plan to display where they are located. 

36 CFR 219.17 states that “roadless areas within the National Forest System shall be evaluated and 
considered for recommendation as potential wilderness areas during the forest planning process. 
During the wilderness evaluation process for the Coconino NF forest plan revision effort, the inventory 
began at the forest level to identify all potential areas that met the initial criteria. See the description of the 
Inventory Process in Appendix A of the Potential Wilderness Area Evaluation Report. By considering all 
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lands on the Forest in the inventory process, the Inventoried Roadless Areas on the Forest were evaluated 
and considered as required by 36 CFR 219.17. According to the Potential Wilderness Area Inventory 
Process described in the Wilderness Evaluation Report (USDA Forest Service 2016), the Forest looked at 
areas of 5,000 acres or more that did not have permanently authorized roads. This put all or substantial 
portions of the Walker Mountain, Boulder Canyon, Cimarron Hills, Hackberry, and Padre Canyon 
inventoried roadless areas into the inventory of potential wilderness areas that were then further evaluated 
for capability, availability, and need. The Forest chose to include two Inventoried Roadless Areas that are 
smaller than 5,000 acres (Barbershop and East Clear Creek) in the potential wilderness area inventory 
because of the 1982 Planning Rule Provisions at 219.17(a)(1)(i) and it was determined that they could be 
preserved due to physical terrain and natural conditions. Because the inventory is only the first step of 
evaluation, the Inventoried Roadless Areas were then considered for capability, availability, and need. 
Some were removed in these subsequent steps because they did not rank highly in them. For more 
information, see the Potential Wilderness Area Evaluation Report (2016), which is available on the 
Coconino NF's website at: http://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=32780. 

Lands and Special Uses 
Concern Statement #239: The Forest Plan should include direction that allows possible upgrades of 
existing facilities, construction of new facilities, and continuous access to conduct operation and 
maintenance activities on these facilities. (43-4) 

Response: The Forest Plan does not make decisions that would allow specific upgrades to existing 
facilities, construction of new facilities, or access to these facilities. Decisions on requests such as those 
can only be made after consideration and analysis of site-specific proposals. 

The Forest Plan does include plan components related to electric power facilities and other special uses in 
the Special Uses sections. This section contains desired conditions, guidelines, and management 
approaches related to the management of electric power facilities located on the Forest. For examples, see 
FW-SpecUse-DC-2, 3, and 5, FW-SpecUse-G-5, 6, 7, 8, and 9, and several management approaches in the 
Special Uses section, which remind forest managers to: 

Encourage proponents to involve the Forest early in the special-use permit proposal development 
process. 

Consider processing right-of-way grants by priority; first priority being the public interest and 
national forest needs. 

Since some utility facilities traverse National Forest System lands administered by more than one ranger 
district within the Coconino NF, the Forest will coordinate with utility companies in the development of 
regular operating plans to document agreements and activities along these corridors for consistent and 
seamless decisions where appropriate, that can be integrated along entire linear rights-of-way or utility 
corridors. 

Concern Statement #738: The Forest Service should include utility corridor rights-of-way in the list 
of Issues identified in the environmental impact statement. (43-3) 

Response: The theme of utility corridor rights-of-way is already addressed in major issues identified for 
this planning effort. The Issues section in chapter 2 of the environmental impact statement includes a 
category titled Use/Management Issues. Several specific examples are listed in the Use/Management 
Issues category, including: 

http://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=32780
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Language in the proposed revised plan might unnecessarily restrain access/use of the Forest for 
future energy infrastructure needs. 

This statement incorporates the commenter’s concerns about utility corridor rights-of-way. 

Concern Statement #156: The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) classifications on the 
Forest should buffer adjacent to road easements to accommodate maintenance and treatment of 
noxious and invasive plant species. (83-14) 

Response: The process used to model ROS settings on the Forest applied a one-half mile buffer to “better 
than primitive” roads. “Better than primitive” roads include National Forest System roads with an 
operational maintenance level of 3, 4, or 5. State highways like State Route 260 fall into this category. 
The area within the buffer on these roads was given a classification of Roaded Natural. Some adjustments 
were made to this buffer in the East Clear Creek Watershed where only a 100-foot buffer of the Roaded 
Natural class was applied to the “better than primitive” roads. Beyond that 100-foot buffer, the areas were 
classified as Semi-primitive Non-motorized. This adjustment should not impact the one-half mile Roaded 
Natural buffer on State highways. Accordingly, the ROS settings for the Forest should not impact the 
ability of the Arizona Department of Transportation to conduct maintenance and treatment of noxious and 
invasive plant species within or adjacent to their highway easements. See the Coconino National Forest 
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Inventory Report for additional information. 

Concern Statement #238: The Forest Plan should include direction for power line and towers to be 
compatible with avian use, not just raptor use as suggested in the Special Uses desired conditions 
(see Draft Revised Plan FW-SpecUse-DC-3). The Forest Plan should also acknowledge the 
Suggested Practices for Avian Protection on Power Lines developed by the Avian Power Line 
Interaction Committee (APLIC). (43-13, 69-19, 82-23) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to these comments. The portion of FW-
SpecUse-DC-3 from the Draft Revised Plan that addressed powerline compatibility with raptor use has 
been merged with similar direction in one of the Special Uses guidelines, which provides sideboards on 
the construction and reconstruction of powerlines and towers (see Draft Revised Plan FW-SpecUse-G-2). 
To provide for broader application, this merged component refers to “wildlife” instead of “raptor” or 
“avian” use. See FW-SpecUse-G-5. A full reference to Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC) 
has been added to the Special Uses section in appendix D, Other Sources of Information. This reference is 
also located in the Wildlife, Fish, and Plant section in appendix D. 

Concern Statement #240: The Forest Plan should include direction that manages the impacts that 
utility lines can have on scenery and recognizes the economic implications that can be associated 
with mitigations for scenery. (43-12, 69-18, 69-21, 74-88, 74-89, 74-92, 82-22) 

Response: Several plan components have been modified to address these concerns. This desired 
condition in the forestwide Special Uses section that addresses the impacts of utility and energy 
transmission corridors on the Forest has been modified to address this concern and clarify its overall 
intent. Some commenters expressed concern with what appeared to be a general requirement to bury all 
infrastructure within these corridors, which can raise economic and environmental concerns. Other 
commenters expressed support for burying all infrastructure in these corridors and asked that vegetation 
clearing for these corridors be kept to a minimum. After considering all of these comments, the desired 
condition was adjusted to make it clear that its goal is for this type of infrastructure to not be visible 
across the landscape, rather than defaulting to burying it. The desired condition has also been modified to 
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recognize that economic concerns are appropriate factors (in addition to environmental and technical 
concerns) to consider when addressing the visibility of this type of infrastructure. See FW-SpecUse-DC-3. 

The corresponding guideline in the Special Uses section that addresses burial of utility lines has also been 
modified to recognize that economic concerns are appropriate factors (in addition to environmental and 
technical concerns) to consider when addressing the visibility of this utility lines. See FW-SpecUse-G-9. 

With regard to vegetation management, a Special Use desired condition was adjusted to acknowledge that 
there are legal mandates associated with the vegetation clearing for these corridors and it is a desired 
condition to meet those legal mandates. See FW-SpecUse-DC-2. While this desired condition recognizes 
that there is a level of vegetation clearing that is necessary for the safe operation of these corridors, it also 
recognizes the desire of moving toward other desired conditions applicable to the area. This includes the 
desired conditions for scenery. To support this desired condition, the forestwide Special Uses section has 
retained a guideline that requires the retention of vegetation that does not need to be cleared to meet legal 
mandates to allow screening for scenery, habitat for species, and corridors for wildlife movement. See 
FW-SpcUse-G-6. 

Concerns about co-locating infrastructure in an existing corridor before a new corridor is considered were 
addressed in several plan components in the forestwide Special Uses and Scenery sections. To consolidate 
this direction in one plan component, the guideline in the forestwide Scenery section that was designed to 
prevent the widening of utility rights-of-way in areas that have a moderate scenic integrity objective was 
merged with a similar direction in the forestwide Special Uses section. See FW-SpecUse-DC-3. Whether 
the additional infrastructure should be buried is addressed by the plan components discussed above. 

Concern Statement #241: The Forest Plan should set the Scenic Integrity Objective for public 
utilities in the Sedona-Oak Creek area at no less than high. (74-100) 

Response: The guideline that generated this comment has been removed from the Forest Plan. Desired 
scenic integrity objectives have already been set for the Forest. The process for identifying scenic 
integrity objectives took the ability to view an area from Concern Level 1 and 2 routes into consideration. 
However, the activities required for the development and operation of a public utility will not meet the 
definition of high scenic integrity, which relies upon the landscape character appearing natural or 
unaltered. For example, legal mandates require vegetation clearing within utility corridors. This type of 
vegetation management will not meet the requirements for high scenic integrity. 

Concern Statement #243: The Forest Plan should include direction to ensure that the 200 to 800 
miles of road to be decommissioned as part of the Roads and Facilities objective do not result in 
restricted access for utilities. Access to operate and maintain infrastructure and rights-of-way must 
be allowed to ensure the delivery of safe, reliable power. (69-17, 82-5) 

Response: The Roads and Facilities objective does not make a decision to decommission any particular 
road on the Forest. Those decisions will be made based on site-specific proposals that involve 
coordination with stakeholders.  

The Roads and Facilities objective to decommission 200 to 800 miles of unauthorized and system roads 
has been adjusted to clarify that the decommissioned roads will not identified on the motor vehicle use 
map as open to the public. See FW-RdsFac-O-1. This objective is aligned with the ongoing travel 
management effort and is not a decision to create additional, new limitations to motorized use on the 
Forest. 
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To address the concern about retaining access for utilities, a management approach has been added in the 
forestwide Roads and Facilities section, which reminds forest managers to: 

Work closely with utilities to ensure access to rights-of-way and infrastructure. 

Concern Statement #277: The Forest Plan should recognize exceptions to scenery desired condition 
in utility rights-of-way in recognition of industry standards regarding vegetation management. (43-
14, 82-24) 

Response: This guideline has been adjusted to address the concerns in this comment. Recognizing that 
complete conformity with natural-appearing patterns of native vegetation is not always possible, the 
guideline now requires structures to be designed to reduce the contrast with desired landscape character. 
See FW-SpecUse-G-7. 

Concern Statement #295: The Forest Plan should include language to address the issue of 
compatible uses within the transmission line corridors and the type of acceptable plant 
communities. For example, consider the following components from the Prescott National Forest's 
2012 Draft Land and Resource Management Plan:  

“Power lines and pipelines are located and co-located within existing energy corridors when 
compatible. Rights-of-way for all aboveground lines have low growing plant communities 
that do not interfere with overhead lines growing within the corridors.” and/or  

“Low growing plant communities that do not interfere with overhead lines, should be 
maintained within power line corridors.” (43-6) 

Response: A guideline was added to the Special Uses section to address this comment. See FW-SpecUse-
G-6. 

Concern Statement #297: The Forest Plan should not require permittees to manage vegetation 
outside of right-of-way corridors and should allow utility permittees to manage vegetation with 
utility corridors to industry standards. (43-15, 69-26, 82-25) 

Response: No change has been made in response to the comment regarding vegetation management 
outside of rights-of-way. As the comments suggest, vegetation management of this nature would require a 
decision based on site-specific information and would not necessarily be the responsibility of the holder 
of the right-of-way. 

The Forest Plan has been adjusted to address the comment regarding vegetation management within 
utility corridors. To provide more strategic and comprehensive coverage, one of the desired conditions in 
the Special Uses section was adjusted to acknowledge the legal mandates that apply to vegetation clearing 
for utility and energy transmission. See FW-SpecUse-DC-2. 

Concern Statement #559: The Forest Plan should include direction for ranger districts to provide 
consistent management of utility rights-of-way that traverse more than one administrative 
jurisdiction. (43-5) 

Response: A management approach has been added to the Special Uses section reminding forest 
managers that: 



  Response to Comments 

Coconino National Forest 
57 

Since some utility facilities traverse National Forest System lands administered by more than one 
ranger district within the Coconino NF, the Forest will coordinate with utility companies in the 
development of regular operating plans to document agreements and activities along these 
corridors for consistent and seamless decisions where appropriate, that can be integrated along 
whole linear rights-of-way or utility corridors. 

Concern Statement #560: The Forest Plan should recognize legal requirements to maintain 
vegetation clearances in utility corridors. (69-20, 82-6, 82-7) 

Response: The concern related to vegetation management in utility rights-of-way is addressed in other 
plan direction in the Special Uses section. Vegetation clearing in utility corridors that meets legal 
mandates is a desired condition. See FW-SpecUse-DC-2. A guideline further clarifies that vegetation in 
utility corridors is only retained if it does not interfere with meeting vegetation clearing requirements for 
the corridor. See FW-SpecUse-G-6. 

Concern Statement#564: The Forest Plan should not require an increase in power line capacity 
without allowing for an expansion of the right-of-way as directed by Scenery guideline FW-
Scenery-G-9 in the Draft Forest Plan. (69-22) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. This Scenery guideline was 
merged with a similar Special Uses guideline (FW-SpecUse-G-4 in the Draft Revised Plan) which directs 
forest managers to consider using or expanding sites and corridors for existing utilities and areas adjacent 
to road rights-of-way before creating new sites or corridors. See FW-SpecUse-G-8. 

Concern Statement #562: The Forest Plan should allow for the expansion or extension of existing 
utility lines that are within Environmental Study Areas. (69-25) 

Response: No change has been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. The Forest Plan 
includes several guidelines that could restrict expansion or extension of utility lines with Environmental 
Study Areas. See MA-MtElden-G-5 and 6 and MA-FlagN-G-1 and 2. The actual determination would be 
made at the project level based on site-specific information. 

Concern Statement #764: The Forest Service should ensure that any new land management 
decisions be made in the context of current land uses and not exclude authorized power 
transmission system. (43-2) 

Response: Past authorizations for power transmission systems are outside the scope of the Forest Plan. 
Future projects and activities, including modifications or reauthorizations of existing uses, must be 
consistent with the Forest Plan in effect at the time of the decision and various laws, agency policy, and 
direction. See the Guiding Future Projects, Program Plans, and Assessments section in chapter 1 of the 
Forest Plan. The Forest Plan provides forestwide direction on forest resources (see chapter 2 of the Forest 
Plan).  

Concern Statement #309: The Forest Plan desired condition in the Sedona-Oak Creek Management 
Area that addresses motorized tours (see Draft Revised PlanMA-SedOak-DC-25) should include 
direction to manage airplane and helicopters along with other motorized tours. (74-97) 

Response: Specific references to airplanes and helicopters have not been added to this Sedona-Oak Creek 
Management Area desired condition as suggested. However, the general concerns about airplanes and 
helicopters are addressed in the broader, strategic language in several plan components.  
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Although the Forest has limited jurisdiction over airplanes and helicopters that are flying over the Forest, 
the Forest Plan contains a number of desired conditions that could be used to manage airplane or 
helicopter traffic related to Forest Service authorized tours. The All Recreation section has a desired 
condition for recreation opportunities to be balanced with the capacity of forest resources to support them 
and for recreation settings to be stable and retain their natural character. See FW-Rec-All-DC-6. Another 
All Recreation desired condition seeks to provide opportunities for experiencing solitude and natural 
soundscapes that are consistent with ROS objectives. See FW-Rec-All-DC-10. Special Use desired 
conditions also touch this topic by noting that recreation special use activities should not draw attention to 
the equipment and are consistent with site-specific direction for other forest resources and community 
goals. See FW-SpecUse-DC-7 and 8. Finally, a management approach has been added to the Designated 
Wilderness Areas section to remind forest managers to: 

Collaborate with Federal Aviation Administration, airport administrations, air tour operators, 
military and government agencies, and other aircraft operators to minimize disturbances caused 
by aircraft over designated Wilderness areas of the Coconino National Forest. Aircraft 
disturbances include, but are not limited to, diminishing solitude and primitive recreation 
opportunities and disruption to key wildlife areas during important times of their life cycle. 
Examples could include peregrine falcon nesting sites and big game wintering habitat. Encourage 
aircraft operators to adhere to Federal Aviation Administration’s Notice to Airmen regarding 
minimum altitudes over wilderness. 

Concern Statement #310: The Forest Plan should place more restrictions on motor vehicle use on 
the Forest and resist recognizing new types of motorized recreation. (56-157) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The purpose of this 
management approach upon which the comment is based was to acknowledge that new types of 
recreational activities are emerging all the time and to remind forest managers to recognize them as 
legitimate recreational pursuits. This management approach has been removed from the Forest Plan and 
the concept of emerging recreational pursuits has been incorporated into the General Description and 
Background for All Recreation. A desired condition in the All Recreation section seeks to balance 
recreation opportunities with the capacity of forest resources to support them, to have minimal user and 
resource conflicts, and to retain recreation settings as the population increases and new forms of 
recreation emerge. See FW-Rec-All-DC-6. 

Specific motorized use determinations are done through project-level decisionmaking, including the 
implementation of the Travel Management Rule (36 CFR §212). Motor vehicle use on the Forest has been 
and continues to be addressed through implementation of that rule. The Forest Plan includes a standard 
prohibiting motor vehicle use beyond the designated system of roads, trails, and areas, as defined on 
motor vehicle use maps. See FW-Rec-Disp-S-1 and FW-RdsFac-S-1. 

Concern Statement #442: The Forest Plan should identify sites where mountain bike events are 
appropriate on the Forest. (72-8) 

Response: Identifying sites for particular recreation events is not a plan-level decision. This is addressed 
at the project level on a case-by-case basis. The Forest Plan provides guidance for these project-level 
decisions. For example, the Special Uses section lists recognizes that sites for recreation events are part of 
the Forest's desired conditions. See FW-SpecUse-DC-9. The Forest Plan also includes an objective to 
approve at least four sites for recreation events and large group gatherings within 10 years of plan 
approval. See FW-SpecUse-O-1. 
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Concern Statement #363: The Forest Plan should be adjusted to ensure that a land exchange that 
technically meets the standard (see Draft Revised Plan MA-SedOak-S-7) would not result in a 
diminishment of the scenic integrity of the Sedona/Oak Creek area. (74-15) 

Response: The standard has not been modified as suggested. While scenery is definitely an important 
resource in the Sedona-Oak Creek area, there are other qualities in the area that may be benefited by a 
land exchange. The forestwide guidelines on Land Adjustments provide the direction for what qualities 
acquired and exchanged lands should have. See FW-LndAdj-G-1 and 2. Scenic integrity is expressly 
listed as a quality the Forest takes into account when considering land acquisition. See FW-LndAdj-G-1. 

Concern Statement #444: The desired condition addressing new outfitter-guide permits in the 
Sedona/Oak Creek Management Area in the Forest Plan (see Draft Revised Plan MA-SedOak-DC-
24) should be adjusted to make it clear that they will only be authorized when there is 
demonstrated public need and that they promote transportation services and public safety. 
Furthermore, this plan component should state that “Any new permit should maintain or increase 
the protection of cultural and natural resources.” (74-96) 

Response: The plan component has been adjusted as suggested in the comment. See FW-SpecUse-G-16. 
Because the plan component was worded more in the form of a guideline (describing sideboards that 
guide management) and because this plan component addresses forestwide management concerns, it was 
slightly reworded and placed with the other guidelines in the Special Uses section. 

Concern Statement #478: The Forest Plan should provide additional guidance for proposals that 
consider converting closed roads to trails. (56-17, 74-79, 84-47) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The portion of this component 
that addressed converting closed roads to trails has been converted into a guideline in the Trails section. 
See FW-Rec-Trails-G-5. The guideline incorporates the suggestion to consider impacts to other resources 
when considering whether to convert a closed road to a trail. The guideline does not require the trail to be 
non-motorized. That decision would be made at the project level based on site-specific information. 

Concern Statement #656: The Forest Plan should continue to authorize jeep tours. (641-1) 

Response: The Forest Plan is strategic in nature and does not include project and activity decisions. 
Accordingly, the Forest Plan does not decide whether existing jeep tours should continue. That decision is 
made when it is time to consider whether to renew the special use authorization.  

Concern Statement #673: The Forest Service should adjust the authorized level of use by Red Rock 
Jeeps on the Soldier Pass Road. (93-1) 

Response: This comment is outside the scope of the plan. The Forest Plan is programmatic in nature and 
does not identify specific changes in existing special use authorizations. Changes of this nature are made 
through special-use authorization administration or new project-level decisions. 

Concern Statement #674: The Forest Service should provide the same management of commercial 
jeep traffic on Soldier Pass Trail as is applied to Broken Arrow Trail. (97-1) 

Response: This comment is outside the scope of the plan. The Forest Plan is programmatic in nature and 
does not make decisions on how commercial jeep tours should be managed on specific trails. Changes of 
this nature are made through special use authorization administration or new project-level decisions. 
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Concern Statement #463: The Management Approach in the Land Adjustments section in the 
Forest Plan regarding consultation with local governments should be adjusted to clarify whether it 
addresses “land adjustments” or “land exchanges” or both. The Forest Service should also clarify 
what is meant by a “site-specific” land exchange. (74-82) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The term “land exchange” has 
been replaced with term “land adjustment” in the management approach in the Land Adjustment section. 
It states: 

Consult with local governments about land adjustment proposals the Forest plans to take forward 
into the NEPA process. Public input on land adjustment begins at the time a site-specific land 
exchange is formally proposed and has met other land adjustment criteria and plan direction. 

A site-specific proposal is a commonly understood concept that does not need further clarification in the 
Forest Plan. A site-specific proposal would involve a detailed explanation of who and what is involved, 
where the land parcels are, and when the adjustment is proposed to occur. This information would be used 
to develop a proposed action that would be shared with the public for scoping comments. Public 
comments on the proposed action would be used to develop alternatives if the comments could not be 
addressed directly in the proposed action. One alternative would involve taking no action on the proposal.  

Concern Statement #604: The Forest Plan should define the term “land adjustment.” The 
standards in the Sedona-Oak Creek management areas should been adjusted to use the broader 
term “land adjustment” instead of the narrower term “land exchange.” (74-14) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. A definition for the term “land 
adjustment” has been added to the Glossary. The definition acknowledges that land adjustments are the 
acquisition or disposal of National Forest System lands through the following processes: sale, purchase, 
exchange, conveyance, rights-of-way, interchange, and grants. 

The use of the term “land exchange” in the standards in the management areas that encompass the 
Sedona-Oak Creek area has been retained. See MA-RedRock-S-7, Ma-OakCrk-S-4, MA-SedN-S-4, and 
MA-HouseMtn-S-2. These standards were carried forward from the current plan for continuity of 
management on this topic. 

Concern Statement #314: The Forest Plan should include more restrictive provisions on land 
exchanges and adjustment. For example, the Forest Plan should not include guidelines that express 
a willingness to dispose of land that has lost its wildland character or that is needed to meet the 
needs of communities and the public. See Draft Revised Plan FW- LndAdj-G-2. The Forest Plan 
seeks to retain land and scenic quality. (74-81) 

Response: This guideline has been modified to address this concern. Use of the word “willing” in this 
guideline was not intended to convey a desire to dispose of lands with these qualities. Rather, the intent is 
for the Forest to consider these types of lands first IF a land adjustment is being considered. Listing lands 
that have lost their wildland characteristics in this guideline does not create an inevitability that those 
lands will leave forest ownership. This guideline simply tries to ensure that any National Forest System 
land that is being considered in a land adjustment has qualities that make its management as National 
Forest System land problematic and/or consider its other potential value to communities and the public. 
The guideline has been modified to clarify that intent. See FW-LndAdj-G-2. 

For the purposes of this guideline, why a piece of land may have lost its wildland characteristics is 
irrelevant. An area that has lost its wildland characteristic would almost certainly not be meeting the 
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desired conditions for the resources in that area. The plan components associated with those resources (for 
example, Soil, Watersheds and Water, Riparian Areas, Terrestrial ERUs, Wildlife, Fish, and Plants) would 
be applied to address losses in wildland characteristics. Listing lands that have lost their wildland 
characteristics in this guideline does not set aside all of the other plan components that may apply to such 
an area. Management action and authorized activities in these areas would need to be designed to ensure 
that these areas are meeting or moving toward desired conditions. 

The Forest Plan does not include express direction to retain all National Forest System lands. Rather, the 
Forest Plan takes a strategic approach to this concern and identifies what qualities acquired and 
exchanged lands should have. See FW-LndAdj-G-1 and 2. Scenic integrity is expressly listed as a quality 
the Forest takes into account when considering land acquisition. See FW-LndAdj-G-1. 

The concern about less restrictive language overriding more restrictive language is addressed in the 
Introduction for chapter 2. It notes that “in the event of conflicts with other sections of this plan, the more 
restrictive plan decision always applies.”  

Concern Statement #490: The Forest Plan should include a standard to pursue State Trust lands in 
the Walnut Canyon Management Area. (61-2) 

Response: No change has been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment; the topic is already 
addressed by several plan components. The forestwide Land Adjustments section in the Forest Plan 
includes several components that provide a management framework on this topic. A desired condition 
seeks a mostly contiguous land base, which could lead to efforts to bring inholdings such as the State 
Trust lands under management by the Forest. See FW-LndAdj-DC-1. A guideline lays out qualities that 
should be possessed by land to be acquired, including habitat for threatened and endangered species, 
existence of significant cultural resources, prevention of damages to resources, and/or improvement to 
management of designated special areas. Furthermore, a standard in the Walnut Canyon Management 
Area ensures that land adjustments in this management area will not result in a reduction of the National 
Forest System lands in this management area. See MA-Walnut-S-2. 

Concern Statement #642: The Forest Plan should reference the Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) between several federal departments, providing for the coordination among federal agency 
reviews of electric transmission facilities. (82-8) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The MOU regarding 
coordination in Federal agency review of electric transmission facilities on Federal land has been added to 
the Forest Plan in the Special Uses section in appendix D, Other Sources of Information. 

Concern Statement #651: The Forest Service should consider all current land uses on the Forest, 
including electric power facilities, and develop an integrated management plan. (43-1) 

Response: The Forest considered current land uses on the Forest, including electric power facilities, when 
developing the Forest Plan. This process included preparation of the Economic and Social Sustainability 
Assessment (2008), which considered the trends, risks, and effects on the management of special uses, 
such as power lines and rights of way. This information was summarized in the Analysis of the 
Management Situation (2010), which identified the needs for change with the 1987 forest plan. These 
needs for change guided the development of the proposed revised plan. 

In addition to addressing the needs for change, the proposed revised plan uses a more strategic approach 
that generally avoids applying overly prescriptive direction. This approach allows the Forest Plan to guide 
decisions on activities and projects in a manner that ensures the Forest moves toward or maintains desired 
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conditions without dismissing or unnecessarily constraining an activity or project without considering it at 
the project level where site-specific information can inform the decision. 

Concern Statement #561: The Forest Plan should identify an additional communication site within 
the Arizona Snowbowl special use permit boundary. (90-4) 

Response: The Forest Plan provides broad guidance and information for project decisionmaking and is 
strategic in nature. It does not contain project and activity decisions, such as permitting or prohibiting 
occupancy, use, or access. Decisions to authorize a communication site are made at the project level based 
on site-specific information. 

Concern Statement #749: The Forest Service should create a process by which special use permits 
can be changed in the future, for example, if federally threatened and endangered species issues 
arise. (56-202, 64-50) 

Response: The Forest Service has existing policy that addresses new information or changed conditions 
that might affect ongoing projects to determine if the environmental analysis and documentation for that 
project needs to be corrected, supplemented, or revised. See Forest Service Handbook 1909.15, 18.1 - 
Review and Documentation of New Information Received After Decision Has Been Made. This policy 
states that 

If new information or changed circumstances relating to the environmental impacts of a proposed 
action come to the attention of the responsible official after a decision has been made and prior to 
completion of the approved program or project, the responsible official should review the 
information carefully to determine its importance. Consideration should be given to whether or 
not the new information or changed circumstances are within the scope and range of effects 
considered in the original analysis. 

Livestock Grazing 
Concern Statement #98: The Forest Service should implement additional strategies and monitoring 
on livestock grazing to reduce impacts on water, soil, and vegetation resources. (56-23, 56-24, 84-38, 
84-52, 84-53, 84-54, 84-55, 110-5) 

Response: The Plan includes direction (FW-Graz-DC-2, FW-Graz-G-2, and FW-Rip-All-G-1) that will 
guide livestock grazing to meet or move toward desired conditions. Those desired conditions include 
stable or restored stream channels (FW-Rip-Strm-DC-1), the filtering of runoff (FW-Rip-Strm-DC-3), the 
reduction of damage from floods (FW-Rip-Strm-DC-1), and the enhancement of habitat by controlling 
water temperatures and providing shelter to wildlife (FW-WFP-DC-4). For example, requiring a specified 
buffer around certain resources may be too small, too big, or unnecessary altogether to meet those desired 
conditions. The appropriate grazing management necessary to meet or move toward these desired 
conditions will be determined and monitored at the project level based on site-specific information. In 
addition, projects and activities in perennial and intermittent streamcourses and in all riparian areas 
should be designed and implemented to retain or restore native vegetation, and riparian and soil function 
(FW-Rip-Strm-G-1), and managed to maintain ecological functions and maintain habitat and corridors for 
species (FW-Soil-DC-2, FW-Soil-G-2, 3, FW-Rip-All-G-2, FW-Rip-RipType-DC-3,4, and FW-Rip-
RipType-G-3). 

Concern Statement #99: The Forest Plan should not allow livestock use or livestock waste within 
riparian areas and streambanks should be protected by herbaceous, riparian vegetation. (56-60) 
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Response: Although the Forest Plan does not prohibit livestock from using riparian areas, a number of 
plan components would maintain and protect riparian composition, structure, and function. For example, 
the intent of a riparian guideline has been clarified and the guideline has been moved to the Livestock 
Grazing section because it only applies to grazing management. See FW-Graz-G-7. Plan components that 
support riparian desired conditions include: FW-Graz-G-4, 5, FW-Rip-All-DC-5; FW-Rip-Strm-G-1; FW-
Rip-Spr-G-3; FW-Rip-RipType-G-3, 4; and FW-Rip-RipType-G-3. 

Concern Statement #100: The Forest Service should eliminate herbivory by non-native species at 
seeps, springs, and seasonal wetlands within 5 years. (64-47) 

Response: The Forest Plan does not explicitly exclude springs, which includes seeps, and seasonal 
wetlands, from non-native herbivory; however, no grazing is an option based on site-specific analysis. 
Use of springs and wetlands is also influenced by existing water rights. Chapter 4 of the plan, Grazing 
Suitability, shows that 82,322 acres are closed to grazing as a result of signed decisions. Some of these 
areas include springs and wetlands. 

Permitted livestock grazing is intended to be consistent with the desired conditions of other resources; 
however, the Forest Plan acknowledges that there may be lower levels of vegetation and higher levels of 
soil compaction immediately adjacent to earthen stock ponds and developed springs where livestock 
concentrate. See FW-Graz-DC-2, G-2. There are specific desired conditions in the section for Wetlands 
that promote functional soil and water resources, diverse habitats for native species, maintenance of 
riparian soil moisture characteristics, a variety of age classes, and a native species composition that 
reflects the individual wetland types, such as seasonal wetlands. See FW-Rip-Wtlnds-DC-1 and 2. Also, 
the Springs section describes specific desired conditions for vegetation, soil, and riparian function. See 
FW-Rip-Spr-DC-1, 2, 3. There is a guideline that requires activities be designed and implemented to 
maintain or improve soil and riparian function, maintain or improve native vegetation and design features 
could include livestock management. See FW-Rip-Spr-G-3. In addition, there are objectives to restore 5 
to 10 wetlands currently not in proper functioning condition so that they are in, or are trending toward, 
proper functioning condition during each 10-year period over the life of the plan and an objective to 
restore riparian function to at least 25 springs identified as not in proper functioning conditions during 
each 10-year period during the life of the plan. See FW-Rip-Wtlnds-O-1 and FW-Rip-Spr-O-1. Finally, 
there is a guideline in the section of Wildlife, Fish and Plants that requires management activities to be 
designed and implemented to protect and provide for narrowly endemic species and species with 
restricted distributions (many of which occur in springs). See FW-WFP-G-10. 

The Livestock Grazing section has specific guidance to protect springs, seasonal wetlands, and other 
riparian areas such as locating and using structural range improvements and salt, minerals, and/or other 
supplements in a manner that is consistent with desired conditions for other resources and so that riparian 
areas and wet meadows are protected. See FW-Graz-G-4 and 5. See also FW-Rip-All-G-1. There is a 
specific guideline in Livestock Grazing for when permitted livestock have access to riparian areas, the use 
on riparian species should provide for maintenance of those species, allow for regeneration of new 
individuals, protect bank and soil stability, and reduce the effects of flooding. Maintenance of woody 
riparian species should lead to diverse age classes of woody riparian species where potential for native 
woody vegetation exists. This guideline would not apply to fine-scale activities and facilities such as 
intermittent livestock crossing locations, water gaps, or other infrastructure used to minimize impacts to 
riparian areas at a larger scale. See FW-Graz-G-7. 
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Concern Statement #115: The Forest Service should conduct a grazing capability and suitability 
analysis for this plan revision effort in compliance with the National Forest Management Act. (56-
122, 56-123- 56-124, 56-128, 64-8, 64-12, 64-17, 64-18, 64-21, 64-22, 81-6, 84-5, 84-6, 84-7, 84-11) 

Response: The Forest has conducted a grazing capability and suitability analysis for this plan revision 
effort in compliance with the National Forest Management Act. Capability is the potential of an area of 
land to produce resources and supply goods and services. Capability depends upon current conditions and 
site conditions such as climate, slope, landform, soils, and geology. These have not changed significantly 
since the evaluation was done for the 1987 plan. Suitability is the appropriateness of applying certain 
resource management practices to a particular area of land in consideration of the relevant social, 
economic, and ecological factors. A unit of land may be suitable for a variety of individual or combined 
management practices. Identifying lands as suitable for livestock grazing indicates that grazing is 
compatible with the desired conditions and objectives in the plan area.  

In forest planning, Section 219.20 of the 1982 planning regulations requires a determination of the lands 
potentially capable and suitable for livestock grazing. To make this determination, the Forest started with 
the total acres on the Coconino NF and removed 452,367 acres of lands not potentially capable for 
livestock grazing. The process for identifying the lands not potentially capable for livestock grazing is 
described above in the section titled Determination of Lands Capable for Livestock Grazing in the 
Livestock Grazing section in appendix C of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. This revealed that 
1,390,598 acres on the Coconino NF are Lands Potentially Capable for Livestock Grazing.  

Next, the Forest removed 82,322 acres of lands that were not suitable for livestock grazing that had been 
identified as potentially capable. Suitability is the appropriateness of applying certain resource 
management practices to a particular area of land in consideration of the relevant social, economic, and 
ecological factors. The process for identifying the lands not suitable for livestock grazing is described in 
the section titled Determination of Lands Suitable for Livestock Grazing in the Livestock Grazing section 
in appendix C of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Some of the acres identified as not suitable 
had also been identified as not potentially capable. Approximately 152,934 acres of not suitable land had 
already been removed because they were not potentially capable, and therefore, were not part of the 
Lands Potentially Capable for Livestock Grazing. To avoid double counting these acres, the total lands 
determined to be currently not suitable were reduced by 152,934 acres. 

After the lands not potentially capable and not suitable have been removed from the total acres on the 
Coconino NF, the remaining land is potentially capable and suitable for livestock grazing. Through this 
process, the Forest determined that there are 1,308,276 acres on the Forest that are potentially capable and 
suitable for livestock grazing. 

The identification of lands suitable for livestock grazing within the Forest Plan is not a decision to 
authorize livestock grazing. The final decision to authorize livestock grazing would be made at a project 
(individual grazing allotment) level. On a site-specific basis, grazing allotments are guided by an adaptive 
management strategy whereby results from long- and short-term monitoring are used to determine yearly 
stocking rates, pasture rotations, and whether other adjustments are needed to meet management 
objectives and desired conditions for rangelands. 

Concern Statement #154: The Forest Plan should require collaboration with grazing permittees at 
early stages of projects and ongoing dialogues with grazing permittees. (44-13) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. A management approach has 
been added to the Livestock Grazing section, which reminds forest managers to: 
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Collaborate and communicate with permittees to facilitate ecologically and economically 
sustainable rangeland management, livestock grazing practices, and ecosystem goods and 
services. 

Concern Statement #228: Livestock grazing should be removed where juniper encroachment is 
problematic. (56-52) 

Response: Specific direction to remove livestock grazing from areas where juniper encroachment has not 
been added to the Forest Plan because this would be addressed during site-specific allotment analysis. 
However, this concern is still addressed by other plan components. A guideline in the Forest Plan requires 
livestock grazing to be managed to meet, or move toward, the desired conditions for forest resources such 
as soil, water, vegetation, and species. See FW-Graz-G-2. The Grassland Ecological Response Units 
section includes a desired condition that describes the desired plant composition in grasslands. See FW-
TerrERU-Grass-DC-1. These plan components will guide decisions on livestock grazing in grasslands. 

Concern Statement #229: The Forest Plan should include direction to protect aspen from the 
impacts of livestock grazing. (56-127, 84-10) 

Response: Specific direction to exclude livestock grazing from aspen has not been added to the Forest 
Plan. Although the requested changes have not been made, the concern expressed regarding the potential 
impacts of livestock grazing on aspen is still addressed by other Forest Plan components. A guideline in 
the Forest Plan requires livestock grazing to be managed to meet, or move toward, the desired conditions 
for forest resources such as soil, water, vegetation, and species. Also, structural range improvements 
(fences, earthen stock ponds, etc.) should be located, constructed, reconstructed, maintained, and used in a 
manner consistent with desired conditions for sensitive resources, including aspen, and salt and/or other 
supplements should be used and located so sensitive resources are protected from grazing related impacts. 
See FW-Graz-G-2, 4, and 5. The Aspen and Maple section includes several desired conditions for aspen. 
See FW-TerrERU-AspMpl-DC-1, 2, and 3. These plan components will guide decisions on livestock 
grazing in aspen. 

Suitability is discussed in chapter 4 of the plan and appendix C of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement. Aspen could be determined to be unsuitable through future site-specific decisions, but was not 
determined to be unsuitable in this process. For additional information on grazing suitability, see the 
response to comment suggesting that the Forest Service conduct a grazing capability and suitability 
analysis in compliance with the National Forest Management Act (Concern Statement #115). 

Concern Statement #233: The Forest Plan should prohibit domestic livestock grazing on the Forest. 
(1278-2) 

Response: Prohibiting livestock grazing is an alternative that was not carried forward for detailed 
consideration because existing agency policy is used to determine permitted levels of livestock grazing on 
the Forest. See “Prohibition or limitation on livestock grazing” in the Alternatives Eliminated from 
Detailed Study section in chapter 2 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement for additional 
information.  
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Concern Statement #234: The Forest Plan should recognize that wildlife herbivory can impact an 
area that has been burned or mechanically treated. Furthermore, the Forest Plan should also 
ensure that a small treatment in a large pasture does not always result in making the entire pasture 
unavailable for livestock grazing. (44-12) 

Response: No adjustment was made to this guideline in response to this comment. Wildlife herbivory can 
impact recovery of an area after it has been treated. Grazing is managed to meet or move toward desired 
conditions for forest resources. See FW-Graz-G-2. Decisions on how to manage grazing will need to take 
the impacts of wildlife herbivory into account. 

Likewise, treatment in a portion of a pasture may impact the management of the entire pasture. 
Determinations on the use of a pasture after a treatment has occurred will be made based on the site-
specific circumstances of the treatment and the pasture.  

Concern Statement #235: The Forest Plan should include a standard that requires desired 
conditions and management alternatives for grazing management projects to be co-developed by 
forest personnel and permittees. (44-11) 

Response: No change was made in response to this comment. A standard requiring cooperative 
development of desired conditions and management alternatives would be redundant of existing 
regulations and policy, which require similar coordination through the normal scoping process for a 
project. See 40 CFR 1501.1, 36 CFR 220.4(e)(2), and FSH 1909.15, 11. 

Concern Statement #373: The Forest Plan should require analysis of existing conditions for soil, 
watershed, vegetation, and riparian areas in individual grazing allotment analyses. (81-7) 

Response: No change has been made in response to this comment. Consideration of existing conditions 
and comparison of those conditions with desired conditions is an integral part of every decision the Forest 
Service makes. This process is how the Purpose and Need, the proposed action, and alternatives are 
developed for every project or authorized activity. This process is already governed by the National 
Environmental Policy Act and Forest Service regulations and policy. 

Concern Statement #382: The Forest Plan's objective to have five to seven priority watersheds that 
are not in Class I condition to be trending toward Class I condition (see Draft Revised Plan FW- 
WtrShd-Obj-1) does not reference climate change or the management of grazers. (56-12, 87-5) 

Response: No change has been made to this objective in response to this comment. The intent of the 
objective is to seek to improve conditions in priority 6 watersheds, not to address possible factors that 
could be impacting the watersheds. This ensures that the most important watersheds receive attention over 
the life of the plan regardless of the reasons for their impairment. Moving watersheds toward desired 
condition is one way the Forest is addressing climate change. Watersheds in desired condition should be 
more resilient to the anticipated effects of climate change. 

The management of permitted livestock grazing is generally discussed in the Livestock Grazing section. 
Plan components in that section include a desired condition for permitted livestock grazing to be 
consistent with the desired conditions for other resources (which would include Watershed) and a 
guideline to manage to meet, or move toward, the desired conditions for forest resources such as soil, 
water, vegetation, and species. See FW-Graz-DC-2 and FW-Graz-G-2. How domestic livestock grazing 
will be conducted in any particular area will be based on site-specific information and analysis. Grazing is 
also addressed in FW-TerrERU-Grass-G-2. 
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The Plan addresses other grazers in the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section, which includes a desired 
condition for forest activities to support sustainable populations of native plant and animal species 
distributed throughout their potential natural range. See FW-WFP-DC-1. This section also includes a 
management approach regarding coordination with the Arizona Game and Fish Department to manage 
wildlife populations for the maintenance and improvement of elements of watershed condition. It states: 

Coordinate with the Arizona Game and Fish Department regarding the State Wildlife Action Plan 
as well as hunting recommendations for various wildlife populations that would lead to 
maintenance and improvement of habitat elements such as vegetation, aspen, riparian, and soil 
condition and productivity. 

Concern Statement #425: The Forest Plan should specifically list karst features as an example of the 
sensitive features being referenced in the Livestock Grazing guidelines. (80-20) 

Response: The guideline has not been adjusted to specifically list “karst features” as suggested by the 
comment. See FW-Graz-G-5. However, karst features could be recognized as a sensitive feature for the 
purposes of this guideline. 

Karst features are more comprehensively addressed in the Geological Features section. Desired conditions 
in that section seek to maintain natural conditions and reduce disturbance related to human activities. See 
FW-BioPhys-Geo-DC-1. A desired condition for karst features promotes karst landscapes and cave 
formations that continue to develop or erode under natural conditions. See FW-BioPhys-Geo-DC-2. 
Guidelines ensure that livestock grazing and other projects and activities are designed and managed to 
maintain the integrity and function of karst features and to prevent siltation into sinkholes and cave 
entrances. See FW-BioPhys-Geo-G-1 and 2. The Livestock Grazing section also includes a guideline 
directing livestock grazing to be managed to meet, or move toward, the desired conditions for other forest 
resources. See FW-Graz-G-2.  

Concern Statement #426: The Forest Plan should authorize the voluntary, permanent retirement of 
grazing allotments by permittees for conservation purposes. (56-129, 64-48, 84-12) 

Response: 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.  

Concern Statement #479: The Forest Plan should include more management direction related to 
livestock grazing. The former Plan required monitoring surveys in its standards and guidelines 
section, and required annual allotment inspections. It also required the Forest Service to “maintain 
or enhance condition classes” and to inventory riparian areas and unsatisfactory soils. (81-1) 

Response: The Forest Plan is designed to be strategic and provide a framework for project-level 
decisions. In general, the Livestock Grazing section only includes direction that is specifically related to 
livestock grazing and does not duplicate law, regulation, and policy. This should not be interpreted to 
mean that the Forest Plan offers little guidance related to livestock grazing. As discussed in the Guiding 
Future Projects, Program Plans, and Assessments section in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan, all management 
activities must be implemented to be consistent with the Forest Plan.  

Accordingly, when a decision to authorize grazing is made, it will need to be consistent with the plan 
components related to other resources and activities as well as the plan components in the Livestock 
Grazing section. Determining how to manage grazing in a particular area is a project-level decision that is 
guided by Forest Plan direction and site-specific information. 
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The Livestock Grazing section in appendix D, Other Sources of Information, has been updated with 
references to Forest Service Handbook direction. Monitoring would be addressed in FSH 2209.13 
Chapter 90.  

The term Condition Class was used in the 1987 Forest Plan and referred to condition classes ranging from 
excellent to very poor. These classes were a subjective expression by the Forest Service of the status or 
health of vegetation and soil relative to combined potential to produce a sound and stable biotic 
community (page 66-1 in the current plan). This term is no longer in use in the Forest Service and project-
level analysis has been replaced with a more comprehensive approach to describing existing conditions, 
potential conditions, and desired conditions. This could vary by analysis and could include a combined 
description of the vegetative, wildlife, fuels, and soil resources, which collectively would inform the 
existing condition. Riparian condition and unsatisfactory soil conditions would be one aspect of existing 
condition in a livestock grazing analysis. See Exhibit 1B in FSH 2209.13 Chapter 90.  

Several forestwide plan components in the Soil section deal with unsatisfactory soil. Desired conditions 
describe vegetative ground cover and properly functioning soil. See FW-Soil-DC-1 and 2. Soil objectives 
would focus on maintaining satisfactory soil conditions and/or improve impaired soil conditions. See FW-
Soil-O-1. Soil guidelines would avoid or minimize soil impacts on particularly sensitive soils or on 
projects that could have long-term impacts to soil function and productivity. See FW-Soil-G-2 and 3. 

Concern Statement #549: The Forest Plan should include direction for collaboration and 
coordination with grazing permittees to facilitate ecologically and economically sustainable 
production of ecosystem goods and services. (44-10) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. A management approach has 
been added to the Livestock Grazing section that reminds forest managers to: 

Collaborate and communicate with permittees to facilitate ecologically and economically 
sustainable rangeland management, livestock grazing practices, and ecosystem goods and 
services. 

Concern Statement #550: The Forest Plan should include direction that recognizes the need for 
motorized travel off the designated road system to conduct livestock grazing management activities. 
(58-12) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. A management approach has 
been added to the Livestock Grazing section that reminds forest managers: 

When developing Annual Operating Instructions for grazing permit holders, consider the need for 
motorized travel off the designated road system and off-road to carry out required management 
practices necessary to comply with the terms and conditions of the Term Grazing Permit. 
Examples of required management practices include, but are not limited to: the repair and 
maintenance of structural range improvements; transport and placement of mineral or protein 
supplement; and tending to sick or injured animals. 

Concern Statement #551: The Forest Plan should clarify the desired condition to have rangelands 
provide large areas of unfragmented open space. (81-8) 

Response: This statement has been removed from the Livestock Grazing section because the concept of 
fragmentation and open space is not limited to grazing management. For example, the Forest Plan 
includes a desired condition for a mostly contiguous land base where open space values are retained. See 



  Response to Comments 

Coconino National Forest 
69 

FW-LndAdj-DC-1. Fragmentation and connectivity of aquatic, riparian, and riparian resources are also 
addressed in the Forest Plan. For examples, see FW-Rip-All-DC-3 and FW-TerrERU-Grass-All-DC-3.  

Concern Statement #552: The Forest Plan should acknowledge that livestock grazing began in this 
area in the 1870s, before the Coconino NF was established. (58-10) 

Response: The General Description and Background for the Livestock Grazing section has been adjusted 
in response to this comment. The information in that section has been changed to acknowledge that 
grazing commenced in this area in the 1870s, and that the Coconino NF began managing livestock on the 
Forest in 1908. 

Concern Statement #553: The Forest Plan should include additional detail in Livestock Grazing 
standard on escape devices. (85-38) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The requested detail has been 
added as a management approach in the Livestock Grazing section, which reminds forest managers: 

When selecting and installing escape devices, consider devices made of long-lasting and grip-able 
materials that can be firmly attached to and meet the sides of the water development, and extend 
down to the bottom or lowest expected water level. 

Concern Statement #638: The Forest Service should develop alternatives that apply at least 
25 percent and 50 percent reductions in domestic livestock grazing to protect the habitat of native 
species. (64-7, 64-11) 

Response: Prohibiting livestock grazing is an alternative that was not carried forward for detailed 
consideration because existing agency policy is used to determine permitted levels of livestock grazing on 
the Forest. See “Prohibition or limitation on livestock grazing” in the Alternatives Eliminated from 
Detailed Study section in chapter 2 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement for additional 
information. 

Concern Statement #678: The Forest Service should analyze the effects of the foreseeable range 
improvements to the environment, propose standards and guidelines to limit their impact, quantify 
the financial cost to taxpayers that may result, and specify any source of appropriated funds that 
the Forest Service intends to use to pay for them. (56-125, 84-8) 

Response: The effects of range developments upon the environment and measures to reduce the potential 
effects are addressed individually at the project-level environmental analysis. The costs of those 
developments and sources of funding would also be determined at the project level. There are often 
multiple opportunities to fund range structural developments through other Federal programs or wildlife 
groups such as the Arizona Elk Society, Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation, Mule Deer Foundation, etc. 
The quantification of financial costs to taxpayers and specification of funding sources to pay for them is 
beyond the scope of the Forest Plan and plan revision process. 

The Livestock Grazing section expresses a desire for permitted livestock grazing to be consistent with the 
desired conditions of other resources. See FW-Graz-DC-2. This desired condition recognizes that 
conditions immediately adjacent to livestock concentration areas, such as earthen stock ponds, developed 
springs, and other features that concentrate livestock, may be inconsistent with general desired conditions 
for vegetation and soil such as lower levels of vegetation and higher levels of soil compaction. A 
guideline in the Livestock Grazing section requires structural range improvements to be located, 
constructed, reconstructed, maintained, and used in a manner that is consistent with the desired conditions 
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for sensitive resources, such as riparian areas and formally identified archaeological sites. See FW-Graz-
G-4.  

Concern Statement #680: The Forest Service should not use scientific information from ecosystems 
not found on the Coconino NF to develop livestock grazing management on ecosystems on the 
Coconino NF. (64-10) 

Response: The Forest Plan is designed to be strategic and provide a framework for project-level 
decisions. Determining how to manage grazing in a particular area is a project-level decision that is 
guided by Forest Plan direction and site-specific information. Scientific information should be used 
during site-specific analysis. It would be up to the specialist to consider and appropriately apply this 
information.  

Concern Statement #689: The Forest Service should identify scientific studies that clearly 
demonstrate that herbivory by non-native species at any level during prolonged periods of drought 
is not deleterious to native systems and species - both plant and animal. (64-23) 

Response: None of the alternatives authorize domestic livestock grazing, during times of drought or 
otherwise; therefore, including scientific studies that demonstrate that grazing under these conditions is 
not deleterious to native systems and species is irrelevant. Decisions to authorize domestic livestock 
grazing are made at the project level based on site-specific information. Prolonged periods of drought can 
be considered in the decision to authorize grazing and are taken into account during the implementation of 
those decisions. 

Elk are not considered a non-native species by the Coconino NF, the Arizona Department of Game and 
Fish, or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Each year the Coconino NF provides the Arizona Game and 
Fish Department input on elk hunt recommendations based on precipitation, plant growth, and vegetation 
impacts expected and from the previous year; however, management of elk populations is outside of the 
mission of the Forest Service. 

Concern Statement #706: The Forest Service should provide more information on livestock grazing 
in relation to the Needs for Change discussed in chapter 1 of the environmental impact statement. It 
is insufficient to simply state that “grazing may negatively impact the values for which natural 
areas were designated.” The Forest Service should provide more information in this section on 
topics such as the current history of grazing on the Forest, the number of appeals that have been 
filed on Allotment Management Plan decision, previous Freedom of Information Act requests on 
livestock related matters, and scoping comments on the draft revised plan. (64-5) 

Response: No change has been made to the environmental impact statement in response to this comment. 
The statement the commenter takes issue with is not in the Needs for Change section in chapter 1 of the 
environmental impact statement; it is in the Issues section. The Issues section includes a list of comments 
the Forest received on the proposed revised plan. These comments are used to develop alternatives to the 
proposed revised plan. In this particular instance, the concern that grazing may negatively impact the 
values for which research natural areas were established was addressed by creating a plan component in 
alternative C that specifically addresses the concern. Specifically, alternative C includes a guideline that 
would replace SA-RNABotGeo-G-4 that is part of the proposed revised plan. It states: 

Livestock grazing should be excluded from research natural areas unless grazing supports or 
would not affect the area’s research purpose. 
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A summary of the history of livestock grazing on the Forest and current grazing levels is included in the 
Livestock Grazing section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement. Additional relevant 
information is available in appendix C of the environmental impact statement, the Rangeland Specialist 
Report, the Analysis of the Management Situation, the Ecological Sustainability Report, and the 
Economic and Social Sustainability Assessment. The information in the environmental impact statement 
is intended to be a summary and synthesis of the more detailed information found in these foundational 
documents. Past decisions are outside the scope of the plan. The effects of existing authorizations for 
domestic livestock grazing were analyzed in the decisions to authorize domestic livestock grazing. 

Scoping comments on the draft revised plan are summarized in the Issues section in chapter 1 of the 
environmental impact statement. Additional information on the scoping process and the actual scoping 
comments are included in the project record. 

Concern Statement #707: The Forest Service should consider the impacts of domestic livestock use 
on vegetation, water, and wildlife habitat. (64-9) 

Response: The potential impacts of past and present livestock grazing are described in chapter 3 of the 
environmental impact statement in the Aquatic Systems, Riparian Resources, Soil, Vegetation and Fire, 
Wildlife, Fish, and Plants, Scenic Resources, and Livestock Grazing sections. Since the plan does not 
include project and activity decisions, there are no direct impacts associated with livestock grazing to be 
identified. Analysis of site-specific impacts would be completed later during the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) process, after specific proposals are made and there is additional opportunity for 
public involvement. 

The Forest Plan includes direction that will guide decisions on whether to authorize livestock grazing and, 
if so, under what conditions. For example, the Livestock Grazing section includes a desired condition and 
a guideline that will ensure that permitted livestock grazing is consistent with the desired conditions of 
other resources. See FW-Graz-DC-2 and FW-Graz-G-2. 

Concern Statement #725: The Forest Service should analyze the economic impact of domestic 
livestock grazing including the cost to administer the livestock program. (56-126, 64-13, 64-14, 84-9) 

Response: The Socioeconomic Analysis section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement 
provides a financial efficiency analysis for all alternatives. The values reported in the Range portion of 
this analysis takes into account the livestock grazing program area. It compares Forest expenditures and 
revenues throughout the life of the plan. The financial efficiency analysis indicates that the estimated 
annual Coconino NF program expenditures for the Range Program is projected to be $588,091 under all 
alternatives, while the estimated annual revenue for the Range Program is projected to be $180,797. 

However, as the Socioeconomic Analysis section demonstrates, the economics associated with livestock 
grazing is more complicated than comparing forest expenditures and revenues. Simply considering 
expenditures and revenues does not give an accurate portrait of local economic consequences. Based on 
current actual utilization (91,394 head months), the domestic livestock grazing on the Coconino NF 
supports 236 jobs and $3.8 million in labor income. Using labor income as a measure helps provide a 
more accurate estimate of the local economic consequences of Forest Service management activities, 
because it considers what share of the expenditures cycle through the local area. 

Grazing fees on public lands are determined using a formula established by Congress in the Public 
Rangelands Improvement Act of 1978, and has continued under a presidential Executive Order issued in 
1986. 
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Concern Statement #756: The Forest Service should analyze the effects of domestic livestock 
grazing on species viability and habitat. (84-13) 

Response: The environmental impact statement analyzes the potential impacts of domestic livestock 
grazing on species viability and habitat in the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section in chapter 3. 

In evaluating species viability, a coarse filter/fine filter approach was used. Each evaluated species was 
associated with its primary habitat (the coarse filter), which could be an Ecological Response Unit or 
riparian area. Primary threats, or Risk Factors, to the habitat were identified. Threats to the habitat 
constitute a threat to the species. Fine filter species-specific threats (such as disease) were also identified. 
This coarse filter/fine filter process was used to help develop and refine desired conditions, standards, and 
guidelines for the revised plan. Where appropriate, domestic livestock grazing was listed as a threat. For 
example, see the fine filter Risk Factors for Arizona cliffrose in the Desert Communities Ecological 
Response Unit section or the coarse filter Risk Factors for Wetlands in chapter 3 of the environmental 
impact statement. 

Species-specific plan direction was developed where needed for threats the Forest Service could impact 
through management and for which the Forest Service has jurisdictional control. These plan components 
are listed in tables included in the analysis on the coarse or fine filters in the environmental impact 
statement. For example, the analysis on the threats to the Arizona cliffrose in chapter 3 of the 
environmental impact statement includes a table that lists the Forest Plan components that would protect 
Arizona cliffrose at the fine filter level. The environmental impact statement also discusses how these 
plan components would provide protection for the plant community and soil components required by the 
Arizona cliffrose and its associated plant community. Management approaches were generally developed 
to address threats for which the Forest Service does not have complete jurisdiction.  

In this manner, the Forest Service has analyzed the potential impacts of domestic livestock grazing on 
species viability and habitat and met the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act and the 
National Forest Management Act. 

Concern Statement #765: The Forest Service should consider the impact of forage consumption by 
domestic livestock and elk on native grazing animals, such as pronghorn, and an area's ability to 
support natural fire. (64-15, 64-16) 

Response: The Forest Plan does not authorize grazing on the Coconino NF or specify the actual amount 
of livestock grazing (stocking) that could occur on the Forest. Those decisions are made at the project 
level based on site-specific information. The Forest Plan guides those decisions with a desired condition 
and guideline that require livestock grazing to be managed to be consistent with the desired conditions for 
other resources. See FW-Graz-DC-2 and FW-Graz-G-2. To be consistent with a desired condition in the 
Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section and the aforementioned Livestock Grazing components, projects 
proposing to authorize livestock grazing will need to consider the projected levels for forage consumption 
and the levels of forage necessary to provide the necessary physical and biological habitat components for 
carrying out growth, reproduction, survival, dispersal, and other key life cycle needs of associated native 
species. See FW-WFP-DC-3. Desired conditions for vegetation seek for fire to serve as a part of the 
natural disturbance regime. See-FW-TerrERU-All-DC-2, FW-TerrERU-Grass-DC-2 (but see FW-
TerrERU-Grass-G-1), FW-TerrERU-IC-DC-3, FW-TerrERU-PJ-DC-3, 8, and 13, FW-TerrERU-AspMpl-
DC-2, FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-3, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCFF-DC-5, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCA-DC-4, and FW-
TerrERU-SF-SC-5. 

Grazing is authorized through term grazing permits (a long-term authorization subject to forestwide 
standards and guidelines) and payment of the annual Bill for Collection. Annual authorized livestock 
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numbers can be reduced or adjusted in response to any site-specific resources conditions within any 
grazing allotment. Changes to these permitted livestock numbers would generally be made through 
project-level analyses. 

Concern Statement #771: The Forest Service should provide information on how successful the 
current Forest Plan was in guiding livestock management to achieve desired conditions. (81-4) 

Response: As part of the forest plan revision effort, the Forest considered what current guidance is 
working, what new conditions need to be addressed, and what ongoing challenges could be better 
addressed. Through this process, the Forest identified needs for change to the 1987 Forest Plan. This 
preparatory work is documented in the Analysis of the Management Situation, which was completed in 
May 2010 (USDA Forest Service 2010). Chapter 1 of the environmental impact statement includes a 
Needs for Change section that summarizes that effort.  

The Analysis of the Management Situation highlights the social, economic, and ecological conditions and 
trends in and around the Coconino NF, as detailed in the Forest’s Economic and Social Sustainability 
Assessment (USDA Forest Service 2008), the Ecological Sustainability Report (USDA Forest Service 
2009), as well as the Recreation, Grazing, Minerals, and Timber Demand report (USDA Forest Service 
2010) for the Forest. The Ecological Sustainability Report contains information on reference conditions, 
current conditions, and projected future condition and trend for various resources. This document also 
indicates when current or historic grazing may be impacting the current condition of a resource. In 
general, current grazing management under improved grazing strategies is credited as a factor for 
improvements in overall condition and positive trends in the future. These findings indicate that livestock 
grazing management under the 1987 Forest Plan has generally been successful in achieving or improving 
trends toward desired conditions. The Analysis of the Management Situation uses these key findings, 
along with public input, to identify areas in the current Forest Plan direction that do not provide adequate 
guidance for the present and the future, and attempts to consider potential implications of those Forest 
Plan needs for change to other resources. Based on a review of the Analysis of the Management Situation, 
the Forest leadership team identified three priority themes to focus the scope of this plan revision effort: 
Recreation, Community-Forest Interaction, and Maintenance and Improvement of Ecosystem Health. 

Through this effort, the Forest has considered at a programmatic level how successful the 1987 Forest 
Plan was in guiding livestock grazing management to achieve desired conditions. 

Management Areas 
Concern Statement #475: The Forest Plan should have more levels of information and direction for 
the management areas. (75-129) 

Response: Several changes have been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. The General 
Description and Background sections for each management area have been edited to have a similar format 
and to have similar levels of detail. For example, a characteristics section has been added that provides a 
sketch of the resources and things that can be found in each management area. The plan was also 
reviewed to identify management area-specific direction that was located in the forestwide and special 
areas sections of the Forest Plan. When appropriate, this direction was moved to the appropriate 
management area. For example, a Dispersed Recreation standard relating to the Nordic Ski Center 
Seasonal Closure Area was moved to the San Francisco Peaks Management Area because the standard 
only applies in that management area. See MA-Peaks-S-2. 
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Concern Statement #12: The Forest Service should change the shape of the Walnut Canyon 
Management Area to match the Walnut Canyon Study Area and consider the area for special 
designation. (5-7, 14-3, 56-92, 78-8, 78-9) 

Response: No change has been made in response to these comments. The boundary of the Walnut 
Canyon Study Area would be difficult to find on the ground, which would make implementation difficult. 
The Walnut Canyon Management Area boundary was developed with topographical features and 
landmarks in mind to make the boundary more locatable on the ground. The Walnut Canyon Study has 
been completed and transmitted to the Secretary of Agriculture. The study presents three options to the 
Secretary, one of which is consideration of the area for special designation, and the Forest is waiting for a 
recommendation on how to proceed. 

Concern Statement #362: The Forest Plan should manage Walnut Canyon under a special land 
designation to protect its scenic, recreational, and ecological values. (56-93) 

Response: The Walnut Canyon Study Area has been completed and transmitted to the Secretary of 
Agriculture. The study presents three options to the Secretary, one of which is the one you suggest. While 
the Secretary has the study under consideration, the Forest will not be taking any steps that limit the 
Secretary’s decision space. 

Although the Forest Plan does not manage Walnut Canyon under a special land designation, the plan 
components in the Walnut Canyon Management Area offer considerable protection to this area. Standards 
in this management area prohibit the development of new paved roads or utility corridors, and require that 
the land be maintained in the National Forest System. See MA-Walnut-S-1 and 2. A guideline in this 
management area requires that activities and uses on the Forest be managed to protect cultural sites and 
preserve habitat for disturbance-sensitive species both on the Forest and within the neighboring Walnut 
Canyon National Monument. See MA-Walnut-G-1. Another guideline requires permits for research 
projects in rock shelters and archaeological site caves to protect archaeological and historical resources. 
See MA-Walnut-G-2. A management approach reminds managers to: 

Coordinate with the Walnut Canyon National Monument to develop and ensure compatible 
management of overlapping resources in this management area. 

Concern Statement #368: The Walnut Canyon Management Area in the Forest Plan should include 
the following guideline related to recreation: 

Walnut Canyon and its immediate surroundings form a uniquely precious area on the 
Coconino NF. Inside the canyon and within one mile of the rim, protection of cultural sites 
and preservation of habitat for disturbance-sensitive species will take precedence over 
recreation. Within the canyon, trail users will be strongly encouraged to stay on the trail. 
[Note. The paragraph above is not intended to affect the current alignment or use of the 
Arizona National Scenic Trail or other trails in the Forest Service System. Rather, the 
paragraph looks ahead to population growth in Flagstaff and to requests for additional 
recreational opportunities.] (61-3)  

Response: A guideline has been added to the Walnut Canyon Management Area in response to this 
comment. See MA-Walnut-G-1. Concerns related to recreation impacts on cultural resources and 
disturbance-sensitive species are also addressed in the forestwide plan components on Recreation. For 
example, desired conditions and guidelines emphasize low impact recreation principles and minimal 
resource conflicts. See FW-Rec-All-DC-5 and 6, and FW-Rec-All-G-2.  
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Concern Statement #182: The Mount Elden Management Area should be considered for wilderness 
designation or given a Recreation Opportunity Spectrum classification of primitive or semi-
primitive non-motorized. (27-3, 56-83, 56-84) 

Response: The Mount Elden area was considered for wilderness designation as part of the wilderness 
evaluation process the Forest conducted for the forest plan revision effort. The Mount Elden area was 
screened out during the inventory step of the evaluation. After boundary adjustments were made for 
private land, communication towers, Forest Service lookout tower, utility corridors, other special use 
permits, and associated roads, the area no longer met the 5,000-acre criteria for potential wilderness areas. 
It was removed from further consideration at that time. 

The Mount Elden Management Area has not been assigned recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) 
settings of primitive or semi-primitive non-motorized as suggested. The ROS settings for alternatives B, 
C, and D were mapped using a raster-based GIS approach that incorporated and elaborated on agency 
protocols established in 2003. Through the use of map algebra, naturalness, access, remoteness, facilities 
and site management were incorporated to identify the spatial arrangement of recreational opportunities 
and ROS classes throughout the Forest. The results of this modeling reflect that less than 10 percent of the 
management area should have an ROS class of semi-primitive non-motorized and none of the 
management area should have an ROS class of primitive. There is no sound rationale to adopt the 
commenter’s suggestion, and to do so would create a situation where many existing uses in the area are 
inconsistent with the ROS class for the area. 

Concern Statement #187: The Forest Plan should provide specific recreation direction for a Beaver 
Creek Management Area. (99-4, 99-5) 

Response: Most of the plan direction related to recreation is addressed in forestwide direction, not 
management area direction. For example, for direction related to the topic of recreation opportunities, see 
FW-Rec-All-DC-2, 3, and 4, FW-Rec-Dev-DC-1, FW-Rec-Disp-DC-1, and FW-Rec-Trails-DC-1 and 2.  

A Beaver Creek Management Area has not been identified as a separate management area in the Plan. 
The Beaver Creek area is still encompassed in the Verde Valley Management Area. However, in response 
to your comments, the Verde Valley Management Area plan components were reviewed, edited, and 
augmented. For example, desired conditions that guide access to recreational opportunities and trail 
system design have been added to the Verde Valley Management Area. See MA-VerdeV-DC-2 and 3. 
Several management approaches have been added to the Verde Valley Management Area to remind forest 
managers to: 

Collaborate with organizations and groups such as Arizona State Parks (including the Arizona 
State Park Off Highway Vehicle Program, Yavapai County), local organizations and groups, such 
as the Beaver Creek Trails Coalition, Beaver Creek Kiwanis Club, and the Montezuma 
Homeowners Association, during non-motorized and motorized trail and trail head planning and 
construction efforts.  

Work with stakeholders to develop collaborative solutions to problems that arise from high use 
recreation. 

Collaborate with the Montezuma Castle National Monument Staff to better meet visitor needs and 
protect resources in the vicinity of Montezuma Castle and Montezuma Well. 
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Collaborate with Arizona State Parks to better meet visitor needs and protect resources in the 
vicinity of Deadhorse State Park. 

Concern Statement #189: The Forest Service must add desired conditions, guidelines, standards, 
and management approaches to protect Forest resources in the Fort Valley/Mount Elden 
Management Area from damage caused by recreation. Mt. Elden is a rare mountain environment 
with a higher degree of natural diversity than the nearby San Francisco Peaks. Mt. Elden is 
immediately adjacent to Flagstaff, and is currently environmentally threatened due to recreational 
pressure. As stated in the Draft Plan numerous times (e.g., see Chapter 1 of Draft Plan) - this forest 
is subject to significant impacts from climate change, increasing population growth, increasing 
recreational demand, increasing recreational conflicts, new types of recreation demands, and 
increasing pressure on forest resources. Mount Elden supports diverse vegetation communities 
adapted to differing temperature and moisture regimes, and these habitat types support carnivores 
and their prey, large mammals such as mountain lions, deer winter habitat, as well as a variety of 
bird species. There are also archaeological resources, which are being damaged by recreational 
users including downhill bicycling. Yet, there is no mention of Mount Elden’s ecological and 
archaeological resources in the description given in the Draft Plan – the area is instead treated as a 
recreational playground. The Forest Service must add a description of ecological and archaeological 
resources of the Fort Valley/Mount Elden Management Area. Damage to resources from recreation 
is currently occurring. (56-82) 

Response: The General Description and Background section for the Mount Elden Management Area in 
the revised Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. Additional information on the ecological 
and archaeological resources in this management area have been added to the General Description and 
Background section. Furthermore, the plan components in the management area were reviewed, edited, 
and augmented in response to this comment. See Mount Elden Management Area section in the Forest 
Plan to review the desired conditions, standard, guidelines, and management approaches that apply to this 
management area. 

Concern Statement #177: The revised Plan should include a separate management area for Beaver 
Creek. (89-3, 91-1, 96-1, 99-1) 

Response: A separate Beaver Creek Management Area has not been added to the revised Plan. The 
Beaver Creek area is still included within the Verde Valley Management Area. Although a separate 
management area was not created for the Beaver Creek area, the language suggested for the new 
management area was reviewed and incorporated whenever appropriate into the Verde Valley 
Management Area. See MA-VerdeV-DC-1, 2, 3, and 4, MA-VerdeV-G-1, 2, and 3, and the following 
management approaches: 

Collaborate with organizations and groups such as Arizona State Parks (including the Arizona 
State Park Off Highway Vehicle Program, Yavapai County), local organizations and groups, such 
as the Beaver Creek Trails Coalition, Beaver Creek Kiwanis Club, and the Montezuma 
Homeowners Association, during non-motorized and motorized trail and trail head planning and 
construction efforts. 

Work with stakeholders to develop collaborative solutions to problems that arise from high use 
recreation. 

Collaborate with the Montezuma Castle National Monument Staff to better meet visitor needs and 
protect resources in the vicinity of Montezuma Castle and Montezuma Well. 
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Collaborate with Arizona State Parks to better meet visitor needs and protect resources in the 
vicinity of Deadhorse State Park. 

Concern Statement #183: The Forest Service should provide “Tread Lightly” and “Leave No 
Trace” training for residents and youth in partnership with the Beaver Creek School, Arizona State 
Parks OHV Ambassador Program, the Beaver Creek Trails Coalition, the Beaver Creek Kiwanis 
Club, and Yavapai County. This is needed to reduce OHV damage to the area. (99-15) 

Response: The “Tread Lightly” and “Leave No Trace” concepts have been addressed in a forestwide 
desired condition, which applies to the Beaver Creek area. See FW-InterpEd-DC-1. A management 
approach in the Interpretation and Education section also provides the following suggestion: 

Share Leave No Trace and Tread Lightly concepts and practices in forest interpretation and visitor 
education. 

Concern Statement #361: The Forest Plan should be adjusted to include a Beaver Creek 
Management Area that would include the following information in the General Description and 
Background: 

The Beaver Creek Management Area is predominantly Semidesert Grasslands, Pinyon-
Juniper Woodlands and Riparian. It is characterized and defined by the beautiful free-
flowing Beaver Creek perennial Beaver Creek and the perennial portions of Walker and 
Dry Beaver Creeks. It is further defined by many intermittent streams including the 
Riparian Areas along Dry Beaver Creek, Walker Creek, Red Tank Draw and Russell Wash. 
The area has a continuous history of human occupation and comprised the southern 
Sinagua culture area until A.D. 1400 as highlighted by Montezuma Castle, Montezuma 
Well, Sacred Mountain, V Bar V Rock Art Area, and numerous large Pueblos spaced 
approximately 1.6 miles apart along the rim of Beaver Creek. The Beaver Creek Area has a 
long history of prehistoric and historic settlement as highlighted by national monuments 
and historic trails within the forest's administrative boundary. It is also characterized by a 
ranching history including portions of the Historic V Bar V, Ward, Bar D, Apache Maid and 
M Diamond Ranches. The Beaver Creek MA is Rimrock, Lake Montezuma and 
McGuireville's "Back Yard" as it is next to many residential areas, sections of Interstate 17, 
the Cornville Road, the Montezuma Well Road and a several mile stretch of Beaver Creek. 
(99-2) 

Response: Although a Beaver Creek Management Area has not been identified as part of the Forest Plan, 
in response to your comments, the General Description and Background for the Verde Valley 
Management Area was reviewed, edited, and augmented. For example, general description information 
has been added to the Verde Valley Management Area that highlights some of Beaver Creek's 
contributions to this management area. 

Concern Statement #485: The Forest Plan should include a management approach to expand 
partnerships with neighborhoods to promote trail and resource stewardship in the Beaver Creek 
area. (99-16) 

Response: The suggested management approach has not been added to the management area that 
encompasses Beaver Creek, because similar language already exists in the forestwide Trails section of the 
Forest Plan. It states:  
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Maintain and expand volunteer partnerships with local communities, organizations, groups, and 
agencies to assist in trail planning, construction, and stewardship. 

Concern Statement #487: The Forest Plan should include a management approach to collaborate on 
trail planning in the Beaver Creek area. (99-14) 

Response: A management approach has been added to the Verde Valley Management Area section of the 
Forest Plan in response to this comment. The management approach states: 

Collaborate with organizations and groups such as Arizona State Parks (including the Arizona State Park 
Off Highway Vehicle Program, Yavapai County), local organizations and groups, such as the Beaver 
Creek Trails Coalition, Beaver Creek Kiwanis Club, and the Montezuma Homeowners Association, 
during non-motorized and motorized trail and trail head planning and construction efforts.  

Concern Statement #188: The Forest Plan should include the following management approach in a 
new management area covering the Beaver Creek area:  

Collaborate with the Montezuma Castle National Monument Staff to better meet visitor 
needs and protect resources in the vicinity of Montezuma Castle and Montezuma Well.  

(99-11) 

Response: A management approach has been added to the Verde Valley Management Area section of the 
revised Plan in response to this comment. The management approach states: 

Collaborate with the Montezuma Castle National Monument Staff to better meet visitor needs and 
protect resources in the vicinity of Montezuma Castle and Montezuma Well. 

Concern Statement #186: The Forest Plan should apply more restrictive management in the 
Flagstaff Neighborwoods, Sedona Neighborwoods, Oak Creek, Red Rock, and House Mountain-
Lowlands management areas. For example, these management areas should have a Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum classification that allows less development. The management areas should 
eliminate livestock grazing and forbid recreational shooting. Dispersed camping sites, recreational 
shooting and disturbances with the Kelly Motorized Trail System should be limited. Dispersed 
recreation of campers/RVs and motorized recreationists should be controlled to prevent the spread 
of invasive species and damage to native vegetation. (56-105) 

Response: No adjustments were made in response to this comment. ROS classes are based on the 
conditions present. One of the criteria that would move an area to a more developed ROS class would be 
the fact that it is near a more developed area, such as a neighborwood. Applying a more primitive ROS 
class to these areas would be contrary to the ROS process. 

The Forest Plan does not contain decisions to eliminate domestic livestock grazing or recreational 
shooting in these areas. The Forest Plan provides broad guidance and information for project 
decisionmaking and is strategic in nature. It does not contain project and activity decisions such as 
permitting or prohibiting occupancy, use or access. Decisions to close an area to domestic livestock 
grazing or recreational shooting are determined at the project level based on site-specific information. The 
Forest Plan provides guidance for those projects. For example, an All Recreation guideline requires 
recreational activities and locations to be managed to have minimal user conflicts. See FW-Rec-All-G-2. 
This direction may help guide a project that is considering the propriety of recreational shooting in a 
particular area. 
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The same is true for the suggestion to limit activities associated with the Kelly Motorized Trail System. 
The Forest Plan does not include specific decisions on these activities or uses. However, the Forest Plan 
does provide guidance that would influence management decisions on these activities and uses. Providing 
a broad spectrum of developed and dispersed recreation settings and minimizing user conflicts are desired 
conditions of the Forest Plan. See FW-Rec-All-DC-4 and 6. As noted above, the Forest Plan includes an 
All Recreation guideline that requires recreational activities and locations to be managed to have minimal 
user conflicts. See FW-Rec-All-G-2. This forestwide direction applies to the entire Forest, including the 
neighborwood management areas. It provides sufficient direction to guide projects under consideration in 
the neighborwood management areas.  

Decisions to control dispersed motorized camping and motorized recreation are also made at the project 
level. Specific access and motorized use determinations are made through project-level decisionmaking, 
including the implementation of the Travel Management Rule (36 CFR §212). The Forest Plan contains a 
standard that acknowledges the motor vehicle use maps, which are produced as part of the 
implementation of the Travel Management Rule. Camping corridors for motorized dispersed camping are 
identified on the motor vehicle use maps. See FW-RdsFac-S-1 and FW-Rec-Disp-S-1:  

Prohibit motor vehicle use beyond the designated system of roads, trails, and areas (including 
areas designated for motorized big game retrieval), as defined on motor vehicle use maps, except 
for those uses authorized by law, permits, and orders in connection with resource management 
and public safety. 

Concern Statement #202: The Forest Plan should allow vegetation management in utility corridors 
in the Oak Creek Canyon Management Area. (69-23) 

Response: This Oak Creek Management Area standard has been adjusted in response to your comment. 
The phrase “forest products” was replaced with the term “commercial plant collection” to clarify that this 
standard only applies to commercial plant collection. The concern relating to vegetation management 
associated with utility corridors near riparian areas is also addressed by a Special Uses desired condition 
that acknowledges the need and legal mandate to manage vegetation in utility and energy corridors. See 
FW-SpecUse-DC-2. 

Concern Statement #360: The Flagstaff Neighborwoods, Sedona Neighborwoods, Fort 
Valley/Mount Elden, and San Francisco Peaks Management Areas, along with the Fossil Creek area 
and other areas with heavily used trails should have management approaches related to 
neighborwood patrols that incorporate the following concepts. 

Volunteers should be incorporated into visitation, education and sanitation efforts of 
“Neighborwoods Patrols” to create a sense of ownership, and all actions must be tailored to specific 
areas. However, to ensure consistency, these projects should be led by Forest Service staff. 
Examples include instituting volunteer-driven, Forest Service initiated, “Resource Steward” 
challenges to the Kelly Trail System users community even before the System is completed. Areas to 
work on would include official Kelly Trail System trailheads at Lake Mary Rd. and Munds Park 
trailheads. Volunteer blackberry abatement and other invasive weed eradication at Flagstaff, 
Sedona, and Oak Creek Canyon area official and social trailheads must be addressed with 
strategies tailored to specific forest and riparian sites. The Forest Service must incorporate Forest 
Service staff with volunteer engagement as well as coordination with appropriate regional 
environmental corps. Multi-agency coordination can result in management cost reductions, 
generate a wider variety of trends toward ideal conditions and more intra-regional opportunities 
for user engagement. (56-106) 
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Response: A management approach suggesting “neighborwood patrols” by volunteers has not been added 
to any of the management area sections. The concept of working with volunteers and other organizations 
is already addressed in a forestwide All Recreation management approach, which states: 

Collaborate with State and Federal agencies including National Park Service, Arizona State Parks, 
AZGFD, concessionaires, chambers of commerce, nonprofit organizations, Northern Arizona 
University, state, city and county governments, recreation stakeholders, local communities and 
citizens, partners and volunteers regarding provision of recreation opportunities in northern 
Arizona and communicating these to the public. Work in partnership to find creative solutions to 
operate and maintain recreation sites, trails and trailheads, and provide interpretive and 
environmental education. Determine gaps and overlaps in opportunities and resolve conflicts 
between users and providers. Work together to determine activities that increase our capacity to 
serve a diverse population while promoting social, economic, and natural resource sustainability. 

Concern Statement #618: The Forest Service should confirm whether outfitter-guided horse trips 
are actually authorized on the Fisher Point Trails as mentioned in the General Description and 
Background for the Walnut Canyon Management Area section in the Forest Plan. (56-96) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The General Description and 
Background in the Walnut Canyon Management Area reflects that Fisher Point is a popular destination. 
The reference to outfitter-guided horse trips has been removed. 

Concern Statement #619: It should be noted that a large portion of the northwestern portion of 
Anderson Mesa is now designated as an Important Bird Area by Audubon due to the Seasonal 
Wetlands found there, as such a robust, diverse small plant community is vital. (64-33) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The General Description and 
Background section for the Anderson Mesa Management Area acknowledges that this management area 
contains the Anderson Mesa Important Bird and Biodiversity Area. 

Concern Statement #715: The Forest Service should provide information on how proposals for 
special management areas were handled and develop an alternative that proposes to designate 
Anderson Mesa as a special management area. (64-54) 

Response: The Analysis of the Management Situation explains how the Forest leadership team handled 
the Special Area proposals that were made during this forest plan revision effort. The Forest leadership 
team considered the proposals submitted for new Special Areas and acknowledged that there are many 
places on the Forest that people value for both social and ecological reasons. The Forest leadership team 
decided that the intent of the Special Area proposals should first be considered for incorporation into 
components of the revised Plan, such as desired conditions, where they would be appropriate. The reasons 
for this are because: 

• many of the proposals could be included in the desired conditions for the areas of interest, 

• Special Area designation would not necessarily offer any additional protections to that of plan 
components, and 

• there is currently limited staff available to complete the required NEPA analysis for new Special 
Areas. 

Accordingly, efforts were made to incorporate the intent of the Special Areas into the desired conditions 
in the proposed revised plan. These efforts were largely successful and so many Special Area proposals 
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were not carried forward. The Forest leadership team reviewed the remaining proposals that were not 
incorporated to see if any of them warranted recommendation as a Special Area or other action. 

The proposals for a special area that encompasses Anderson Mesa were merged and retained in an 
alternative to the proposed revised plan. Although alternative C does not recommend or designate 
Anderson Mesa as a “special area,” it does include a management area for Anderson Mesa that 
incorporates the intent of the proposals to give Anderson Mesa some level of special area status. The 
Anderson Mesa Management Area in alternative C in the environmental impact statement places 
additional emphasis on the ecological resources in the area and the preservation of semi-primitive and 
primitive settings. This management area includes many plan components that are designed to articulate 
and embody this emphasis. See appendix F in the environmental impact statement for additional 
information on the Anderson Mesa Management Area that is proposed under alternative C. 

Management Indicator Species 
Concern Statement #2: The Forest Plan should identify management indicator species (MIS) for 
more of the vegetation types on the forest, including vegetation types that provide habitat for TES 
species. The Forest Service should explain why the proposed forest plan includes fewer MIS species 
than the 1987 forest plan. (5-2, 56-6, 56-53, 74-54, 84-31, 84-106) 

Response: There is no requirement to select a management indicator species (MIS) for every ecological 
response unit (ERU). Rather MIS were selected for ERUs where management activities and restoration 
objectives are planned and change would be expected during the life of the plan: Ponderosa Pine (Gambel 
oak sub-type), Mixed Conifer with Aspen, and Mixed Conifer with Frequent Fire ERUs (Mexican spotted 
owl), Ponderosa Pine (old growth and snags) ERU (pygmy nuthatch), and grassland ERUs (pronghorn). 
Threatened, endangered, and sensitive (TES) species have individual analyses in the environmental 
impact statement and the Biological Assessment and Biological Evaluation (found in the plan set of 
documents). Gunnison's prairie dogs are discussed in the Biological Assessment because they are a 
primary food item for black-footed ferrets as well as in the Final Environmental Impact Statement and the 
Species Viability Report. 

Application of the 17 MIS identified in the 1987 plan was not useful because some species are habitat 
generalists (e.g., elk use grasslands, woodlands, forests, riparian areas, etc.) so their populations are not 
closely tied to management in any one habitat or ERU. In addition, population changes of some 1987 plan 
MIS were too difficult to assess compared to influences (e.g., macroinvertebrates in watersheds that have 
more influencing factors than can be measured). Additional details on the review of the 17 MIS identified 
under the 1987 plan can be found in the Management Indicator Species Status Report for the Coconino 
National Forest (USDA Forest Service 2013) found in the plan set of documents. 

Also, in lieu of selecting for a whole variety of birds that can be influenced by management and a broad 
range of species associated with water on the Coconino NF, two “ecological indicators” were selected. 
Aspen is an ecological indicator of habitat diversity, and early seral stages in the following ERUs: Mixed 
Conifer with Aspen, Mixed Conifer with Frequent Fire, Spruce-Fir, and in localized areas in Ponderosa 
Pine. The Monitoring Plan has a question that reads: How much have management activities contributed 
to maintaining or moving toward desired conditions for aspen?  

Aquatic macroinvertebrates were selected as an ecological indicator of water quality. The Monitoring 
Plan has a question that reads: Have management activities contributed to impairment of warm water or 
cold water streams based on aquatic macroinvertebrate metrics? 
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Concern Statement #249: The Forest Service should adjust the standard for Semi-Desert 
Grasslands in the Forest Plan that states recreation goals are subordinate to antelope protection 
(see Draft Revised Plan, FW-Veg-Grass-SDG-S-1). This type of statement, since standards are 
absolute, will also probably be unattainable in every instance and will likely pit those interest 
groups against each other, and the Forest. (44-9) 

Response: This standard has been removed from the Forest Plan in response to this comment. In its place, 
several plan components address the potential impacts of recreation on pronghorn in the same manner that 
other potential conflicts between activities and resources are handled in the Forest Plan. The forestwide 
direction for Wildlife, Fish, and Plants contains several desired conditions related to wildlife habitat, 
which includes pronghorn habitat. See FW-WFP-DC-1, 2, and 3, FW-WFP-G-13, and FW-Rec-Trails-G-
1. A guideline for All Recreation in the Recreation section of the Forest Plan ties back to these Wildlife, 
Fish, and Plants desired conditions, requiring recreational activities to be managed to maintain or move 
toward the desired conditions for other uses and resources. See FW-Rec-All-G-1. 

Concern Statement #747: The Forest Service should not rely on pronghorn populations as an 
indicator of the quality of habitat on the Forest because pronghorn populations are managed by the 
Arizona Department of Game and Fish. (22-3, 34-4) 

Response: The 1982 Planning Rule regulations list several categories of species that shall be considered 
(although not necessarily included) for Management Indicator Species status. One of those categories 
involves species that are commonly hunted, fished, or trapped. See 36 CFR 219.19(a)(1). 

As disclosed in the environmental impact statement in the Management Indicator Species section in 
chapter 3, pronghorn were selected as a management indicator species for three reasons. First, pronghorn 
are a good indicator for grassland health. As the environmental impact statement discusses, grassland 
conditions on the Forest are either highly departed or trending away from historical reference conditions. 
Selecting pronghorn as a management indicator species gives the Forest a way to consider whether 
management activities are creating the desired responses to grassland conditions. Second, pronghorn are a 
management indicator species on the neighboring Kaibab and Prescott National Forests. Having similar 
management indicator species can provide opportunities to apply broad-scale monitoring considerations 
to pronghorn. Third, the Arizona Department of Game and Fish monitors pronghorn, which provides the 
Forest with a cost-effective source of monitoring data on this species. 

Mineral Resources 
Concern Statement #286: The Forest Plan should establish more new wilderness areas and special 
areas which would result in more acres being withdrawn from mineral entry. Areas withdrawn 
from mineral entry can offer wildlife and plant species a better opportunity to survive and persist 
in the presence of changing climate and increasing wildfire risk. (56-130, 56-135) 

Response: The Forest Plan recommends three wilderness areas (Abineau, Davey's, and an extension to 
the existing Strawberry Crater Wilderness), the Cottonwood Basin Geological and Botanical Area, two 
new Research Natural Areas, and a proposed expansion to an existing Research Natural Area. Forest 
Service Manual 2760 directs that withdrawals should be considered for areas with a history of mineral 
findings and in which the management direction is not compatible with alienation or use under the mining 
laws; for example, research natural areas, interpretive or cultural sites, scenic areas, geologic areas, 
critical habitat of endangered species having a very limited range and specific habitat requirements not 
found elsewhere, and botanical areas. There are almost no areas on the Forest with “a history of mineral 
findings” and there is low mineral potential on the forest. The only active mine is the Verde Gypsum 
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Mine, most of which is on State and private lands. It is likely that the Forest will continue the two existing 
mineral withdrawals (San Francisco Peaks Mountain Elden Recreation Area and Oak Creek Canyon 
Recreation Area). The Forest Service Manual also suggests considering alternatives to withdrawals to 
protect areas (see FSM 2761.4).  

The Forest Plan has three guidelines related to withdrawals. See FW-Minerals-G-1, 2, 3. These guidelines 
recommend areas to be considered for withdrawal for locatable minerals; recommend renewing existing 
withdrawals if withdrawal is the only way to protect the values; and identify withdrawal areas to be 
considered for no surface occupancy, no leasing, or other leasing stipulations for leasable minerals. In 
addition, a management approach for Mineral Resources reminds managers to: 

Consider withdrawing congressionally designated areas from entry and operations for locatable 
minerals (or other approaches) if withdrawal was not a part of the establishing legislation for the 
designated area. Prioritize mineral withdrawals where mineralization poses the most risk. 

Concern Statement #385: The Forest Service should modify the Energy and Minerals section of the 
revised plan to include managing for energy from power utility rights-of-way. The Forest Service 
should also include that vegetation management in these rights-of-way needs to comply with utility 
vegetation laws and regulations. (69-15) 

Response: The “Minerals and Energy” section has been renamed the “Mineral Resources” section in 
response to this comment. The “energy” was previously included in the title because this section deals 
with, among other things, leasable minerals. Many leasable minerals, such as oil, gas, and geothermal 
resources are sources of energy. This section is not intended to address energy production and 
transmission facilities. Those forest uses are addressed in the Special Uses section. 

The Special Uses section contains plan components that acknowledge laws and regulations related to 
vegetation management in utility rights-of-way. See FW-SpecUse-DC-2 and FW-SpecUse-G-6. 

Concern Statement #386: The Forest Plan should include plan components that manage 
disturbances from geothermal energy development to protect cultural and ecological resources. (56-
133) 

Response: The Forest Plan contains several plan components that would manage potential disturbances 
from geothermal energy development to protect cultural and ecological resources. Geothermal resources 
are considered leasable minerals. The Mineral Resources section includes a guideline that requires no 
surface occupancy, no leasing, or other leasing stipulations for leasable minerals in numerous areas, 
including: 

• Areas of very high scenic integrity not located in wilderness, designated and eligible wild and 
scenic rivers, or other withdrawals. 

• San Francisco Peaks/Mount Elden Recreation Area withdrawal. 

• Areas of very high archaeological site density (greater than 60 sites per square mile) and potentially 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 

• Areas with Federally threatened or endangered, or Forest Service sensitive species. 

• Traditional cultural properties where historic preservation laws alone do not adequately protect the 
cultural resource. 

See FW-Minerals-G-3. Another guideline requires the protection of important wildlife and plant habitats, 
visually sensitive areas, archaeological sites, places of cultural importance to American Indians, and areas 
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with large capital investments through the use of surface occupancy restrictions, mitigation measures, and 
operating plan requirements imposed on mineral activities. See FW-Minerals-G-4. A management 
approach in this section reminds forest managers to: 

Incorporate BMPs and stipulations into future leases as appropriate to the location from the “Final 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Geothermal Leasing in the Western U.S.” 
(Bureau of Land Management 2008) or more current direction. 

The desired conditions for cultural and ecological resources and management areas included in the Forest 
Plan will also guide any decisions on geothermal development. 

Concern Statement #476: The Forest Plan should include stringent guidelines to limit future surface 
occupancy and leasing for mineral development, which will help to protect the social, cultural, and 
ecological values of forest areas. Considering that Forest Plan revisions take place once every 
15 years, and that technological advances in mineral extraction can occur rapidly (e.g., hydro-
fracturing of oil shale has developed in the past 10 years, and is now occurring in many neighboring 
states), it is important that stringent mineral development guidelines are already in place to ensure 
long-term protection of natural resources within Coconino NF. (56-132) 

Response: No change has been made in response to this comment. In addition to an array of desired 
conditions that would guide any future responses to leasing applications, the Plan includes a guideline 
that requires the consideration of No Surface Occupancy and other protections to protect a wide variety of 
resources. See FW-Minerals-G-3. FW-Minerals-G-1 and 2 also address mineral withdrawal. 

Concern Statement #387: The Forest Plan should include direction to withdraw geological areas 
from mineral entry and to retain existing mineral withdrawals. (56-133) 

Response: The guideline to consider withdrawing geological and botanical areas that are not in 
wilderness has been retained. See FW-Minerals-G-1. The guideline to maintain the existing mineral 
withdrawal for the San Francisco/Mount Elden Recreation Area and Oak Creek Canyon Recreational 
Area has been modified in several ways. First, the express mention of the San Francisco/Mount Elden 
Recreation Area and Oak Creek Canyon Recreational Area has been removed and the guideline has been 
edited to apply to all existing mineral withdrawals. Second, the intent has been clarified to indicate that 
renewal of existing mineral withdrawals should be pursued when that is the only way to protect identified 
social, cultural, and ecological surface resource values and current law and the locatable surface use 
regulations do not provide adequate protection. See FW-Minerals-G-4. This guideline is consistent with 
agency policy regarding withdrawals found in Forest Service Manual 2761.03. 

See Forest Service Manual 2761.4 for a listing of alternative protection opportunities that could be used 
instead of withdrawals to protect surface resources. 

Concern Statement #200: The revised Plan should address the ongoing operations at the White 
Vulcan Mine. (53-3) 

Response: No changes to the revised Plan have been made in response to this comment. The White 
Vulcan Mine began mining block pumice in the 1980s. In 2000, a settlement agreement was reached to 
with the mine owner/operator to close the mine. The mine owner/operator reclaimed the mine in 2010-
2011, ending the mine's operation. 

The revised Plan includes plan components related to minerals and mining activities in the Minerals 
Resources section.  
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Concern Statement #477: The Forest Plan should require the San Francisco Volcanic Field and the 
Verde Hot Springs to be withdrawn from mineral entry to protect plant and wildlife species from 
habitat disturbance. (56-134) 

Response: No change has been made in response to this comment. Per Forest Service policy, requests for 
withdrawal from mineral leasing should be made rarely. See FSM 2761.04. Existing public laws, Federal 
regulations, and leasing stipulations provide substantial opportunities (FSM 2822.2) to accommodate both 
surface resources and the recovery of leasable minerals. The Forest Plan is not silent on this topic. It 
includes a guideline in the Mineral Resources section that lists areas that should be considered for 
withdrawal for locatable minerals. See FW-Minerals-G-1. If it is consistent with this existing policy and 
guideline, the San Francisco Volcanic Field and the Verde Hot Springs could be considered for mineral 
withdrawal. That determination would be made at the project level based on site-specific information. 

The Forest Plan contains plan components that would guide decisions on requests for geothermal 
development. For example, see FW-Eco-DC-1, FW-BioPhys-Geo-DC-1, FW-Water-DC-1, 2, and 3, and 
FW-FWP-DC-1, 2, and 3. Specific protections and design features would be identified at the project level 
based on the activities that are proposed and the specific species that could be impacted. 

Concern Statement #484: The Forest Plan should update the 1872 Mining Act. (53-2) 

Response: Making changes to the 1872 Mining Act is outside the scope of the Forest Plan. 

Monitoring 
Concern Statement #205: The Forest Service should revise the Monitoring Plan to add clarity and 
specificity. (63-3, 65-10, 65-11, 65-12, 65-15) 

Response: The Monitoring Strategy and Plan in the Forest Plan have been reviewed and modified in 
response to this concern. Key changes include clarifying the questions, identifying the scale, and having 
more easily understood metrics that tie to the data sources for each monitoring question. Acronyms were 
spelled out in place and a footnote was added to provide additional information on the data sources that 
would be used by the Monitoring Plan. 

Concern Statement #280: The Forest Plan should add specific details, exact plans of action, metrics 
for desired future conditions, metrics for monitoring, and metrics for enforcement of regulations. 
(27-1, 56-140) 

Response: The Forest Plan is, by design, strategic in nature. It focuses on desired conditions that are 
described in qualitative and quantitative terms. The Forest Plan sets forth objectives that are measurable, 
anticipated results that help achieve or move toward desired conditions over the life of the Forest Plan. 
The specific details on how projects will be designed and conducted will be established as projects are 
developed, taking site-specific information into account to ensure that the project maintains or moves the 
Forest toward the desired conditions in the Forest Plan. 

Monitoring to determine the effectiveness of the Forest Plan is discussed in the Monitoring Strategy in 
chapter 5 of the Forest Plan. The Monitoring Plan has been reviewed and adjusted to ensure that each 
monitoring question identifies the metrics that will be used to help answer the monitoring question. 

Concern Statement #369: The Monitoring Plan in the Forest Plan should use multiple scales when 
possible to process and answer monitoring questions. (65-13) 
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Response: The Monitoring Plan has questions at scales larger than the plan area (question numbers 1 and 
2), at the scale of habitat for threatened, endangered, and proposed species (questions 19 and 22a), and at 
the geographic scale of the Forest (remaining questions – there are 31 total). Most of the questions in the 
Monitoring Plan are designed to answer the following questions: 

What are the effects of resource management activities on the productivity of the land? 

To what degree are resource management activities maintaining or making progress toward the 
desired conditions and objectives identified in the plan? 

What modifications are needed to account for unanticipated changes in conditions? Can changes 
be attributed to climate change? 

In addition to annual monitoring, the forest supervisor reviews the conditions on the land covered by the 
plan at least every 5 years to determine whether conditions or demands of the public have changed 
significantly. The plan is ordinarily revised on a 10- to 15-year cycle and the forest supervisor may amend 
the plan at any time. All of the monitoring and evaluation timeframes identified in this chapter begin from 
the date of the record of decision. 

Consequently, the monitoring questions are seeking information aggregated to a landscape scale. Project-
level activities will develop monitoring appropriate to the project and resources that are potentially 
impacted. This project-level monitoring information feeds into many of the data sources that the 
Monitoring Plan will use to answer the monitoring questions.  

Concern Statement #370: The questions in the Monitoring Plan in the Forest Plan should be more 
focused on the resource conditions. (63-1, 63-2) 

Response: Many of the monitoring questions in the Monitoring Plan have been adjusted in response to 
this suggestion. Some questions simply ask if certain elements in the desired condition for a resource are 
within the range of desired conditions. Other questions follow the example offered by the commenter and 
ask how management activities have contributed to maintaining or making progress toward the desired 
conditions for particular resources. 

Concern Statement #371: The complete monitoring plan, including study design and analysis 
protocols, should be made available for public review and comment before a decision is made to 
revise the Forest Plan. The Center has specific questions about the monitoring plan, including but 
not limited to: (1) criteria for selection of measurable indicators of change; (2) sampling design 
power analysis and expected observational error rates; (3) sampling procedures including 
monitoring cycle; (4) confidence levels to be applied in data analysis and reporting; (5) timeframe 
for evaluation of results; (6) triggers for management adaptation using new information; and (7) 
funding sources. (56-146, 84-28, 84-71) 

Response: The Monitoring Plan is chapter 5 in the Forest Plan. It was sent out for public comment in 
December 2013, and it has been modified in response to public comments.  

The purpose of the Monitoring Plan is to evaluate, document, and report how the Forest Plan is applied, 
how well it works, and if its purpose and direction remain appropriate. Based upon this evaluation, 
recommendations may be made to the Forest Supervisor to change management direction, or revise, or 
amend the Forest Plan. The monitoring and evaluation report is intended to inform adaptive management 
of the plan area especially in light of changing social or environmental conditions.  
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The Forest Supervisor annually evaluates the monitoring information displayed in the evaluation reports 
through a management review and determines if any changes are needed in management actions or the 
plan itself. In general, annual evaluations of the monitoring information consider the following questions: 

• What are the effects of resource management activities on the productivity of the land? 

• To what degree are resource management activities maintaining or making progress toward the 
desired conditions and objectives identified in the plan? 

• Have there been unanticipated changes in conditions? Can changes can be attributed to climate 
change? What modifications are needed to account for these changed conditions? 

In addition to annual monitoring, the Forest Supervisor reviews the conditions on the land covered by the 
Forest Plan at least every 5 years to determine whether conditions or demands of the public have changed 
significantly. The Forest Plan is ordinarily revised on a 10- to 15-year cycle and the Forest Supervisor 
may amend the plan at any time. All of the monitoring and evaluation timeframes identified in this 
chapter begin from the date of the record of decision. 

The monitoring plan includes the following: 

• Monitoring Question: The question(s) that will be answered. All questions are at the geographic 
scale of the forest unless indicated otherwise.  

• Metrics and Data Sources: The evaluation criteria and data sources available to evaluate the 
monitoring questions at the time of plan approval. These are not the required methods of 
measurement. As new tools become available, other methods may be used to answer the monitoring 
questions. 

• Frequency of Monitoring: How often information is gathered or measured. Most items are 
monitored annually. One item is monitored every 10 years. That item asks “Have areas classified as 
unsuited for timber production become suitable?” 

• Frequency of Evaluation: How often the information is analyzed and reported. Available 
monitoring information will be evaluated and reported every two years. 

• Data Precision and Reliability: An indication of how rigorous the information used to evaluate the 
monitoring question is with respect to repeatability, reliability, accuracy, and precision. Two 
categories of precision and reliability are appropriate at the plan scale, and because of varying 
methods and data sources used to evaluate the monitoring question, both classes may be indicated. 
Classes of precision and reliability, however, are not meant to identify which methods and data 
sources may be most appropriate to answer the monitoring question. 

• Class A: Methods that are generally well accepted for modeling or quantitative measurement. 
Results have a high degree of repeatability, reliability, accuracy, and precision. 

• Class B: Methods or measurements that are based on project records, personal communications, 
ocular estimates, pace transects, informal visitor surveys, and similar types of assessments. The 
degree of repeatability, reliability, accuracy, and precision are not as high as Class A methods, but 
they still provide valuable information. 

Monitoring and evaluation are identified, approved, and scheduled through the annual budget process. 
Actual budget levels, funding emphasis, and emergence of new issues may affect accomplishment of both 
management activities that make progress toward desired conditions as well as monitoring. Partnerships 
may be developed to accomplish monitoring and evaluation. 
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Concern Statement #622: The Forest Plan should include a monitoring plan developed to ensure 
that the Forest is meeting or moving toward desired conditions, not on projected budgets. (74-9, 74-
11) 

Response: The plan components, including the Monitoring Plan, were developed to be realistic and able 
to be implemented within anticipated future budgets (expected to be similar to current budgets). Chapter 1 
of the Forest Plan acknowledges that objectives to achieve desired conditions are strongly influenced by 
recent trends, past experiences, and anticipated staffing levels and short-term budgets. Chapter 5 of the 
Forest Plan acknowledges the uncertainties related to monitoring and evaluation relative to funding and 
prioritization as required by the National Forest Management Act: 

Monitoring and evaluation are identified, approved, and scheduled through the annual budget process. 
Actual budget levels, funding emphasis, and emergence of new issues may affect accomplishment of both 
management activities that make progress toward desired conditions as well as monitoring. Budgetary 
constraints may affect the level of monitoring that can be done in a particular fiscal year. If budget levels 
limit the Coconino NF’s ability to perform all monitoring tasks, then those items specifically required by 
law are given the highest priority. Partnerships may be developed to accomplish monitoring and 
evaluation. 

The Socioeconomic Analysis section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement describes the 
program costs for each alternative. 

Concern Statement #630: The Forest Plan should describe the process for disclosing the results of 
the monitoring plan to provide the public with a clearer understanding of the challenges the Forest 
is facing; if desired conditions are being achieved; and if they are not being achieved, what 
measures are needed to achieve them or whether they can ever be achieved in the monitoring 
evaluation process. The Draft Plan should:  

• Develop a public notification and reporting process to identify desired conditions progress based on 
monitoring.  

• Identify in the Draft Plan the monitoring strategy baseline conditions in 1987 and how they relate to 
currently recommended desired conditions. Explain whether the progress against the desired 
condition has been made since 1987 or whether we are on a declining path.  

• Publish a yearly monitoring report inclusive of all activities for desired conditions, species 
protection, and those required by forest regulation and statute.  

• Establish a guideline that requires public disclosure of the forest supervisor's annual review of 
monitoring program along with any management decisions affecting desired conditions. Also 
identify if changing conditions in the forest requires a change in management direction.  

These public disclosures should be broad announcements that new information is now available on 
the website and specifying that information. (74-10, 74-12) 

Response: As suggested by the Introduction to the Monitoring Strategy section, an evaluation report is 
prepared annually for the Forest Supervisor. The evaluation report documents how the Forest Plan is 
applied, how well it works, and if its purpose and direction remain appropriate. The Forest Supervisor 
uses the evaluation report as a tool to determine if any changes are needed in management actions or the 
Forest Plan itself. The evaluation report is posted on the Forest's website and available for public review. 
The Introduction to the Monitoring Strategy section has been updated to confirm that the public will be 
given timely, accurate information about Forest Plan implementation. This is done through the release of 
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the annual monitoring and evaluation report. The Forest Plan does not develop a particular process for 
public notification of this report. Currently, the Forest posts these reports to the Forest's website as they 
become available. 

If the Forest Supervisor decides that management actions or the Forest Plan itself may need to be 
changed, specific proposals will be developed at that time. Proposals to change management actions or 
the Forest Plan would need to be consistent with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the 
Forest Service Handbook and Forest Service Manual, and include analysis and opportunity for public 
involvement. The public involvement process would depend on the specific proposal. 

In preparation for plan revision, the Coconino NF identified guidance in the 1987 plan, which is working, 
new conditions that need to be addressed, and ongoing challenges that could be better addressed. This 
preparatory work is documented in the Analysis of the Management Situation, which was completed in 
May 2010 (USDA Forest Service 2010a). Through the Analysis of the Management Situation, the 
Coconino NF identified current ecological and socioeconomic conditions and trends taking place on the 
Forest and the associated “needs for change” to be addressed in the revised plan. The needs for change are 
grouped under three broad revision topics: (1) recreation, (2) forest community interaction, and (3) 
maintenance and improvement of ecosystem health. 

Concern Statement #347: The Forest Plan should be adjusted to provide additional information 
regarding the reference to required monitoring in the Introduction for the Monitoring Strategy in 
Chapter 5. What is the definition of “Required” monitoring? And who is required to do it? Given 
the monetary constraints of Range Staff, how will this play out? (58-13) 

Response: The Monitoring Strategy and Plan included in chapter 5 of the Forest Plan was developed to 
address the Forest's obligation to conduct monitoring under the 1982 Planning Rule provisions while 
considering Forest staffing and budget levels over the life of the Forest Plan. Many of the monitoring 
questions have been adjusted to clarify the measure and data sources being used to answer the question. 
Whenever possible and appropriate, the Forest has sought to use existing data collection efforts to answer 
the monitoring questions, which is intended to reduce the cost (both in dollars and in personnel) for 
monitoring. 

The sentence to which this comment is referring is no longer in the Monitoring Strategy and Monitoring 
Plan. Instead, the introduction simply states that “monitoring and evaluation are required by the 1982 
Planning Rule provisions” and there is no longer any reference to required monitoring elements. 

Concern Statement #94: The Forest Plan should require the monitoring of effects to listed species 
and aquatic resources. (84-101) 

Response: The propriety and amount of monitoring that should be conducted on site-specific actions 
varies based on the action and is determined through the analysis associated with that site-specific action. 

Concern Statement #95: The Forest Service should monitor water flows and supply to meet NFMA 
requirements. (56-32, 74-57, 84-63) 

Response: Two items have been added to the Monitoring Plan in response to these comments. One would 
track the number of water rights procured or water right filings made, and the other would track peak 
flows and annual flows for three major streams: Oak Creek, Beaver Creek, and Fossil Creek. 

Concern Statement #178: The Forest Plan should require wetlands on Anderson Mesa to be 
monitored for use by ducks and other wildlife. (56-99) 
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Response: The purpose of the monitoring plan is to evaluate, document, and report how the Forest Plan is 
applied, how well it works, and if its purpose and direction remain appropriate. Based upon this 
evaluation, recommendations may be made to the Forest Supervisor to change management direction, or 
revise, or amend the Forest Plan. 

A desired condition for wetlands in the Forest Plan is to provide functional soil and water resources on 
most acres, consistent with their flood regime and flood potential and provide diverse habitats for native 
species. Wetlands are in or trending toward proper functioning condition. See FW-Rip-Wtlnds-DC-1. 

An objective for wetlands would restore 5 to 10 wetlands currently not in proper functioning condition so 
that they are in, or are trending toward, proper functioning condition during each 10-year period over the 
life of the plan. See FW-Rip-Wtlnds-O-1. 

The Monitoring Plan asks on an annual basis: How much have management activities improved 
functional-at-risk or nonfunctional stream riparian areas and wetlands? This question is intended to gauge 
progress toward desired conditions and to address any problems moving toward desired conditions. 

The plan addresses wildlife use of wetlands by using the approach that if habitat is well distributed, and 
functioning properly (assuming sufficient precipitation), then wildlife will use the habitat where and when 
it needs to. Habitat that is functioning properly is the focus of the Forest Plan. 

Concern Statement #191: The Forest Plan should be adjusted so that the Special Uses guideline 
related to disturbance to raptor species (see Draft Revised Plan FW-SpecUse-G-20) applies flexible 
management rather than rigid timing restrictions. (70-3) 

Response: This guideline was adjusted in response to the comment. The guideline was merged with 
several other plan components to create a more strategic guideline. The revised guideline can be found at 
FW-WFP-G-8. The revised guideline still requires timing restrictions to protect wildlife, such as peregrine 
falcons, but it leaves the identification of the exact dates of the timing restrictions to site-specific 
decisions, which can ensure that the right time frame is protected for the area and species involved 
without being unnecessarily restrictive to other activities.  

A management approach was added to the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section of the revised Plan to provide 
additional clarity for this guideline. It reminds forest managers that: 

The application of seasonal timing restrictions is site-specific and may vary depending on 
variables such as species, weather, timing of activity relative to species life cycle, or duration, 
frequency, and type of activities that are occurring in the species’ habitat. Other variables to be 
considered could include the duration, extent, and intensity of the proposed activity, or the type of 
activity itself, such as emergency or safety-related actions versus non-emergency activities. The 
best available information and science is utilized to develop seasonal restrictions to reduce 
impacts to disturbance sensitive species. 

Concern Statement #207: The Forest Plan should include recreational shooting and adaptive 
management strategies to address problem areas in the Monitoring Plan. (56-190) 

Response: The impacts specifically related to recreational shooting have not been identified as a plan-
level monitoring item. Specific recreational shooting impact monitoring would be developed and 
implemented through project-level monitoring plans. Recreational shooting falls under Dispersed 
Recreation. A desired condition promotes areas used for dispersed recreation across the Forest retain their 
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natural character to the extent possible and have minimal evidence of human waste and litter, sanitation 
issues, and resource damage. See FW-Rec-Disp-G-3. 

In addition, a guideline in Recreation All would require that recreational activities, locations, and/or 
settings be managed to have minimal user conflicts, to be in balance with the capacity of other resources 
to support them, to promote public health and safety, and/or to prevent wildlife access to food, trash, and 
human waste. See FW-Rec-All-G-2. 

Concern Statement #208: The Forest Plan should include monitoring of impacts associated with 
motor vehicles as part of the Monitoring Plan. (56-150, 56-181) 

Response: The impacts specifically related to motor vehicles have not been identified as a plan-level 
monitoring item. Monitoring of motor vehicle impacts has been addressed through the travel management 
process. Specific motor vehicle impact monitoring will continue to be developed and implemented 
through project-level monitoring plans. 

Concern Statement #488: The Forest Plan should require periodic monitoring of trails and areas 
designated for motorized use. Areas observed to have environmental damage must be closed or 
corrective regulations must be enforced. (56-160) 

Response: No change to the Forest Plan has been made in response to this comment. The appropriate 
level of monitoring for routes and areas designated for motorized use is determined as part of the project-
level decision to designate those routes and areas. Site-specific travel management planning will use the 
framework set by the Forest Plan (desired conditions, standards, guidelines) and will consider potential 
resource impacts, access needs, public input, and alternative views. If undesirable resource conditions 
resulted from motor vehicle use on designated routes or in designated areas, they could be addressed 
through site-specific evaluation and analysis. While the plan does not duplicate the Travel Management 
Rule or the directives, it is consistent with both and is meant to be used along with the directives and the 
motor vehicle use map. 

Concern Statement #500: The Forest Service should clarify some of the monitoring questions 
included in the Draft Revised Plan. For monitoring question 3 in the Draft Revised Plan, because 
there are so many different PNVTs listed and each has a different set of desired conditions, the 
monitoring indicators could be summarized across all PNVTs by stating, “proportion of each PNVT 
in specific seral stages or plant communities; status of specific indicators (e.g., snag density or 
grassland cover), depending on PNVT.” For monitoring question 11 in the Draft Revised Plant, the 
indicators would likely be number of projects accomplished, whereas for monitoring question 12, 
the indicators would be “change in abundance, site occupancy, or distribution for selected species” 
(or for MIS, if that is the extent of the population monitoring). (63-4) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. All of the monitoring 
questions included in the Monitoring Plan in chapter 5 of the Forest Plan have been reviewed. Each 
question now clearly states the evaluation criteria and data sources to be used to evaluate the monitoring 
questions. Specific indicators have been identified. 

Concern Statement #372: The monitoring strategy for the Forest Plan should include questions that 
address invasive plants and the relationship of management actions such as thinning, prescribed 
fire, and grazing to changes in the occurrence of targeted invasive plant species. Suggested wording 
is “Has the occurrence or distribution of selected invasive plant species (i.e., bull thistle, diffuse 
knapweed, and cheatgrass) changed as the result of management actions?” This wording would 
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allow for monitoring management actions to eradicate or reduce invasives, as well as actions that 
might increase them. The monitoring indicator would be the proportion of management sites 
surveyed where one or more of the selected species was observed, or you could set a threshold such 
that being “observed” meant it occurred across 5% or more of the management site. For this 
monitoring objective, the data precision could be class B, a quick ocular estimate of invasive species 
across a randomly selected subset of sites that have received active management in the past five 
years. (63-5) 

Response: A monitoring question related to invasive plants has been added to the Monitoring Plan in 
response to this comment. See monitoring question 11 in chapter 5 of the Forest Plan. 

Concern Statement #530: The Forest Plan should monitor how management activities influence 
habitat quality and quantity for the Mexican spotted owl and identify sites on the Forest that 
continue to be occupied through time. (86-45) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The monitoring question 
related to Mexican spotted owl has been expanded to ask additional questions related to the condition of 
Mexican spotted owl habitat. See monitoring question 20, a through e, in the Monitoring Plan in chapter 5 
of the Forest Plan. The monitoring questions identify the data sources that will be used to answer the 
questions. 

Project-specific monitoring would be developed through individual projects. 

Motorized and Nonmotorized Opportunities 
Concern Statement #303: The Forest Plan should include direction on motorized travel and 
dispersed camping opportunities to provide reasonable access to big game, fishing, wildlife viewing 
and a quality recreational experience. (70-5, 75-116, 89-1) 

Response: Motorized access for recreational activities is addressed in several places in the Forest Plan; 
however, no one type of recreational activity (i.e., wildlife-based recreation) is highlighted over another. 
One desired condition in the Roads and Facilities sections has been adjusted to address this comment. The 
adjusted plan component specifically acknowledges a desire for reasonable motorized access (by road) for 
recreation. See FW-RdsFac-DC-1. A similar desired condition in the Trails and Trailheads section applies 
to motorized use on trails. See FW-Rec-Trails-DC-1. The Dispersed Recreation section contains a desired 
condition for motor vehicle use to occur at sustainable levels while providing opportunities for a variety 
of motorized use types and levels of challenge for a diversity of users. See FW-Rec-Disp-DC-2. 

Specific motorized use determinations are done through project-level decisionmaking, including the 
implementation of the Travel Management Rule (36 CFR §212). Motor vehicle use on the Forest has been 
and continues to be addressed through implementation of that rule. The Forest Plan includes a standard 
prohibiting motor vehicle use beyond the designated system of roads, trails, and areas, as defined on 
motor vehicle use maps. See FW-Rec-Disp-S-1 and FW-RdsFac-S-1. 

Concern Statement #306: The Forest Plan should acknowledge the importance of motorized travel 
for wildlife management, wildlife associated recreation, and associated benefits. (75-110) 

Response: The Dispersed Recreation section has been adjusted in response to this comment. Hunting, 
fishing, and motorized vehicle recreation are listed as some of the more common dispersed recreation 
activities on the Forest in the General Description and Background section for Dispersed Recreation. 
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Furthermore, a desired condition in Roads and Facilities describes the forest transportation system and 
specifically mentions wildlife management. FW-RdsFac-DC-1 states: 

The transportation system (roads) provides reasonable motorized access to the public, city, 
county, State, and other Federal entities for permissible uses such as recreation, fire management, 
wildlife management, and access to infrastructure or neighboring land. The transportation system 
expands and contracts commensurate with use and needs, and it balances the desire for access 
with management activities and ecological impacts. An economical system of sustainable, well-
maintained, and marked roads provides diverse opportunities to explore the Forest while 
protecting watershed conditions, recreation opportunities, scenery, heritage resources, rare plants, 
fisheries, and wildlife habitat and movement. 

Concern Statement #6: The Forest Service should provide off-road motorized recreation 
opportunities in the southern and central part of the forest. (4-3) 

Response: The Forest Plan is strategic in nature and does not include project and activity decisions. 
Accordingly, the Forest Plan does not designate specific areas for off-road motorized recreation. Specific 
motorized use determinations would be done through future project-level decisionmaking, including the 
implementation of the Travel Management Rule (36 CFR §212). Specific recreation planning efforts will 
use the framework set by the Forest Plan (such as desired conditions, standards, guidelines, and suitability 
determinations) and will consider potential resource impacts, access needs, public input, and alternative 
views. 

Concern Statement #302: The Forest Plan should close trails and areas to motor vehicles unless 
they are determined to be appropriate for their use through completion of an analysis, review, and 
implementation process, and are officially posted with signs as being open. (56-159) 

Response: Specific motorized use determinations are done through project-level decisionmaking, 
including the implementation of the Travel Management Rule (36 CFR §212). Motor vehicle use on the 
Forest has been and continues to be addressed through implementation of that rule. In general, motor 
vehicle use is only authorized on routes and areas identified on the motor vehicle use map that is 
developed as part of the travel management process. The Forest Plan includes a standard prohibiting 
motor vehicle use beyond the designated system of roads, trails, and areas, as defined on motor vehicle 
use maps. See FW-Rec-Disp-S-1 and FW-RdsFac-S-1. 

Concern Statement #10: The Forest Plan should explain how road closures will be enforced and 
illegal trail builders will be penalized. (5-9, 40-2, 46-151, 87-3) 

Response: No change has been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. Enforcement is not 
a forest plan component, but is a requirement of the agency, regardless of the land management plan in 
effect. 

Concern Statement #107: The Forest Service should carry forward plan components to monitor off-
road driving and to raise awareness to damage that can be caused by off-road driving. (56-22, 84-
51) 

Response: The suggested language from the 1987 Forest Plan is no longer necessary because off-road 
driving is now generally only allowed in the Cinder Hills OHV area. The suggested language addressed 
concerns that existed prior to implementation of the Travel Management Rule when cross-country travel 
by motorized vehicles was allowed. Nonetheless, the revised Plan is not silent on off-road driving. 
Standards in the Roads and Facilities and Dispersed Recreation sections prohibit motor vehicle use 
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beyond the designated system of roads, trails and areas, with limited exceptions. See FW-RdsFac-S-1 and 
FW-Rec-Disp-S-1. Other plan components also address motorized recreation. See FW-Rec-DC-2, FW-
Rec-G-1, and FW-Rec-Disp-Management Approaches, which state: 

• Establish long-term partnerships with recreation organizations to help plan, construct, and maintain 
motorized and non-motorized recreation opportunities and foster a low-impact conservation ethic. 

• Develop management plans and/or strategies through collaborative efforts for specific dispersed 
recreation activities and/or locations to addresses user needs, visitor safety, and resource protection. 
Activities or locations could include motorized recreation for Cinder Hills OHV Area, rock 
climbing at the Oak Creek Vista, and mountain biking around Sedona. 

• Coordinate with city, county, State, and other agencies to manage motorized recreation and reduce 
cross-boundary conflicts. 

The Forest Plan contains many components that are designed to educate users of the Coconino NF about 
the resources on the Forest and the ethical use of those resources. These components have been combined 
into the Interpretation and Education section. These plan components provide direction to inform Forest 
users about sustainable uses and practices on the Forest. 

Concern Statement #118: The Forest Service should close and decommission off-highway vehicle 
trails that cross streams, streambeds, or streambanks, or are near damaged riparian or aquatic 
ecosystems. (56-21, 84-50) 

Response: The Forest is not making site-specific decisions, such as the closure or decommissioning of 
specific trails, in the Forest Plan. Appropriate routes for off-highway vehicle use have been and continue 
to be addressed through the Travel Management Rule (TMR) process, which makes decisions on road and 
trail use based on site-specific information. Since the implementation of the TMR on the Forest, cross-
country motorized travel has been generally prohibited. 

The Forest Plan contains direction that will guide future decisions related to the concern expressed in this 
comment. A comprehensive set of desired conditions and other plan components are included in the 
Riparian Areas section of the Forest Plan. See the FW-Rip-All, FW-Rip-Strm, FW-Rip-Wtlnds, FW-Rip-
Spr, and FW-Rip-RipType sections in chapter 2 of the Forest Plan. Plan components in the Recreation 
section require consideration of the desired conditions for other resources, including riparian and aquatic 
ecosystems, and provide other guidance designed to protect resources from potential impacts from 
motorized recreation. See FW-Rec-All-DC-6, FW-Rec-All-G-1 and 2, FW-Rec-Disp-DC-2 and 3, FW-
Rec-Disp-S-1, and FW-Rec-Disp-G-1. 

Concern Statement #119: The Forest Plan should restrict motor vehicles from crossing riparian 
areas, streams, and rivers for big game retrieval, except at hardened crossings or crossings with 
existing culverts. (75-128) 

Response: The Forest is not making site-specific decisions, such as where motorized big game retrieval is 
being allowed, in the Forest Plan. Appropriate areas for motorized big game retrieval have been and 
continue to be addressed through the Travel Management Rule (TMR) process, which makes decisions on 
road, trail, and off-road use based on site-specific information.  

The Forest Plan contains direction that will guide future decisions related to the concern expressed in this 
comment. A comprehensive set of desired conditions and other plan components are included in the 
Riparian Areas section (which includes streams) of the Forest Plan. See FW-Rip-All, FW-Rip-Strm, FW-
Rip-Wtlnds, FW-Rip-Spr, and FW-Rip-RipType in chapter 2 of the Forest Plan. Plan components in the 
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Recreation section require consideration of the desired conditions for other resources, including riparian 
and aquatic ecosystems, and provide other guidance designed to protect resources from potential impacts 
from motorized recreation. See FW-Rec-All-DC-6, FW-Rec-All-G-1 and 2, FW-Rec-Disp-DC-2 and 3, 
FW-Rec-Disp-S-1, and FW-Rec-Disp-G-1. 

Concern Statement #137: The Forest Service should not have an objective to add any motorized 
trails because there has been inadequate monitoring, enforcement, and education and signage 
related to motorized recreation. Designated trails can lead to new social trails which can impact 
adjacent natural areas. (56-155) 

Response: The Trails and Trailheads objective neither requires nor prohibits new motorized trails, but 
new motorized trails would be a possibility under the Forest Plan. See FW-Rec-Trails-O-1. Decisions on 
whether to add new motorized trails will be based on a site-specific evaluation and guided by many plan 
components. For example, a desired condition in the Trails section expresses a desire for a system of well-
marked and well-maintained sustainable trails. See FW-Rec-Trails-DC-1. 

The Forest Plan addresses the other concerns expressed in the comment as follows: 

MONITORING. The purpose of the monitoring plan in the Forest Plan is to evaluate, document, 
and report how the Forest Plan is applied, how well it works, and if its purpose and direction 
remain appropriate. Based upon this evaluation, recommendations may be made to the Forest 
Supervisor to change management direction, or revise, or amend the Forest Plan. The monitoring 
and evaluation report is intended to inform adaptive management of the plan area especially in 
light of changing social or environmental conditions.  

The Forest Supervisor annually evaluates the monitoring information displayed in the evaluation 
reports through a management review and determines if any changes are needed in management 
actions or the plan itself. In general, annual evaluations of the monitoring information consider 
the following questions: 

• What are the effects of resource management activities on the productivity of the land? 

• To what degree are resource management activities maintaining or making progress 
toward the desired conditions and objectives identified in the plan? 

• Have there been unanticipated changes in conditions? Can changes can be attributed to 
climate change? What modifications are needed to account for these changed conditions? 

In addition to annual monitoring, the Forest Supervisor reviews the conditions on the land 
covered by the Forest Plan at least every 5 years to determine whether conditions or demands of 
the public have changed significantly. The Forest Plan is ordinarily revised on a 10- to 15-year 
cycle and the Forest Supervisor may amend the plan at any time. All of the monitoring and 
evaluation timeframes identified in this chapter begin from the date of the record of decision. 

ENFORCEMENT. Laws and regulations, and the enforcement of them, are not Forest Plan level 
decisions. Enforcement is not a Forest Plan component but is a requirement of the Agency, 
regardless of the land management plan in effect. 

A Trails and Trailheads guideline requires these facilities to be designed, built, rerouted, or maintained to 
prevent conflicts with neighboring lands and address impacts to other resources. See FW-Rec-Trails-G-1. 
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EDUCATION AND SIGNAGE. One of the guidelines in the Roads and Facilities section has 
been expanded to require signage that facilitates navigation of designated motorized routes and 
prevents motorized use outside of designated areas and routes. See FW-RdsFac-G-3. 

Additional direction is located in the Interpretation and Education section. A desired condition in this 
section creates an express goal to provide forest visitors with properly placed, clear signs and information 
on authorized motorized use and restrictions. See FW-InterpEd-DC-5. A guideline in this section directs 
designated trail uses (e.g., motorized, mechanized, equestrian, etc.) to be identified at trailheads to reduce 
user conflicts, and impacts to trails and associated resources. See FW-InterpEd-G-3. Finally, a 
management approach is included in the Interpretation and Education section to remind forest managers 
to work with others to establish interpretive messages and programs for designated motorized routes and 
areas. It states: 

Work with agencies, motorized recreation user groups, and other stakeholders to establish 
interpretive messages and programs for designated motorized routes and areas. These efforts may 
include improved signs, information kiosks, and other interpretive tools. Interpretive themes may 
include messages to foster conservation ethics, to prevent lost riders, to show opportunities of 
where to ride, to identify dangerous and/or closed areas, to teach riding ethics, and to reduce user 
conflicts. 

New Social Trails 

The Forest Plan addresses the problem of unplanned user-created trails in a number of plan components. 
First, the Forest Plan seeks to create a recreation environment that eliminates the urge for users to create 
unplanned trails. This recreation environment involves providing a trail system that meets users’ needs 
and expectations and educating users about the potential impacts associate with off trail use. Plan 
components addressing the Forest's desire to meet trail users' needs and expectations can be found in FW-
Rec-All-DC-4 and 6, FW-Rec-Trails-DC-1, 2, and 3, and FW-Rec-Trails-G-1. Plan components 
addressing educating trail users can be found in FW-InterpEd-DC-1 through 5, and FW-InterpEd-G-1, 2, 
and 3. A management approach in the Interpretation and Education section reminds forest managers to 
share Leave No Trace and Tread Lightly concepts and practices in forest interpretation and visitor 
education. The Forest's overall goal on this topic is summed up in a desired condition in the Trails section 
that notes that trail use remains on trails and unplanned, user-created trails are rare. See FW-Rec-Trails-
DC-11. 

Second, the Forest Plan provides guidance on how to address unplanned, user-created trails. A Trails 
guideline requires unplanned, user-created trails to be managed to prevent future access and to be 
rehabilitated to accelerate recovery and to prevent further resource impacts. See FW-Rec-Trails-G-3. A 
standard in the Special Uses section requires permit holders to rehabilitate unplanned, user-created trails 
that were not authorized under their special use permit. See FW-SpecUse-S-2. Finally, a guideline in the 
Heritage section requires that unplanned user-created trails leading to archaeological sites be eliminated. 
See FW-Hrtg-G-4. 

Concern Statement #143: The Forest Plan should include plan components that prohibit the use of 
lead ammunition and restrict areas available for recreational shooting to reduce lead 
contamination of soil resulting from recreational shooting with lead shot and motorized recreation, 
which can lose lead wheel balancing weights on the forest. (56-185, 56-188, 56-192) 

Response: Recreational shooting is currently not permitted on about 11 percent of the Forest under 
existing law and policy. This law and policy is not repeated in the revised forest plan. The Forest Plan was 
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not specifically modified to include plan components that prohibit lead ammunition nor does it 
specifically restrict areas available for recreational shooting.  

Instead, the Forest Plan includes strategic direction on soil and water health that would be applicable if 
lead from these activities rose to levels that were impacting forest resources or became a concern from a 
public health and safety standpoint. For example, a Soil desired condition in the Forest Plan states that 
“Soil productivity and functions are sustained and functioning properly within the capability of the 
site….” See FW-Soil-DC-2. Likewise, a Watersheds and Water desired conditions states “Water quality 
meets or exceeds Arizona water quality standards….” See FW-Water-DC-7. One or both of these desired 
conditions could be used to address a specific change in a specific area if recreational shooting or 
motorized recreation were impacting these desired conditions. A guideline in the Recreation section states 
that “Recreational activities, locations, and/or settings should be managed to have minimal user conflicts, 
to be in balance with the capacity of other resources to support them, to promote public health and 
safety….” See FW-Rec-All-G-2. 

In addition, a management approach in Interpretation and Education has been modified to incorporate 
lead reduction as part of messages to the public. It reads: 

Forest Service communication and interpretive messages show respect for the diverse 
backgrounds and needs of visitors. Visitors are well informed and interpretation emphasizes a 
land ethic that explains how to reduce their impacts on ecosystems and support the Coconino 
NF’s efforts to protect natural resources and wilderness values. “Leave no Trace,” “Tread 
Lightly,” fire prevention, wildlife awareness (e.g., lead reduction, Be Bear Aware, Animal Inn, 
etc.) and archaeological resource protection principles are promoted and practiced by the visiting 
public. 

Concern Statement #180: The Forest Plan should include direction to discourage or prohibit new 
motorized trails. (110-1, 157-1, 776-1) 

Response: The Forest Plan proposes to manage trails to provide a variety of opportunities, including 
motorized use. See FW-Rec-Trails-DC-1 and 2. Decisions on where to allow motorized use are guided by 
the Forest Plan, but are made at the project level based on site-specific information and analysis. An 
absolute prohibition on additional motorized trails is not included in the Forest Plan. The Forest Plan 
includes direction for motorized recreation management and the potential impacts associated with 
motorized recreation. See FW-Rec-Disp-DC-1, 2, and 3, FW-Rec-Disp-S-1, and FW-Rec-Disp-G-1. 

Concern Statement #294: The Forest Plan should include a standard prohibiting off-road vehicle 
use where it is negatively impacting rare plants and animals, Forest Planning species, and Forest 
Service sensitive species, such as “Off-road vehicle use shall be prohibited where Forest Service 
sensitive species occur.” This recommendation is being made because all of these same species are 
impacted by stressors that are out of the Forest’s control (e.g., drought, climate change, stochastic 
events, border patrol activities) and motorized vehicle use is something the Forest Service should be 
managing to protect species diversity. (56-179) 

Response: The Forest Plan includes a standard that limits motor vehicle use to the designated system of 
roads, trails, and areas, as defined on motor vehicle use maps. See FW-RdsFac-S-1 and FW-Rec-Disp-S-
1. Adjustments to the motor vehicle use maps would be considered in future project-level decisions, 
including implementation of the Travel Management Rule (36 CFR §212) for the Forest. Impacts or 
potential impacts to sensitive species would be considered and addressed based on site-specific 
information.  
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Concern Statement #304: Desired condition 13 in the dispersed recreation section of the Forest Plan 
should be modified to address demand for dispersed camping opportunities. The recommended 
modification is: “Dispersed camping and parking is allowed across the broadest possible array of 
forest lands to accommodate a variety of uses and experiences and avoid unsafe camping conditions 
in close proximity to roads.” (75-114) 

Response: This desired condition has been adjusted in response to this comment. The portion of the plan 
component that suggested dispersed camping with recreational vehicles would occur in designated 
corridors has been removed because it is redundant of existing regulation and policy related to motorized 
activities. The desired condition acknowledges that a range of choices for both motorized and non-
motorized dispersed camping is desirable. See FW-Rec-Disp-DC-4. Motor vehicle use, including motor 
vehicle use associated with dispersed camping, is addressed in another desired condition, which seeks to 
provide opportunities for a variety of motorized use types at sustainable levels. See FW-Rec-Disp-DC-2. 

Concern Statement #305: The Forest Plan should allow dispersed camping and parking at all sites 
showing an established history of use. (59-7, 75-121) 

Response: The Forest Plan does not authorize or mandate any site-specific projects or activities; therefore 
it cannot authorize camping or parking as requested in the comment. Specific motorized use 
determinations are done through project-level decisionmaking, including the implementation of the Travel 
Management Rule (36 CFR §212). Motor vehicle use on the Forest has been and continues to be 
addressed through implementation of that rule. The Forest Plan contains plan components that will help 
guide decisions on dispersed camping and parking. See FW-Rec-Disp-DC-2 and 4, MA-LongV-DC-2 and 
3, and management approaches in the Dispersed Recreation section, which state: 

Establish long-term partnerships with recreation organizations to help plan, construct, and 
maintain motorized and non-motorized recreation opportunities and foster a low impact 
conservation ethic. 

Coordinate with city, county, State, and other agencies to manage motorized recreation and 
reduce cross-boundary conflicts. 

Concern Statement #438: The Forest Plan should include a management approach that limits 
consideration of additional trail routes only if absolutely necessary. This includes considering the 
identification of possible single-use trails, as no non-motorized visitors wish to share trails with 
noisy, stinky speeding dirt bikes, quads, etc. (56-166) 

Response: No change has been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. The Trails section 
includes a desired condition stating a goal that multi-use trails are more common than single-use trails. 
See FW-Rec-Trails-DC-5. This will guide future trails projects to co-locate user groups when appropriate. 
A management approach in the Trails section also reminds forest managers that multi-use trails are 
preferred over single-use trails. It states: 

In general, multi-use trails are preferred, though single-use trails may be considered where trail 
design features cannot be provided to mitigate user conflicts or provide for a sustainable 
recreation settings between multi-use types. 

Concern Statement #439: The Forest Service should adjust the analysis in the environment impact 
statement related to the consideration of single-use trails. (56-169) 

Response: No change has been made in response to this comment. The Forest Plan includes components 
that will guide decisions on how to manage trail use to address user conflicts and allow for the 
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establishment of single-use trails when necessary. Although one of the desired conditions of the Forest 
Plan is for multi-use trails to be more common than single-use trails (see FW-Rec-Trails-DC-5), a Trails 
and Trailheads management approach reminds forest managers that even though multi-use trails are 
preferred: 

…single-use trails may be considered where trail design cannot mitigate user conflicts or provide 
for sustainable recreation settings between multi-use types. 

Several plan components address management of conflicts between recreational users, including trail 
users. In general, minimal user conflicts are a desired condition. See FW-Rec-All-DC-6. An All 
Recreation guideline directs recreational activities, locations, and/or settings to be managed to have 
minimal user conflicts. See FW-Rec-All-G-2. An objective in the Trails section of the Forest Plan 
provides for the development or modification of 2 to 8 systems of trails to adequately provide for varying 
user groups and to reduce conflicts between user groups. See FW-Rec-Trails-O-1. To reduce user 
conflicts, an Interpretation and Education guideline directs interpretive information to be available at 
trailheads identifying the types of uses that have been designated for the trail. See FW-InterpEd-G-3. All 
of these components would guide future management decisions on how to minimize user conflicts, if they 
exist, and allow single-use trails to be an option to address the conflict. 

Concern Statement #441: The Forest Plan should retain the management approach in the Dispersed 
Recreation section of the Draft Revised Plan that suggests when forest managers should consider 
single-use trails. (67-7) 

Response: This management approach has been retained and moved to the new Trails section of the 
Forest Plan. It has been slightly modified to remind forest managers that multi-use trails are preferred, 
while recognizing that single-use trails may be appropriate in certain circumstances. It states: 

In general, multi-use trails are preferred, though single-use trails may be considered where trail 
design features cannot be provided to mitigate user conflicts or provide for sustainable recreation 
settings between multi-use types. 

Concern Statement #654: The Forest Plan should encourage adding more motorized single-track 
(motorcycle) trails on the Forest. (106-1) 

Response: The Forest Plan proposes to manage trails to provide a variety of opportunities, including 
motorized use. See FW-Rec-Trails-DC-1 and 2. Decisions on where to allow motorized use are guided by 
the Forest Plan, but are made at the project level based on site-specific information and analysis. These 
decisions will be guided by several components in the Forest Plan. Having a variety of trail types and 
levels of challenge for a diversity of users within a variety of settings is a Trails desired condition. See 
FW-Rec-Trails-DC-2. For motorized recreation opportunities in particular, it is a desired condition for 
trails to provide various challenge levels and to be available for off-highway-vehicle touring. See FW-
Rec-Trails-DC-7. However, another Trails desired condition indicates a preference for multi-use trails 
over single-use trails. See FW-Rec-Trails-DC-5.  

Concern Statement #448: The Forest Plan should include a desired condition in the Dispersed 
Recreation section that states: “Motorized access accounts for the needs of wildlife management, 
the economy, and interests of affected governments and private businesses of cooperation with the 
Arizona Game and Fish Department, County Government and representatives from a broad array 
of recreational and multiple use user groups.” (75-11) 
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Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted to address the concerns in this comment. The desired 
condition regarding the Forest's transportation system has been expanded to recognize the various users 
that need motorized access on the Forest (including city, county, State, and other Federal entities) and 
some of the reasons that they need motorized access (including wildlife management). See RW-RdsFac-
DC-1. 

Concern Statement #450: The Forest Plan should include a standard limiting use of vehicles below 
a decibel range of 96 to protect quiet recreation opportunities and wildlife. (56-178) 

Response: No change has been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. This concern is 
already partially addressed by an existing law and regulation.  Arizona state law requires off highway 
vehicle equipment to be equipped with “either a muffler or other noise dissipative device that prevents 
sound above ninety-six decibels.  See Arizona Revised Statute section 28-1179A.3.  Forest Service 
regulation prohibits the off road operation of any vehicle in violation of any applicable noise emission 
standard established by a state agency.  See 36 CFR 219.15(d).   

Although the Forest Plan does not include specific restrictions on sound associated with vehicles, this 
concern could be addressed through travel management planning and other project-level decisions. 
Several plan components provide guidance related to potential impacts from motor vehicles associated 
with sound. One plan component expressly mentions the desire for natural soundscapes that are consistent 
with ROS objectives. See FW-Rec-All DC-10. A Recreation guideline directs recreational activities to be 
managed to have minimal user conflicts. See FW-Rec-All-G-2. 

Concern Statement #577: The Forest Service should develop a comprehensive non-motorized trails 
plan. (72-2) 

Response: Conducting a comprehensive non-motorized trail planning effort that evaluates the propriety 
and effectiveness of existing trails and identifies new trail routes is outside of the scope of the Forest Plan. 
The Forest Plan contains plan components that would guide such an effort. For example, the Trails section 
contains a desired condition for a system of well-marked and well-maintained trails that are planned and 
designed to be harmonious with neighboring lands and trail systems through logical connections that 
expand recreational opportunities. See FW-Rec-Trails-DC-1. A management approach in the Trails 
section reminds forest managers to: 

Collaborate with county and city trails coordinators, local groups, and area residents, when 
conducting trail planning. Consider needs for non-motorized and motorized trails and provide 
opportunities for both. 

Concern Statement #585: The Forest Plan should clarify that trail density will be measured in a 
qualitative site-specific analysis. (72-6) 

Response: The Dispersed Recreation guideline that addressed trail density (FW-Rec-Disp-G-13) was in 
advertently included in the draft plan. An errata circulated with the draft plan noted that the guideline 
should be deleted. 

Concern Statement #588: The Forest Plan should recognize that increases in motorized activity can 
be contrary to the natural environment that all non-motorized visitors seek. (56-162) 

Response: The Forest Plan acknowledges the potential for conflict between recreational user groups. 
User conflicts are addressed in several plan components. Minimal user conflict is an All Recreation 
desired condition in the forestwide Recreation section. See FW-Rec-All-DC-6. A guideline in the same 
section of the Forest Plan requires recreational activities, locations, and/or settings to be managed to have 
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minimal user conflicts. See FW-Rec-All-G-2. A modified Trails and Trailheads guideline in the forestwide 
Recreation section effectively addresses the potential for motorized and non-motorized user conflicts by 
requiring user experience to be considered when trails are being designed or re-routed. See FW-Rec-
Trails-G-1. 

Concern Statement #615: The Forest Plan should direct conflicts with non-motorized recreationists 
to be minimized when developing motorized trails. (56-199) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The management approach 
from the Dispersed Recreation section mentioned in the comment has been removed from the Forest Plan. 
User conflicts are adequately addressed in several plan components. Minimal user conflict is a desired 
condition in the All Recreation section. See FW-Rec-All-DC-6. A guideline in the same section of the 
Forest Plan requires recreational activities, locations, and/or settings to be managed to have minimal user 
conflicts. See FW-Rec-All-G-2. A modified guideline in the Trails and Trailheads section effectively 
addresses the potential for motorized and non-motorized user conflicts by requiring user experience to be 
considered when trails are being designed or re-routed. See FW-Rec-Trails-G-1. 

Concern Statement #15: The Forest Service should support a trail system in the Beaver Creek area 
to address the environmental, recreational, and economic needs of the area. (6-1, 89-2, 99-12, 107-1) 

Response: Approving the development of a trail system in the Beaver Creek area, or any other specific 
area on the Forest is a project-level decision that would be made based on site-specific information and 
analysis, and therefore, not a forest plan level decision. 

While the Forest Plan does not specifically provide a statement of support for a trail system in the Beaver 
Creek area, it has been adjusted to provide additional guidance that could facilitate the development of a 
trail system in this area. Desired conditions have been added to the Verde Valley Management Area that 
guide trail system design. See MA-VerdeV-DC-2 and 3. Also, several management approaches have been 
added to the Verde Valley Management Area to remind forest managers to: 

Collaborate with organizations and groups such as Arizona State Parks (including the Arizona 
State Park Off Highway Vehicle Program, Yavapai County), local organizations and groups, such 
as the Beaver Creek Trails Coalition, Beaver Creek Kiwanis Club, and the Montezuma 
Homeowners Association, during non-motorized and motorized trail and trail head planning and 
construction efforts.  

Work with stakeholders to develop collaborative solutions to problems that arise from high use 
recreation. 

Collaborate with the Montezuma Castle National Monument Staff to better meet visitor needs and 
protect resources in the vicinity of Montezuma Castle and Montezuma Well. 

Collaborate with Arizona State Parks to better meet visitor needs and protect resources in the 
vicinity of Deadhorse State Park." 

Concern Statement #283 The Forest Plan should include a standard establishing capacity limits in 
areas where resource damage and negative impacts to surrounding lands are occurring, such as 
Cinder Hills OHV Area. Capacity is never mentioned in regards to motorized recreation, though 
the following Desired Condition is given for Dispersed Recreation: 
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Growing demand for recreation is balanced with other forest desired conditions, unless 
increasing capacity results in unacceptable negative effects on natural resources. (see Draft 
Revised Plan, FW-Rec-Disp-DC-2) 

Because resource damage is currently occurring in the Forest, capacity based systems should be 
considered if other methods are not effective at reigning in impacts. The Forest Service should 
establish a guideline and management approach to achieve the Desired Condition concerning 
capacity limits. (56-152) 

Response: The Forest Plan is, by design, strategic in nature and does not identify specific motorized 
recreation capacity limits for the Forest or individual areas within the Forest. Setting specific motorized 
recreation capacity limits for any area in the Forest is a project-level decision that would be made based 
on site-specific information and analysis, and therefore, not a forest plan level decision. However, the 
Forest Plan does contain a desired condition for motorized vehicle use to occur at sustainable levels. See 
FW-Rec-Disp-DC-1. Any future proposed project or activity would need to be consistent with this desired 
condition. 

In support of the project-level decisions, a forestwide desired condition promotes recreation opportunities 
that are balanced with the capacity of the Forest resources to support them, with minimal user and 
resource conflicts. See FW-Rec-All-DC-6 and G-2. The Forest Plan also contains a desired condition and 
a guideline intended to protect areas outside the Cinder Hills OHV area and the Sunset Crater Volcano 
National Monument. See MA-VolcanWd-DC-3, G-1. A standard in Red Rock Management Area would 
restrict the permitting of new outfitter-guide permits in areas that are at or approaching capacity. See MA-
RedRock-S-5.  

Concern Statement #451: The Forest Plan should include a guideline that requires signage for the 
boundary of the Cinder Hills OHV area. (75-113) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. A guideline has been added to 
the Dispersed Recreation section requiring all designated areas and routes, boundaries, and routes to be 
clearly and uniformly identified. See FW-Rec-Disp-G-1. The guideline was not focused on the Cinder 
Hills OHV area because motorized use outside of designated areas or routes could be problematic 
anywhere on the Forest. The Forest Plan continues to make clear identification of the boundaries of the 
Cinder Hills OHV Area a desired condition. See MA-VolcanWD-DC-3. 

Concern Statement #329: The Forest Plan should include a standard to close the gates on both the 
Mount Elden and Schultz Pass roads to prevent motor vehicles from transporting mountain bikers 
to top of the Mount Elden trail system. (27-4, 56-87) 

Response: The Forest Plan provides broad guidance and information for project decisionmaking and is 
strategic in nature. It does not contain project and activity decisions such as permitting or prohibiting 
occupancy, use or access. However, the Forest Plan does include direction related to recreational access 
and user conflicts that will guide project and activity decisions in the future. For example, desired 
conditions related to recreational access can be found in the All Recreation and Roads and Facilities 
sections of the Forest Plan. See FW-Rec-All-DC-2 and 4 and FW-RdsFac-DC-1. Plan components related 
to user conflicts can be found in the All Recreation section. See FW-Rec-All-DC-4 and 6 and FW-Rec-
All-G-2. 

Decisions to close or restrict access on the Coconino NF are determined during travel management 
planning. Public access determined by this process is guided by the motor vehicle use map. As part of this 
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process, we identify the road system needed for safe and efficient travel and for administration, 
utilization, and protection of National Forest System lands. 

Concern Statement #452: The Forest Plan should include direction to reduce motorized vehicle 
encroachment on the Observatory Mesa Natural Area. (78-7) 

Response: The Forest Plan contains guidance that addresses the motor vehicle encroachment. This 
guidance would be applied by any project-level decisions addressing motorized access near the 
Observatory Mesa Natural Area. It is a desired condition for motorized vehicle use to occur as identified 
on the motor vehicle use map. See FW-Rec-Disp-DC-2. Standards prohibit motor vehicle use beyond the 
designated system of roads, trails, and areas as defined on motor vehicle use maps. See FW-RdsFac-S-1 
and FW-Rec-Disp-S-1. Guidelines require roads to be clearly marked to facilitate navigation of 
designated motorized routes and to prevent motorized use outside of designated areas and routes. See FW-
RdsFac-G-3 and FW-Rec-Disp-G-1. Finally, a management approach has been added to the Dispersed 
Recreation section to remind forest managers to coordinate on motorized recreation management to 
reduce cross-boundary conflicts. It states: 

Coordinate with city, county, State, and other agencies to manage motorized recreation and 
reduce cross-boundary conflicts. 

A reference to the Observatory Mesa Natural Area has been added to the General Description and 
Background for the Flagstaff Neighborwood Management Area. 

Concern Statement #625: The General Description and Background for the Walnut Canyon 
Management Area in the Forest Plan should be adjusted. The statement that the “areas south and 
east of Walnut Canyon provide more remote dispersed recreation opportunities including 
motorized travelways” is contradictory because recreationists seeking remote dispersed recreation 
opportunities seek to avoid motorized travelways. (56-97) 

Response: It is understandable that recreationists have different beliefs about what constitutes dispersed 
recreation. For purposes of the Forest Plan, dispersed recreation includes both non-motorized and 
motorized recreation. As described in the General Description and Background section for Dispersed 
Recreation: 

Dispersed recreation consists of activities that take place in less improved settings, outside of or 
disconnected from developed or concessionaire-operated facilities. 

The Glossary includes the following definition for dispersed recreation: 

The type of outdoor recreation that tends to be spread out over the land and in conjunction with 
roads, trails, and undeveloped waterways. Activities are often day-use oriented and include 
hunting, fishing, boating, hiking, off-road vehicle use, cross-country skiing, mountain biking, and 
rock climbing. 

Accordingly, motorized recreation does not conflict with the Forest Plan's definition of dispersed 
recreation. 

Concern Statement #657: The Forest Service should add the acres that are available for motorized 
use (not in the wildlife context) by alternative as an indicator to Topic #9 in the Comparison of 
Alternatives table in chapter 2 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (table 1), which 
considers the potential for motor vehicle traffic to impact wildlife that reflects. (75-141) 
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Response: Including an indicator regarding motorized use that is not in the wildlife context would not be 
useful in comparing the alternatives on this topic related to impacts to wildlife. Therefore, the requested 
indicator has not been added to this topic. 

However, in response to this request for additional information on the availability of motorized use, the 
Summary of Effects table in chapter 2 has been adjusted to include a section on the Motorized 
Transportation System. This section provides information on the number of miles of road that are 
currently open for public and administrative and permitted use. The table has also been adjusted to 
include information on how semi-primitive non-motorized and primitive recreation opportunity spectrum 
classifications and special area designations could impact the availability of the current road system. This 
information is simply a summary of the information that is included in the Infrastructure and Facilities 
section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement and the Infrastructure Specialist Report, which 
can be consulted for additional detail on this topic. Acres of motorized use was not used as a measure. 
Since the implementation of the Travel Management Rule, motorized travel on the Forest has generally 
been limited to designated routes. Cross-country motorized travel can occur in the Cinder Hills OHV 
area, the camping corridors identified on the Coconino NF motor vehicle use map, and areas where 
motorized big game retrieval has been authorized. Cross-country travel can also be authorized by permit 
and can occur for administrative use. Because much of this cross-country travel would be situational, it 
would be very difficult to quantify the acres that are available for motorized use. 

Concern Statement #659: The Forest Plan should ensure that any new off-road vehicle areas are 
few, small, and well-confined. (30-1) 

Response: The Forest Plan is strategic in nature and does not include project and activity decisions. 
Accordingly, the Forest Plan does not decide whether to establish any new off-road vehicle areas. The 
Forest Plan provides the framework that would guide site-specific considerations of new off-road vehicle 
areas should they occur in the future. The Forest Plan provides desired conditions for the full array of 
ecological resources on the Forest. The All Recreation section includes a guideline that requires 
recreational activities, locations, and/or settings to be designed and managed to maintain or move toward 
the desired conditions for these other resources. See FW-Rec-All-G-1. 

Concern Statement #440: The desired condition in the Dispersed Recreation section of the Forest 
Plan that addresses snowplay activities that occur where conflict exists between motorized and non-
motorized activities (see Draft Revised Plan, FW-Rec-Disp-DC-20) is inadequate and unclear. This 
desired condition should be changed to reflect the requirement in the Travel Management Rule that 
the Coconino National Forest designate a system of motorized winter routes (snowmobile routes) 
that comply with the Executive Orders upon which the Travel Management Rule is based. See 36 
C.F.R 212.8 (known as “Subpart C” of the Travel Management Rule). (56-154) 

Response: As the comment notes, the Travel Management Rule already requires the Forest to designate a 
system of motorized winter routes. This existing requirement is not being repeated in the Forest Plan, 
however, the Travel Management Rule is listed in the Dispersed Recreation section of appendix D of the 
Forest Plan and referenced in the section titled Recreation and Transportation Suitability. 

This component has been adjusted in response to this comment. Restated as a guideline, this component 
requires potential conflicts between motorized and non-motorized users to be considered when locating 
and managing dispersed winter recreation and snowplay activities. See FW-Rec-Disp-G-4. 

Concern Statement #453: The Forest Plan should add snowmobiles to the standard that restricts 
motor vehicles to the designated system of roads, trails, and areas, as defined on motor vehicle use 
maps. (56-156) 
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Response: No change has been made in response to this comment. This standard refers to the motor 
vehicle use map which has been created in compliance with the Travel Management Rule and specifically 
designates routes for “motor vehicles.” One of the exemptions provided by the Travel Management Rule 
(36 CFR §212) is for over-snow vehicles. Accordingly, including snowmobiles in this standard would be 
inappropriate. 

Use by over-snow vehicles is regulated by 36 CFR § 212 Subpart C and defers to the responsible official 
to propose restrictions or prohibitions on use by over-snow vehicles under this subpart. Potential 
restrictions and prohibitions for over-snow vehicles will be addressed in the future project-level 
implementation of the Travel Management Rule. This travel management planning process will use the 
framework set by the plan (e.g., desired conditions, standards, guidelines) and would consider potential 
resource impacts, access needs, public input, and alternative views. 

Concern Statement #693: The Forest Service should analyze the impacts of snowmobile use in 
designated Wilderness and Wild and Scenic Rivers. (86-63) 

Response: As a motorized activity, snowmobile use is prohibited in designated wilderness areas and areas 
designated as wild in the Wild and Scenic River system. The Forest Plan endeavors to not repeat existing 
law regulation, and policy. Because no alternative proposes anything contrary to that prohibition, there 
would be no difference between the alternatives to disclose. Through the preliminary work on this forest 
plan revision effort, snowmobiling in designated wilderness and Wild and Scenic Rivers was not 
identified as an issue under current management. For these reasons, snowmobile use in designated 
wilderness and Wild and Scenic Rivers was not analyzed in the environmental impact statement. 

Concern Statement #697: The Forest Service should review and clarify Topic #9 in table 1 in the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Indicator A (the wildlife element) should be removed 
because it is vague and presumes a cause-effect relationship that is not supported or documented in 
the environmental impact statement. (75-140) 

Response: The environmental impact statement has been adjusted in response to this comment. Topic #9 
in table 1 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is based on one of the Wildlife and Ecosystem 
Issues mentioned in chapter 1. The Forest reviewed the comment letters that raised this issue and 
determined that the intended issue was related to potential motor vehicle traffic impacts to wildlife, not 
potential motor vehicle noise impacts to wildlife. Both the reference to this issue in chapter 1 of the 
environmental impact statement and the information associated with this issue in table 1 have been 
adjusted to state that the issue is the potential motor vehicle traffic impacts to wildlife rather than just the 
potential impacts limited to motor vehicle noise. 

The two indicators used to compare how the alternatives address this topic have been slightly adjusted. 
Indicator A looks at plan language that addresses motor vehicle traffic and associated impacts to wildlife. 
Indicator B looks at opportunities (in acres) for areas not disturbed or less disturbed by motor vehicle 
traffic. 

The Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement identifies the 
species or species groups that can be impacted by motor vehicle traffic. This section has also been 
updated to discuss the impact of motor vehicle traffic on these particular wildlife species or species 
groups based on review of scientific literature on the topic.  

Concern Statement #700: The Forest Service should not allow the use of motorized and mechanized 
activities, including snowmobiling, in recommended wilderness areas because motorized and 
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mechanized transport are prohibited in designated wilderness areas and can severely degrade 
wilderness character. (86-62) 

Response: No changes to the Forest Plan were made in response to this comment. None of the 
alternatives would authorize motorized or mechanized transport in a designated wilderness area. Specific 
motorized use determinations are done through project-level decisionmaking, including the 
implementation of the Travel Management Rule (36 CFR §212). Motor vehicle use on the Forest has been 
and continues to be addressed through implementation of that rule. In general, motor vehicle use is only 
authorized on routes and areas identified on the motor vehicle use map that is developed as part of the 
travel management process. The Forest Plan includes a standard prohibiting motor vehicle use beyond the 
designated system of roads, trails, and areas, as defined on motor vehicle use maps. See FW-Rec-Disp-S-
1 and FW-RdsFac-S-1. Alternative B (modified) contains no recommended wilderness areas with roads 
that are currently on the motor vehicle use map. Alternative C contains six recommended wilderness areas 
with a total of 10.6 miles of road that are currently on the motor vehicle use map.  

To protect wilderness area characteristics in recommended wilderness areas, the Recommended 
Wilderness section includes a desired condition to maintain and enhance primitive and undeveloped 
characteristics. See SA-RWild-DC-1. A guideline in the Recommended Wilderness section restricts motor 
vehicle use to limited administrative and permitted activities that are consistent with the area’s wilderness 
character. See SA-RWild-G-3. Furthermore, the Recommended Wilderness section includes a desired 
condition that mechanized recreation occur at levels that maintain and do not detract from wilderness 
values. See SA-RWild-DC-6. These plan components will guide management of authorized motorized 
and mechanized activities in recommended wilderness areas and ensure that these areas retain their 
primitive and undeveloped character. 

Concern Statement #702: The Forest Service should not use the presence or absence of snowmobile 
use opportunities as an indicator because the Coconino NF receives minimal recreational 
snowmobile use. (75-138) 

Response: No change was made in response to this comment. The topic is “Presence or absence of 
snowmobile use opportunities,” [emphasis added] not “snowmobile use.” As the indicator for this topic 
suggests, the point of the topic is to demonstrate how the alternatives could impact opportunities for 
snowmobile use by listing the acreage and areas where snowmobile use may be restricted. While 
snowmobile use may be low on the Coconino NF, this topic demonstrates how well the alternatives 
provide winter recreation opportunities with reduced noise disturbance when winter conditions 
accommodate both motorized and non-motorized recreation. 

Concern Statement #655: The Forest Service should not apply motorized Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum (ROS) classes to Arizona State Trust land. (62-1) 

Response: The modeling process to determine the Recreational Opportunity Spectrum of the National 
Forest System land within the Coconino NF considered neighboring non-National Forest System land. 
This modeling effort was not intended to authorize motorized activity on the neighboring land. To remove 
the appearance that the Forest Service is applying ROS classes to non-National Forest System land, the 
ROS map in the Forest Plan has been adjusted and it no longer displays any ROS class on non-National 
Forest System land. See Map 12. 
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Recreation 
Concern Statement #252: The Forest Service should review the plan components in the Developed 
Recreation and Dispersed Recreation sections and determine if they provide direction applicable to 
both sections. (56-144) 

Response: All of the plan components in the Recreation section were reviewed in response to this 
comment. In acknowledgement that some of the direction contained in Dispersed Recreation subsection 
may also apply to the Developed Recreation subsection and vice versa, a new subsection called “All 
Recreation” was added to the forestwide Recreation section. Direction that applied to more than just 
dispersed or developed recreation has been moved into the All Recreation subsection.  

Concern Statement #253: The Forest Plan should specify standards, guidelines, and management 
approaches to achieve all desired conditions related to motorized recreation. (56-148) 

Response: The Forest Plan contains a variety of plan components related to motorized recreation. Some 
of these components are designed to manage motorized recreation and ensure the Forest maintains or 
moves toward its desired conditions. See FW-Rec-All-G-1, FW-Rec-Disp-DC-2 and 4, FW-Rec-Disp-S-1, 
FW-Rec-Disp-G-1, FW-RdsFac-G-3, FW-InterpEd-DC-5, MA-MtElden-DC-3, MA-Verde-DC-3, MA-
LongV-G-1, MA-EastClr-G-1. Other components are designed to reduce potential conflicts between user 
types. See FW-Rec-Disp-G-6, FW-Rec-Trails-DC-1, 6, and 8, FW-Rec-Trails-G-1 and 6, FW-InterpEd-G-
3, MA-VolcanWd-DC-3, and MA-VerdeV-G-1. 

Concern Statement #672: The Forest Service should clearly explain the methodology, objectives, 
and outcomes associated with the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum used by the alternatives. The 
Forest Service should also provide information on how the Forest's Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum has changed over the life of the 1986 Forest Plan and analyze the impacts of the entire 
motorized route system on the Forest. (56-177, 75-142, 75-148) 

Response: Information on the methodology, objectives, and outcomes associated with the Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) used by the alternatives is included in the Recreation Setting section in the 
Recreation section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement. Additional information on the 
methodology and assumptions used for the ROS analysis are included in Recreation section in appendix C 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The Recreation and Special Areas Report (2016) provides 
information about the ROS methodology and analysis process and addresses the potential outcomes of 
implementing ROS desired conditions for each of the alternatives. The Coconino National Forest 
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Inventory Report (2011) describes the step-by-step process that was 
used to model ROS settings for the forest plan revision effort. 

The Affected Environment section in the Recreation and Special Areas Report describes the recreation 
setting using ROS and the desired ROS used to determine if projects are compatible with forest recreation 
goals and whether a proposed project moves an area away from or toward its desired condition. This 
section also discusses how ROS is used in project planning, and provides examples of activities that may 
impact the ROS. Lack of consistent tracking of ROS changes over 30 years makes it difficult to identify 
all potential adjustments that have been made. 

Comparing the ROS associated with the 1987 forest plan has been difficult for several reasons. Much of 
the original ROS mapping was hand drawn. It has been scanned to make an electronically available map, 
but this information cannot be directly compared to GIS maps and consistent computerized application of 
ROS mapping methodology. The original ROS mapping did not consider adjacent land within the Forest 
boundary, whereas the action alternative ROS mapping includes all lands within the administrative 
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boundary. In addition, even the total land area of the Coconino NF has changed over time through land 
exchanges and conveyances, thus comparisons of acres are relative at best. With all of these factors in 
play, it was determined that the percent of acres in each ROS class would provide a more meaningful 
comparison of the potential outcomes of implementing the alternatives. Table 11 in the Recreation and 
Special Areas Report has been updated to include the percentages associated with the 1986 Forest Plan. 
This allows for a relative comparison (percentages) between the 1986 Forest Plan quantities by ROS and 
those used in the forest plan revision analysis. 

A site-specific analysis of the entire motorized route system on the Coconino NF was conducted as part of 
the Travel Management environmental impact statement, which culminated in a Record of Decision in 
2011. The Travel Management project analyzed the effects of motorized use and designated the system of 
forest roads, trails and areas open to motorized use. Specific effects of motorized use for recreation can be 
found in the Travel Management Recreation Specialist Report (USDA Forest Service 2011) which was 
prepared as part of the Travel Management project. The forest transportation system identified through 
the Travel Management process has been used in the ROS modeling prepared for the revised forest plan 
effort and large scale general analysis is provided regarding the effects of motorized recreation.  

Concern Statement #117: The Forest Service should not increase the restrictions on or reduce the 
availability of motorized dispersed camping. (79-2) 

Response: The Forest Plan is strategic in nature and does not include project and activity decisions. 
Accordingly, the Forest Plan does not direct or designate areas for motorized dispersed camping. Specific 
access and motorized use determinations would be done through future project-level decisionmaking, 
including the implementation of the Travel Management Rule (36 CFR §212). 

The Forest Plan contains a standard that acknowledges the motor vehicle use maps which are produced as 
part of the implementation of the Travel Management Rule. Camping corridors for motorized dispersed 
camping are identified on the motor vehicle use maps. See FW-RdsFac-S-1 and FW-Rec-Disp-S-1:  

Prohibit motor vehicle use beyond the designated system of roads, trails, and areas (including 
areas designated for motorized big game retrieval), as defined on motor vehicle use maps, except 
for those uses authorized by law, permits, and orders in connection with resource management 
and public safety. 

Concern Statement #254: The Dispersed Recreation section in the Forest Plan should include 
direction that consistently restricts motorized activities to keep down noise near residential areas. 
(56-163) 

Response: The Forest Plan includes a standard that prohibits motor vehicle use beyond the designated 
system of roads, trails, and areas, as defined on motor vehicle use maps. See FW-Rec-Disp-S-1. 
Residential areas can be a consideration when routes are being considered for inclusion on the motor 
vehicle use maps.  

Several adjustments to the Forest Plan have been made in response to this comment. Direction on this 
topic that was formerly included in a management area was moved into the forestwide direction for Trails 
and Trailheads in the Recreation section. The guideline requires trails to be designed and located in a way 
to prevent conflicts with neighboring lands. See FW-Rec-Trails-G-1. Another guideline has been added 
that more specifically addresses the concern of motorized recreation near residential areas. See FW-Rec-
Trails-G-6. 
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Concern Statement #255: The Forest Plan should incorporate Executive Orders 11611, 11644, and 
11989 as standards. (56-176) 

Response: From the context of the comment, it is assumed that the commenter is referring to Executive 
Order 11644 (Use of off-road vehicles on the public lands), not Executive Order 11611 (Inspection of 
Income, Excess Profits, Estate, and Gift Tax Returns by the Committee on Internal Security, House of 
Representatives). 

While the plan provides guidance for managing impacts from motor vehicles (for example, see FW-Rec-
Disp-S-1), it does not restate existing law or policy, such as Executive Orders 11644 and 11989. 
Executive Order 11644 was listed in the Vegetation section in appendix D, Other Sources of Information, 
of the Forest Plan. It has been retained in the Terrestrial Ecological Response Units section in appendix D. 
Executive Order 11989 was added to the list in the Terrestrial Ecological Response Units section in 
appendix D. 

Concern Statement #300: The Forest Plan should include standards requiring clear and uniform 
signage to aid motorized recreationists. (59-5, 75-119) 

Response: Several adjustments have been made to the Forest Plan in response to these comments 
although no standard was added. A guideline that requires boundaries and routes to be clearly and 
uniformly identified has been added to the Dispersed Recreation section. See FW-Rec-Disp-G-1. The 
Forest Plan also has a desired condition and a guideline to provide visitors to the Forest with properly 
placed, clear signs and information on authorized motorized use and restriction. See FW-InterEd-DC-5 
and FW-RdsFac-G-3. 

Concern Statement #11: The Forest Service should prohibit recreational shooting in research 
natural areas, botanical and geological areas, areas managed for reduced human disturbance 
identified in Alternative C, the Walnut Canyon Management Area, the Sedona Neighborwoods 
Management Area, the Long Valley Management Area, part of the Flagstaff Neighborwoods 
Management Area, and areas associated with illegal dumping to protect wildlife habitats and 
recreation areas from noise and lead pollution. (5-6, 56-189) 

Response: The Forest Plan is strategic in nature and does not include project and activity decisions, such 
as prohibiting recreational shooting in particular areas. However, the Forest Plan does contain several 
components that provide a framework to manage recreation activities and encounters. The All Recreation 
section identifies minimal user and resource conflicts as a desired condition. See FW-Rec-All-DC-6. A 
guideline in the same section requires recreational activities, locations, and/or settings to be managed to 
have minimal user conflicts. See FW-Rec-All-G-2. The Dispersed Recreations section contains a desired 
condition for areas used for dispersed recreation across the Forest to retain their natural character to the 
extent possible and have minimal evidence of human waste and litter, sanitation issues, and resource 
damage. See FW-Rec-Disp-DC-3. Noise is addressed by an All Recreation desired condition, which seeks 
opportunities for experiencing solitude and natural soundscapes that are consistent with ROS objectives. 
See FW-Rec-All-DC-10. Finally, the Soil section would address potential impacts through a desire for soil 
productivity and functions that are sustained and functioning properly within the capability of the site. See 
FW-Soil-DC-2. 

Specific determinations on whether and how to address recreational shooting in specific areas would be 
done through future project-level decisionmaking based on site-specific information.  

Concern Statement #90: The Forest Service should add a Management Approach to the Dispersed 
Recreation section of the Revised Plan regarding coordinating “with the recreational outfitters, 
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forest visitors, Arizona Game & Fish Department, Arizona State Parks and National Park Service 
to educate forest visitors and dispersed campers not to camp within 200 feet of riparian, shoreline, 
or aquatic recourses (per Leave No Trace principles).” In addition, the Forest Service should 
modify a guideline in the Long Valley Management Area to be consistent with dispersed camping 
limitations restrictions elsewhere in the Plan. The existing 200-foot limitation should be increased to 
300 feet. (75-130) 

Response: This guideline has been removed from the Plan because it is already covered by more strategic 
forestwide direction. See FW-Rec-All-G-2 and FW-Rec-Disp-G-5. Neither of these guidelines identifies a 
specific distance limitation for dispersed camping. 

In its place, another guideline was crafted from language that was contained in a Long Valley 
Management Area desired condition. See FW-LongV-G-1.  

Strategic direction related to educating forest users about impacts from dispersed recreation (which would 
include dispersed camping near riparian areas) has been grouped into the Interpretation and Education 
section. See desired conditions, guidelines, and management approaches in FW-InterpEd. 

Concern Statement #250: The Forest Service should provide transparency about the process of 
identifying the four sites for recreation events and large group gatherings mentioned in the 
objective for Recreation Special Uses (see Draft Revised Plan FW-SpecUse-O-1), about the 
infrastructure required, how they would be used or what they would be used for, who the potential 
users would be, and how the public will be involved in their identification and selection. For Special 
Designation areas, exclusionary guidelines should be added, i.e., none should be located in the 
Sedona Oak Creek MA. (74-90) 

Response: This Recreation Special Uses objective has not been adjusted in response to this comment. See 
FW-SpecUse-O-1. This objective falls in the category of recreation special uses and represents just one of 
the expected outcomes or actions required to accomplish movement toward desired conditions. However, 
this objective is not a decision to identify any particular pre-approved site. The identification of individual 
recreation sites is not a plan-level decision, but the sites would be evaluated in separate analysis through 
future project-level decisionmaking. These decisions would be consistent with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Forest Service Handbook and Forest Service Manual and would 
include analysis and opportunity for public involvement. Site-specific recreation site planning will use the 
framework set by the plan (such as desired conditions, standards, guidelines, and suitability 
determinations) and will consider potential resource impacts, access needs, public input, and alternative 
views. If undesirable resource conditions resulted from recreation site design or uses, they could be 
addressed through site-specific evaluation and analysis. 

After recreation sites are identified, recreation events and large group gatherings would occur at these 
recreation sites under a recreation special-use permit. Plan components guide these activities and an 
evaluation process is already required by law, regulation, and policy, so there is no need to repeat it in the 
Forest Plan. The specific questions in the comment would be addressed during that process based on the 
specific proposal being considered and the permit would need to be consistent with the direction in the 
Forest Plan.  

The Forest Plan includes a broad spectrum of plan components that address recreation special uses. 
Authorized activities would be consistent with the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum settings and 
associated motor vehicle uses would occur on specifically authorized roads. See FW-SpecUse-DC-1, G-
17. Recreation special uses would be consistent with site-specific direction for other Forest resources and 
community goals; resource impacts would be confined and localized; uses would generally be in areas 
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compatible with use by the general public and the maximum group-size capacities and activities would be 
identified for each site. See FW-SpecUse - DC-2, 3 and G-1. Permit holders are required to rehabilitate 
unplanned user-created trails and other impacted areas created by their activities that were not authorized. 
See FW-SpecUse-S-2. Plan guidelines should further reduce resource impacts and social conflicts. For 
example, all special-use activities should occur during times, in ways, and in locations that are consistent 
with the needs of national forest users yet address disturbance and safety concerns for area residents. 
Permits should not be issued for activities that are proposed to occur in sensitive resource areas or within 
200 feet of perennial streams, springs, or waters that support federally listed or Southwestern Region 
sensitive species; however, exceptions may be made for hardened sites, water-dependent activities, or 
safety. See FW-SpecUse-G-2, 3, 18, 19, and 21. 

Forestwide direction does not specifically restrict recreation events and large group gatherings in the 
Sedona-Oak Creek area, but there is specific management area guidance. For example, standards in the 
Red Rock Management Area would allow four-wheel drive use along the Casner Powerline access 
through a special-use permit that would be consistent with ROS goals, adjacent wilderness, wildlife 
objectives, soil protection and where use does not interfere with APS powerline access needs. However, 
commercial tours are not permitted on this road, and four-wheel groups are not allowed to camp along the 
Casner Powerline Road between the two gates. In addition, new outfitter-guide permits would not be 
authorized in this management area in areas that are at or approaching capacity. See MA-RedRock-S-2, 3, 
4, and 5.  

In addition, there are limitations on horse and pack stock on the five trails in the Red Rock-Secret 
Mountain Wilderness. See MA-RedRock-S-9 and MA-OakCrk-S-6. 

Concern Statement #116: The Forest Plan should include direction that addresses pet waste and 
invasive plants in the neighborwoods near Flagstaff, Sedona, and Oak Creek Canyon. (56-103) 

Response: Rather than only address sanitation and invasive species in “neighborwoods” (NFS land 
immediately adjacent to Flagstaff and Sedona), the Forest Plan provides several plan components that 
address these types of concerns wherever they may occur on the Forest, including NFS land immediately 
adjacent to Flagstaff and Sedona. A forestwide All Recreations desired condition seeks for the recreation 
settings on the Forest to retain their character. See FW-Rec-All-DC-6. A forestwide All Recreation 
guideline directs recreational activities, locations, and/or settings to be managed to have minimal user 
conflicts, to be in balance with the capacity of other resources to support them, to promote public health 
and safety, and/or to prevent wildlife access to food, trash, and human waste. See FW-Rec-All-G-2. A 
forestwide Dispersed Recreation desired condition seeks for areas used for dispersed recreation to retain 
their natural character to the extent possible and have minimal evidence of human waste and litter, 
sanitation issues, and resource damage. See FW-Rec-Disp-DC-3. Pet waste and invasive plants could 
impact the recreation setting and natural character of an area and these plan components would guide 
management in addressing those impacts at the project level based on site-specific information. 
Furthermore, a management approach has been added to the Trails and Trailheads section to encourage 
the use of partnerships to assist in trail stewardship, which could help the Forest manage issues associated 
with pet waste and invasive species. It reminds forest managers to: 

Maintain and expand volunteer partnerships with local communities, organizations, groups, and 
agencies to assist in trail planning, construction, and stewardship. 

Concern Statement #3: The Forest Service should analyze the impacts for low-flying helicopters on 
visitor experience, solitude, wilderness character, and wildlife, particularly below the Mogollon Rim 
in the Sedona-Oak Creek area. (1-1, 9-1) 
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Response: The Recreation Special Uses section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement has 
been updated to discuss the impacts of aircraft, including low-flying helicopters on visitor experience, 
solitude and wilderness character. The Wildlife, Fish, and Plant section in chapter 3 discusses the impacts 
of disturbance (which includes aircraft) on wildlife.  

Management of aircraft in flight is generally outside the scope of the Forest Plan; the Forest has no 
authority to limit or manage aircraft or helicopters that do not take off from or land on the Forest unless 
the flight involves some other activity permitted by the Forest Service, such as filming. With this in mind, 
the Forest Plan now includes several components that address the potential impacts associated with low-
flying airplanes and helicopters. These include restrictions on commercial filming by aircraft to protect 
threatened, endangered, and sensitive species and minimize impacts to residential areas and primitive 
recreational opportunities, and prohibitions on motorized aircraft landings and takeoff. See FW-SpecUse-
S-1, FW-SpecUse-G-13, MA-RedRock-G-3, MA-OakCrk-G-11, and MA-SedN-G-4. In addition, a 
forestwide desired condition promotes natural soundscapes that are consistent with Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum objectives for an area. See FW-Rec-All-DC-10. A management approach in the 
Designated Wilderness section of the revised plan reminds forest managers to collaborate with the Federal 
Aviation Administration and others to minimize disturbances caused by aircraft over designated 
wilderness areas. It reads: 

Collaborate with Federal Aviation Administration, airport administrations, air tour operators, 
military and government agencies, and other aircraft operators to minimize disturbances caused 
by aircraft over designated Wilderness areas of the Coconino National Forest. Aircraft 
disturbances include, but are not limited to, diminishing solitude and primitive recreation 
opportunities and disruption to key wildlife areas during important times of their life cycle. 
Examples could include peregrine falcon nesting sites and big game wintering habitat. Encourage 
aircraft operators to adhere to Federal Aviation Administration’s Notice to Airmen regarding 
minimum altitudes over wilderness. 

Concern Statement #431: The Forest Plan should include guidance and restrictions on noise and 
disturbances from low-flying aircraft and helicopters. (56-182, 56-184, 74-84) 

Response: Management of aircraft in flight is generally outside the scope of the Forest Plan; the Forest 
has no authority to limit or manage aircraft or helicopters that do not take off from or land on the Forest 
unless the flight involves some other activity permitted by the Forest Service, such as filming. With this in 
mind, the Forest Plan includes numerous components that address the potential impacts associated with 
low-flying airplanes and helicopters. 

The Special Uses standard (prohibiting motorized aircraft landings and takeoffs on the Forest) and 
guideline (restricting commercial filming by aircraft in the Sedona/Oak Creek area) have been retained. 
See FW-SpecUse-S-1 and FW-SpecUse-G-13. The inclusion of these components in the Special Uses 
section gives them forestwide application. 

The guidelines related to use of aircraft for commercial filming near Sedona and Oak Creek have been 
retained in the direction for the relevant management areas. See MA-RedRock-G-3, MA-OakCrk-G-11, 
and MA-SedN-G-4. Management approaches in the Sedona area MAs addresses collaboration with FAA. 

In a more general manner, the concept of natural soundscapes has been addressed in a forestwide All 
Recreation desired condition. See FW-Rec-All-DC-10. This component expresses a desire that natural 
soundscapes are consistent with the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum objectives for an area. 
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Finally, a management approach has been added to the Designated Wilderness section reminding forest 
managers to collaborate with the Federal Aviation Administration and others to minimize disturbances 
caused by aircraft over designated wilderness areas. It states: 

Collaborate with Federal Aviation Administration, airport administrations, air tour operators, 
military and government agencies, and other aircraft operators to minimize disturbances caused 
by aircraft over designated Wilderness areas of the Coconino National Forest. Aircraft 
disturbances include, but are not limited to, diminishing solitude and primitive recreation 
opportunities and disruption to key wildlife areas during important times of their life cycle. 
Examples could include peregrine falcon nesting sites and big game wintering habitat. Encourage 
aircraft operators to adhere to Federal Aviation Administration’s Notice to Airmen regarding 
minimum altitudes over wilderness. 

Concern Statement #126: The Forest Plan should include a seasonal closure for recreational 
campfires to reduce the risk of an accidental ignition of a wildfire. (56-10, 66-1, 87-2) 

Response: The Forest has an existing policy and process to address when to close the Forest and ban 
campfires based on specific existing conditions. Although the Forest Plan does not repeat this policy nor 
does it provide a specific seasonal closure for campfires, it does contain a guideline requiring recreational 
activities to be managed to promote public health and safety. See FW-Rec-All-G-2. The existing policy 
and process are consistent with this guideline and can be viewed as an extension of this guideline. 

Concern Statement #134: In the revised plan, the Forest Service should delete the word 
“overcrowding” in a desired condition under Dispersed Recreation. In this desired condition, it is a 
constraint in dispersed camping areas and a trigger to regulate use. Overcrowding is not defined 
and may be better defined by occupants. Instead, the desired conditions for soil and vegetation may 
better define overcrowding when considered with the length of time of occupancy. (77-11, 94-11) 

Response: The sentence referencing overcrowding has been deleted as suggested for several reasons. The 
direction now recognizes a range of dispersed camping opportunities that is not constrained by an 
undefined lower density of users. See FW-Rec-Disp-DC-4. Furthermore, the desire for natural character 
as part of dispersed recreation is already addressed in another desired condition. See FW-Rec-Disp-DC-3. 

Concern Statement #146: The Forest Plan should include direction on public outreach efforts for 
trail planning. (56-164, 56-165) 

Response: No change to plan direction has been made in response to this comment. Communication 
plans are developed at the project level and vary depending on the project. However, there are several 
management approaches in the Trails subsection of the Recreation section of the plan that provide 
suggestions regarding public engagement during trail planning. These management approaches state: 

Collaborate with county and city trails coordinators, local groups, and area residents, when 
conducting trail planning. Consider needs for non-motorized and motorized trails and provide 
opportunities for both. 

Maintain and expand volunteer partnerships with local communities, organizations, groups, and 
agencies to assist in trail planning, construction, and stewardship. 

Coordinate trails and trailhead parking with future development on adjacent lands so as to be 
proactive in designing trails and trailheads to maintain access to public lands and protect 
resources. 
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Concern Statement #247: The Forest Plan should include information on methods for creating and 
maintaining user-friendly trails. (99-13) 

Response: The suggested management approach has not been added to the Forest Plan. The agency 
already has comprehensive guidance on the creation and maintenance of trails. See FSH 2309.18, 4 - Trail 
Operation and Maintenance. It is unnecessary to duplicate or supplement that guidance in the Forest Plan. 
A reference to FSH 2309.18, 4 is included in the Forest Plan in the Dispersed Recreation, Trails and 
Trailheads section in appendix D, Other Sources of Information. 

Concern Statement #181: The Forest Plan should manage the trail system in the Mount Elden 
Management Area. Some commenters requested a limitation on expanding the trail system until the 
Forest addresses illegal trail building in the area. Other commenters supported expansion of the 
trail system to address the ongoing increase in growth of demand for recreational trails 
opportunities. (56-85, 56-86, 67-9) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. A large desired condition in 
the forestwide Dispersed Recreation section has been divided into several plan components. Part of that 
plan component was converted in a desired condition for the All Recreation section. See FW-Rec-All-DC-
6. This desired condition states: 

Recreation opportunities are balanced with the capacity of forest resources to support them and 
user conflicts are minimized. As development and population in the region continue to grow and 
new forms of recreation emerge, recreation settings on the Coconino NF are stable, retaining their 
natural character. Short-term increases in recreation during holidays and weekends do not result 
long-term adverse effects to other forest resources. 

Desired conditions in Trails and Trailheads promote a variety of trail types, challenge levels for diverse 
users in a variety of settings; the level of development at trails is appropriate for the site, use, ROS setting, 
and is sustainable; and damage to resources from visitor use at trails and trailheads is within the ability of 
Forest to mitigate. See FW-Trails-DC-2, 3, 4. In addition, a desired condition in the Trails and Trailheads 
section states that trail use remains on the established trail surface, especially in high traffic or sensitive 
areas and unplanned user-created trails are rare. See FW-Trails-DC-11. 

Several guidelines are included in the Forest Plan to help ensure that decisions on recreation opportunities 
meet or move toward this desired condition. See FW-Rec-All-G-1 and 2. In addition, a guideline in Trails 
and Trailheads would require that unplanned, user-created trails be rehabilitated and managed to prevent 
future access. See FW-Trails-G-3.  

The Mount Elden Management Area also contains a desired condition on this topic. That desired 
condition seeks a trail system that is designed to be sustainable while balancing user experiences and 
impacts. See FW-MtElden-DC-1. 

Concern Statement #248: The Forest Plan should include a management approach to work with the 
Beaver Creek community to provide opportunities for developed and dispersed recreation, 
including camping, in the Beaver Creek area. (99-17) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. Although a separate 
management area has not been created for the Beaver Creek area, several management approaches 
relating to recreation have been added to the Verde Valley Management Area, the management area that 
encompasses the Beaver Creek area. These management approaches remind forest managers to: 
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Collaborate with organizations and groups such as Arizona State Parks (including the Arizona 
State Park Off Highway Vehicle Program, Yavapai County), local organizations and groups, such 
as the Beaver Creek Trails Coalition, Beaver Creek Kiwanis Club, and the Montezuma 
Homeowners Association, during non-motorized and motorized trail and trail head planning and 
construction efforts.  

Work with stakeholders to develop collaborative solutions to problems that arise from high use 
recreation. 

Similar language can be found in the forestwide All Recreation section of the Forest Plan, where a 
management approach reminds forest managers to:  

Collaborate with State and Federal agencies including National Park Service, Arizona State Parks, 
and Arizona Game and Fish Department; concessionaires; chambers of commerce; nonprofit 
organizations; Northern Arizona University, State, city and county governments; recreation 
stakeholders; and local communities and citizens, partners, and volunteers regarding provision of 
recreation opportunities in northern Arizona and communicating these to the public. Work in 
partnership to find creative solutions to operate and maintain recreation sites, trails and trailheads, 
and provide interpretive and environmental education. Determine gaps and overlaps in 
opportunities and resolve conflicts between users, and providers. Work together to determine 
activities that increase our capacity to serve a diverse population while promoting social, 
economic, and natural resource sustainability. 

The forestwide Trails and Trailheads section of the Forest Plan also contains a relevant management 
approach, which reminds forest managers to:  

Coordinate trails and trailhead parking with future development on adjacent lands so as to be 
proactive in designing trails and trailheads to maintain access to public lands and protect 
resources. 

Concern Statement #184: The Forest Plan should include a restriction on the collection of dead and 
down firewood to protect remaining downed logs near the popular campsites around Marshall 
Lake. The Forest Plan should also require trash and toilet paper to be cleaned from these campsites 
periodically. (56-101) 

Response: No specific restriction has been added in response to this comment. The desired presence of 
downed logs is already addressed through plan language that supports base levels of coarse woody debris 
(including logs). For example, see FW-Soil-DC-2, FW-Rip-All-DC-1, FW-Rip-RipType-DC-5, FW-
TerrERU-All-DC-2, FW-TerrERU-PJ-DC-2, 7, and 12, FW-TerrERU-AspMpl-DC-1, and FW-TerrERU-
PP-5. If the levels of coarse woody debris near Marshall Lake are found to be lacking, site-specific 
restrictions can be considered to move the area back toward desired conditions.  

Forestwide direction also addresses concerns about public health and litter in recreation sites. Forestwide 
desired conditions promote minimal evidence of human waste and litter, sanitation issues, and resource 
damage. See FW-Rec-All-DC-6 and FW-Rec-Disp-DC-3. Forestwide guidelines recommend that 
recreational activities and settings be managed to maintain or move toward desired conditions, and to 
promote public health and safety. See FW-Rec-All-G-1 and 2. Restrictions or closures could be 
considered, but only after other feasible options have been implemented. 
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Concern Statement #185: The Forest Plan should include direction to manage steep, downhill 
mountain biking (also called gravity riding) and to prohibit that activity in the Mount Elden area. 
(27-2, 27-5, 27-9, 56-88, 56-137, 56-141) 

Response: The Forest Plan provides the framework that would guide site-specific consideration of this 
activity. The Forest Plan provides desired conditions for the full array of ecological resources on the 
Forest. The Forest Plan also has guidance on user conflicts. See FW-Rec-All-G-2.  

Whether this activity is impacting desired conditions in a particular area and how to manage this activity 
is a site-specific decision. The identification of specific prohibitions on mechanized travel would be 
considered in future project-level decisions, including implementation of the Travel Management Rule 
(36 CFR §212). For these reasons, a standard has not been added in response to these comments.  

Enforcement is not a forest plan component, but is a requirement of the agency, regardless of the land 
management plan in effect. The level of Forest Service law enforcement is dependent on staffing, which is 
reflective of the budget allocated to the Forest Service from Congress. 

Concern Statement #251: The Forest Plan should increase the issuance of outfitter guide permits in 
order to meet demand for guided hikes on the San Francisco Peaks. (90-5) 

Response: The issuance of outfitter permits is outside of the scope of the Forest Plan. Site-specific 
decisions on proposals such as this are made at the project level, not the forest plan level. The Forest Plan 
provides direction on recreation special uses and how those permitted activities should fit with other 
forest resources (see FW-SpecUse-DC-8 and FW-SpecUse-G-16, 17, and 18), but it does not make any 
site-specific decision on any particular permit proposals. 

Concern Statement #192: The Forest Service should conduct more enforcement against littering on 
public lands. Increase the fees/fines to pay for enforcement and use volunteers, too. (1788-1) 

Response: No change to the plan has been made in response to this comment. Enforcement is not a forest 
plan component, but is a requirement of the Agency, regardless of the land management plan in effect. 
The revised Plan does acknowledge the concern with litter on the Forest in several plan components. See 
FW-Rec-All-DC-5, FW-Rec-Disp-DC-3, and FW-Rec-All-G-2. These plan components would guide site-
specific considerations regarding litter. 

Concern Statement #210: The Plan should acknowledge spelunking as a recreational activity and 
acknowledge the potential for that activity to impact caves. (75-53, 80-8) 

Response: The types of recreational opportunities available on the Forest are discussed in the General 
Description and Background for all Recreation. Spelunking has been listed as a specific recreational 
opportunity and caves have been listed as an area that can provide recreational experiences. 

The potential impacts to cave resources that could occur from this recreational activity are addressed in 
several plan components. See FW-BioPhys-Geo-1, 3, and 5; FW-BioPhys-Geo-S-1; FW-BioPhys-Geo-G-
1, 2, 6, and 7; FW-Rec-All-DC-7; FW-Rec-All-G-1 and 2. See also Management Approaches in the FW-
BioPhys-Geo section, which remind forest managers to: 

Encourage partnerships with organizations, scientists, and outdoor recreationists to secure, 
preserve, and protect forest biophysical features and their resources. 

Utilize current cave management plans and guides. 
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Foster collaboration with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Bat Conservation International, 
Arizona Game and Fish Department, the National Speleological Society, and other stakeholders 
to address conservation, interpretation, and education management for cave-dependent species 
and associated resources. For example, this collaboration could assist with understanding the 
cause and transmission of WNS (which is not currently well understood) or with the development 
and implementation of cave and karst management plans. 

Keep cave locations confidential except for caves that have been identified for recreational use. 
Cave records are managed at Forest Service locations where they are kept secured. 

Maintain a current list of significant caves on the Forest and nominate new significant caves 
when identified. Monitor significant caves or other biophysical features to determine visitor 
impacts and the conditions of key resources. 

Educate the public about the unique ecological and aesthetic value of biophysical features 
including safety, etiquette, disease prevention, and resource protection. 

Concern Statement #256: The Forest Plan should include a management approach reminding 
forest managers to provide leadership in educating recreational outfitters and forest visitors the 
importance of no human litter and to be aware of “Leave No Trace principles.” (74-86) 

Response: A management approach has been added to the Interpretation and Education section. It 
addresses the concern related to littering by invoking tools like Leave No Trace and Tread Lightly as 
follows: 

Share Leave No Trace and Tread Lightly concepts and practices in forest interpretation and visitor 
education. 

Concern Statement #259: The Forest Plan should retain the desired condition in the Dispersed 
Recreation section that recognizes mountain bicycling as a valid use of a multi-use trail. (see Draft 
Revised Plan, FW-Rec-Disp-DC-16) (72-1) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. Upon review, it was determined that this desired condition 
contained several disparate topics. During the editing process to address this problem, the express 
reference to mountain bicycling was removed from the desired condition, because the intent was to 
discuss trails providing diverse settings and opportunities for a variety of skill levels, not highlight one 
particular use of multi-use trails. The portions of the desired conditions relevant to this discussion can 
now be found in FW-Rec-Trails-DC-1 and 2.  

To keep from losing the reference to mountain biking, it is now highlighted in the General Description 
and Background in several sections of the plan. See the General Description and Background in the 
Dispersed Recreation and Trails and Trailheads subsections of the forestwide Recreation section as well 
as many of the management areas discussed in chapter 3 of the Forest Plan. 

Concern Statement #260: The Forest Plan should incorporate the following methods to guide future 
recreation/trail projects to reduce bicycle impacts: Walk bicycles in certain areas; One-way-only 
trail sections; Speed limits (though these may be difficult to enforce); Restrict use by time of day, 
day of week, week of month, month of year; Restrict use by season (e.g., to protect soils or sensitive 
habitats); Separate different types of uses at trailheads and congested areas; Party size limits; Area 
permits/licenses, reservations, and trip permits, though these should be instituted only in special 
situations as a last resort; Trail alignment to minimize soil erosion, avoid wetlands, sensitive plant 
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or animal habitat, and sensitive archaeological or cultural features; Trail alignment to maximize 
compatibility with adjacent land use and connecting trail use; Natural and artificial design features 
that restrict bicycle speed, such as barriers and speed bumps, which are not an undue impediment 
to other non-motorized users; Design features that enhance sight distance, e.g., locating the trail 
away from tall brush; Design features that minimize trail erosion: proper grades, turn radii, tread 
hardening, and drainage control; Wide or pull-out sections to facilitate safe passing; Design 
features for user enjoyment: loop trails, scenic destinations, picnic/camp sites; Barriers to prevent 
leaving trail. Block and obliterate (rehabilitate) unauthorized trails. (56-89) 

Response: These methods are more appropriate for consideration at the project level when site-specific 
information is being considered on a particular route. A Trails and Trailheads guideline in the forestwide 
Recreation section would require consideration of these types of design features at the project level to 
promote sustainable trail surfaces, prevent conflicts with neighboring lands, address impacts to other 
resources, and consider user experiences. See FW-Rec-Trails-G-1.  

Concern Statement #261: The Forest Plan should recognize bicycles as one of the forms of 
alternative modes of transportation mentioned in the desired conditions for Oak Creek 
Management Area (see Draft Revised Plan SA-OakCrk-DC-9) and elsewhere throughout the Forest 
that encourage alternative modes of transportation, such as bicycles, that reduce automobile 
dependency and traffic congestion. (67-11) 

Response: The Forest Plan is strategic in nature and does not include project-level decisions. The specific 
types of alternative modes of transportation that can be used in an area is a project-level decision that 
would be based on site-specific information. However, the plan does specifically mention bicycles in 
several places. For example, dispersed recreation should be limited to day-use traffic, by foot or bicycle, 
to maintain water quality and watershed function in the Inner Basin Management Area. See MA-InBsn-G-
7. Desired conditions for Scenic Roads would promote travel routes along the Red Rock All-American 
Road that safely accommodate bicycles and pedestrians and connect them to the urban trail system. See 
SA-ScenicRds-DC-3. Desired conditions in the Mount Elden Management Area would promote a variety 
of trail experiences for non-motorized recreation in the Fort Valley Trail System and Mt. Elden/Dry Lake 
Hills Trail System. See MA-MtElden-DC-3 and 4. 

Concern Statement #284: The Forest Plan should incorporate input from the broadest range of 
individuals as advocates and allies in resource protection and forest use, especially hunters. (59-4) 

Response: There are over 1,600 entities on the forest plan revision mailing list. Some groups on the 
mailing list are affiliated with or support hunting including Arizona Sportsman for Wildlife Conservation, 
the National Rifle Association, Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation, Arizona Elk Society, and Arizona Game 
and Fish Department. We assume many individuals on the mailing list hunt as well, but they may not have 
specifically identified themselves as hunters. All comments received from the public were read and 
considered and many comments resulted in modifications to the Forest Plan. 

Hunting and other wildlife-related recreation is specifically mentioned in General Description and 
Background for Constructed Waters, Wildlife, Fish, and Plants, Recreation, and the following 
management areas: San Francisco Peaks, Anderson Mesa, and House Mountain-Lowlands. 

Desired conditions in Dispersed Recreation, and the Pine Belt, Anderson Mesa, and House Mountain-
Lowland Management Areas emphasize hunting and promote abundant and high-quality opportunities for 
hunting and other wildlife-based recreation opportunities. See FW-Rec-Disp-DC-5, MA-PineBelt-DC-2, 
MA-AMesa-DC-2, and MA-HouseMtn-DC-1. 



  Response to Comments 

Coconino National Forest 
119 

The Forest Plan contains several components that acknowledge the value of collaboration with 
organizations and individuals to provide better protection for forest resources. The Wildlife, Fish, and 
Plants section contains a desired condition for residents and visitors to appreciate, learn, and have ample 
opportunities to experience, appreciate, and learn about the wildlife, fish, and plant resources of the 
Forest. See FW-WFP-DC-10. Through numerous management approaches, the Forest Plan encourages 
forest managers to work with partners to achieve a wide variety of outcomes, including: protection of 
caves, karst, cliffs, and talus slopes and their associated resources (see FW-BioPhys-Geo); management 
and monitoring of bat roosts (see FW-BioPhys-Geo); inventorying, classification, assessment, and 
prioritization of springs and recharge areas for restoration, and to implementation of restoration activities 
(see FW-Rip-Spr); identification and development of concepts, tools, and research opportunities 
applicable to ecosystem restoration and vegetation management (see FW-TerrERU-All); grassland 
restoration, grassland connectivity, and education (see FW-TerrERU-Grass); reduction of the risk of 
uncharacteristic fires that are hazardous to values in the wildland-urban interface (see FW-TerrERU-IC); 
coordination on information, education, and knowledge gaps as they relate to promoting and improving 
wildlife, fish, and plant resources and management (see FW-WFP); opportunities for partnerships and 
volunteerism in all heritage program elements (see FW-Hrtg); documentation, preservation, interpretation, 
and management of heritage sites and evaluation and development of creative management opportunities 
(see FW-Hrtg); provision of recreation opportunities in northern Arizona and communication of these to 
the public (see FW-Rec-All); identification of creative solutions to operate and maintain recreation sites, 
trails and trailheads, and provide interpretive and environmental education (see FW-Rec-All); 
identification of gaps and overlaps in opportunities and resolution of conflicts between users and 
providers (see FW-Rec-All); determination of activities that increase the Forest's capacity to serve a 
diverse population while promoting social, economic and natural resource sustainability (see FW-Rec-
All); and assistance with planning, construction, and maintenance of motorized and non-motorized 
recreation opportunities and the fostering of a low-impact conservation ethic (see FW-Rec-Disp). 

Concern Statement #292: The Forest Service should replace FW-WFP-DC-11 with: “The forest 
provides abundant and high-quality opportunities for hunting, fishing, and non-consumptive 
wildlife-based recreation.” (75-89) 

Response: Several adjustments were made in response to this comment. Because the activity discussed in 
this desired condition is a form of recreation, this plan direction has been moved to the Recreation section 
in the Forest Plan. Wildlife-based recreation in general is addressed in FW-Rec-All-DC-8. The comment's 
specific suggestions regarding hunting and fishing have been incorporated into a Dispersed Recreation 
desired condition. See FW-Rec-Disp-DC-5. 

Concern Statement #293: The Forest Plan should not include desired conditions on where and how 
non-native sport fish should be managed in relation to native species. See Draft Revised Plan FW-
WFP-DC-11. Management authority for sport fish rests with the Department, not the Forest 
Service. (75-90, 75-91, 75-92, 75-93) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The part of the desired 
condition expressing an emphasis on native sport fish has been modified. The Forest Plan now expresses 
a desire for forest visitors to have an appreciation for native fish and for native sport fishing to emphasize 
where the opportunities exist. See FW-WFP-DC-10. A management approach in the Wildlife, Fish, and 
Plants section reminds forest managers to coordinate with the Arizona Game and Fish Department, U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, and the statewide Native Fish Conservation Team regarding maintenance of 
habitat for native species and the management of sport and native fishes, including the identification of 
refugia for native fish. It states: 
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Coordinate with the Arizona Game and Fish Department, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the 
statewide Native Fish Conservation Team regarding maintenance of habitat for listed and native 
species; reintroductions, introductions, or transplants of species; control or eradication of non-
native species; and the management of sport and native fishes, including the identification of 
refugia for native fish. 

In addition, there are management approaches in the All Recreation section that state: 

Coordinate with the Arizona Game and Fish Department to provide fishing access to meet goals 
and objectives of the Arizona Cold Water Fisheries Strategic Plan as well as a management 
approach in Designated Wilderness Areas that states: 

Coordinate with the Arizona Game and Fish Department on management of native species within 
wilderness per the current memorandum of understanding. 

Concern Statement #298: The Forest Plan should include standards authorizing motorized big 
game retrieval. These standards should also be applied to all other national forests in Arizona. (75-
122, 75-123, 75-124, 75-125, 75-126, 75-127) 

Response: The Forest Plan is strategic in nature and does not include project and activity decisions. 
Accordingly, the plan does not direct or designate routes or areas for motorized travel. Specific access and 
motorized use determinations would be done through future project-level decisionmaking, including the 
implementation of the Travel Management Rule (36 CFR §212). 

The standards applied to other national forests in Arizona are outside of the scope of the Forest Plan and 
plan revision process of the Coconino NF. 

The Forest Plan contains a standard that reflects the motor vehicle use maps produced as part of the 
implementation of the Travel Management Rule. See FW-RdsFac-S-1 and FW-Rec-Disp-S-1:  

Prohibit motor vehicle use beyond the designated system of roads, trails, and areas (including 
areas designated for motorized big game retrieval), as defined on motor vehicle use maps, except 
for those uses authorized by law, permits, and orders in connection with resource management 
and public safety. 

Concern Statement #258: The Forest Plan should include a standard that requires hunters on 
Forest Service lands obtain information on the negative impacts of lead shot on California condors. 
(56-186) 

Response: In response to this comment, a forestwide Interpretation and Education section has been 
modified to acknowledge that the promotion and practice of lead reduction is a desired condition. See 
FW-InterEd-DC-1. 

Concern Statement #299: The Sedona/Oak Creek Management Area desired condition in the Draft 
Revised Plan that addresses consistency with the applicable desired recreation settings (see Draft 
Revised Plan MA-SedOak-DC-22) should be adjusted. Rather than recognizing that there are 
places in this management area where social encounters and road access are inconsistent the 
applicable desired recreation settings and that these inconsistencies are continue, the Forest Plan 
should state that the goal (i.e. Desired Condition) is to improve upon the current situation and 
eliminate these recreation setting inconsistencies. (74-95, 83-11) 
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Response: This desired condition has been adjusted in response to this comment. Because managing for 
desired recreation settings is an issue that applies to the whole forest, some of this direction has been 
moved into the forestwide All Recreation section. See FW-Rec-All-DC-4. This desired condition has been 
adjusted to remove the recognition that there may be inconsistencies with the desired condition in certain 
areas. The desired condition states that Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) settings provide the 
general context for social encounters and access in particular locations, but acknowledges that localized 
areas within a particular setting may be different from the overall setting.  

In addition to this forestwide direction, all four of the Sedona-Oak Creek management areas include a 
desired condition for social encounters to be consistent with ROS settings.  

A guideline in the Red Rock Management Area specifically addresses conditions in Broken Arrow Basin. 
See MA-RedRock- G-5: 

The parking, staging areas, and main four-wheel drive road at Broken Arrow Basin should be 
managed for the ROS setting of “rural” because of the area's high level of use. The physical 
setting and maintenance level of the road should be managed as semi-primitive motorized to be 
consistent with the surrounding area. 

There is a reference to anticipated development of State Routes 179 and 89A, which has already occurred, 
so that direction has been removed from the Forest Plan. 

Concern Statement #301: The Forest Plan should recognize Arizona Snowbowl’s Master 
Development Plan. Absent of direct recognition, a statement of acknowledgement of approved 
Master Development Plans as policy should be adopted or included in the appropriate location 
within the Forest Plan. (90-1) 

Response: The Forest Plan references outside sources of information, such as the Master Development 
Plan, in appendix D. A reference to the Master Development Plan has been included in San Francisco 
Peaks Management Area section in appendix D.  

Concern Statement #307: The Forest Plan should leave Recommended Wilderness Areas open to 
bicycle access if such access is currently allowed until Congress sees fit to designate these areas as 
Wilderness. (67-3) 

Response: The direction related to mechanized use in recommended wilderness areas has been retained in 
the Forest Plan. See SA-RWild-DC-6 and SA-RWild-G-1. 

Concern Statement #312: The Forest Plan should allow continued access for bicycles unless the 
presence of bicycles can be demonstrated to have significantly adverse impacts to resources or 
social conditions on the Forest, or bicycle use is prohibited by law. (67-1) 

Response: The Forest Plan provides broad guidance and information for project decisionmaking and is 
strategic in nature. It does not contain project and activity decisions such as specific access limitations for 
bicycling. Any specific access limitations would be evaluated and implemented through future project-
level decisionmaking that would consider impacts to resources or social conditions on the Forest. Desired 
conditions and guidelines for recommended wilderness provide guidance for future project-level 
decisions. See SA-RWild-DC-6, G-1 and 5: 

Mechanized recreation occurs at levels that maintain and do not detract from wilderness values.  
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Existing structures should be maintained, but not expanded to maintain the area’s wilderness 
character. Maintenance of existing structures should be carried out in a manner that does not 
expand the evidence of motor vehicle and mechanized equipment use beyond current conditions 
to maintain the area’s wilderness character. 

New trails should be designed for non-motorized and non-mechanized activities to preserve the 
area’s wilderness character. 

Concern Statement #308: The Forest Plan should include direction related to soundscapes and 
management of noise. (56-180, 56-183, 889-1, 1278-1) 

Response: A plan component related to this concept has been adjusted to have forestwide application and 
to expressly mention the desire for natural soundscapes that are consistent with ROS objectives. See FW-
Rec-All DC-10. 

Concern Statement #320: The Forest Plan should identify enforcement mechanisms for addressing 
illegal dumping associated with recreational target shooting. (56-187) 

Response: No change has been made to the plan in response to this comment. Enforcement is not a forest 
plan component, but is a requirement of the agency, regardless of the land management plan in effect. 

Concern Statement #346: The General Description and Background for the Walnut Canyon 
Management Area section of the Forest Plan should be corrected to state that Lake Mary Road is 
south and west of Walnut Canyon, not north and west Walnut Canyon. (56-98) 

Response: The General Description and Background for the Walnut Canyon Management Area section 
has been adjusted as suggested. It now reflects that Lake Mary Road is south and west of Walnut Canyon. 

Concern Statement #367: The Forest Plan should provide for further improvement and marking of 
the Chaves Trails extensions in the Beaver Creek area. (91-2) 

Response: The Forest Plan provides broad guidance and information for project decisionmaking and is 
strategic in nature. For example, it includes a desired condition for a system of well-marked and well-
maintained sustainable trails that provides opportunities for visitors to explore the Forest and surrounding 
areas. See FW-Rec-Trails-DC-1. The Forest Plan does not contain project and activity decisions, such as 
improvements and marking for particular trails. Those decisions are made at the project level based on 
site-specific information. 

Concern Statement #436: The Forest Plan should propose new trail systems and evaluate their 
suitability on an individual basis. (56-161) 

Response: The Forest Plan provides guidance to develop or modify 2 to 8 trail systems within 10 years of 
plan approval. See FW-Rec-Trails-O-1. Potential changes to the Coconino NF’s trail systems are not plan-
level decisions, but would be evaluated in separate analysis through future project-level decisionmaking. 
These decisions would be consistent with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Forest 
Service Handbook and Forest Service Manual, and would include analysis and opportunity for public 
involvement. Site-specific trail planning will use the framework set by the plan (such as desired 
conditions, standards, guidelines, and suitability determinations) and will consider potential resource 
impacts, access needs, public input, and alternative views. If undesirable resource conditions resulted 
from trail design or uses, they could be addressed through site-specific evaluation and analysis. 
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Concern Statement #437: For the 2 to 8 trail systems anticipated by the Dispersed Recreation 
objective (see Draft Revised Plan, FW-Rec-Disp-O-1), the Forest Service should plan the new trails 
with specific input from each user group and include professional design and construction advice, 
for example from a Trail Specialist, a member of the IMBA Trail Solutions Program. (72-5) 

Response: Potential changes to the Coconino NF’s trail systems would be evaluated in separate analysis 
through future project-level decisionmaking. These decisions would be consistent with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Forest Service Handbook and Forest Service Manual, and would 
include analysis and opportunity for public involvement. Site-specific trail planning will use the 
framework set by the plan (such as desired conditions, standards, guidelines, and suitability 
determinations) and will consider potential resource impacts, access needs, public input, and alternative 
views. If undesirable resource conditions resulted from trail design or uses, they could be addressed 
through site-specific evaluation and analysis. 

The Forest Plan contains several components that would promote collaboration with interested user 
groups. A guideline in the Trails section directs trails to be designed and built with user experiences in 
mind. See FW-Rec-Trails-G-1. A Trails management approach reminds forest managers to collaborate 
with user groups, among others, when conducting trail planning. It states: 

Collaborate with county and city trails coordinators, local groups, and area residents, when 
conducting trail planning. Consider needs for non-motorized and motorized trails and provide 
opportunities for both. 

Law, regulation, and policy related to trails and trailheads is located in appendix D in the plan. 

Concern Statement #445: The Forest Plan should authorize motorized camping within 300 feet of 
all open roads. (59-6, 75-120) 

Response: No change has been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. Authorizing 
motorized camping in particular areas is not a plan-level decision. This concern is addressed under the 
Travel Management Rule, in travel management planning. 

Concern Statement #446: The Forest Plan should acknowledge the Ski Area Summer Activities 
Policy and recognize that ski areas provide recreational opportunities and can help resolve user 
conflicts in other locations of the Forest. (90-2) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The Ski Area Recreational 
Opportunity Enhancement Act of 2011 has been added to appendix D, Other Sources of Information, 
along with the other laws, regulations, and policies that apply to Special Uses.  

The Forest Plan does not expressly address ski areas or the recreational opportunities they may provide. 
The Forest Plan provides strategic guidance for management of the resources and activities on the Forest. 
For example, a desired condition in the All Recreation section seeks to provide a broad spectrum of 
developed and dispersed recreation settings, ranging from undeveloped, with opportunities for primitive 
character, challenging access, and solitude, to more developed, with infrastructure, easier access, higher 
levels of social interaction, and increased user comforts. See FW-Rec-All-DC-4. Another All Recreation 
desired condition seeks minimal user and resource conflicts. See FW-Rec-All-DC-6. Whether a ski area is 
the appropriate mechanism to help meet or move toward these desired conditions is a project-level 
decision that would be based on site-specific information and public involvement. 
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Concern Statement #447: The objective to develop Schnebly Hill Vista as a viewpoint, interpretative 
site, and trailhead should be removed from the Forest Plan. (74-98) 

Response: This objective has been removed from the Forest Plan in response to this comment. This 
objective was carried forward from the current plan as part of the effort to retain the majority of the 
direction related to the Sedona-Oak Creek area. There are no current plans to pursue this type of 
development at Schnebly Hill Vista. Removal of this objective does not prevent the Forest from 
considering these or other developments in this area in the future. Any project would be required to be 
consistent with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Forest Service Handbook and Forest 
Service Manual, and include analysis and opportunity for public involvement. 

Concern Statement #454: The Access Fund and local climbers should assist with the Oak Creek 
Management Area management approach to develop a rock climbing management strategy for the 
Oak Creek Vista area in order to ensure that the strategy addresses the site-specific needs of the 
climbing community. (70-4) 

Response: This management approach has been adjusted to have more strategic, forestwide application, 
and moved to the Dispersed Recreation section. It states: 

Develop management plans and/or strategies through collaborative efforts for specific dispersed 
recreation activities or locations to address user needs, visitor safety, and resource protection. 
Activities or locations could include motorized recreation for Cinder Hills OHV Area, rock 
climbing at the Oak Creek Vista, and mountain biking around Sedona. 

Another Dispersed Recreation management approach addresses the concern that the climbing community 
should be involved in management of recreation opportunities on the Forest. It states: 

Establish long-term partnerships with recreation organizations to help plan, construct, and 
maintain motorized and non-motorized recreation opportunities and foster a low-impact 
conservation ethic. 

Concern Statement #455: The Forest Plan should adjust the Dispersed Recreation desired condition 
related to communication and interpretive messages (see Draft Revised Plan FW-Rec-Disp-DC-8) to 
provide explicit language on litter enforcement, placement of refuse containers and collection 
schedules, and efforts to educate forest visitors about littering. (75-90, 75-91) 

Response: No changes have been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. The enforcement 
of laws, regulations, and policies are not forest plan-level decisions. Enforcement is not a forest plan 
component, but is a requirement of the agency, regardless of the land management plan in effect. 
Identifying where to place refuse containers and when to collect that refuse are not plan-level decisions. 
These types of decisions are made at the project level based on site-specific information. Likewise, the 
Forest Plan does not define specific interpretive efforts to educate forest visitors about littering. The 
Forest Plan does include several components that address littering, which would guide future projects to 
address the topic accordingly. See FW-Rec-All-DC-5, FW-Rec-Disp-DC-3, and FW-InterpEd-DC-1. 

Concern Statement #461: The Forest Plan should broaden the Dispersed Recreation desired 
condition related to angling opportunities (see Draft Revised Plan FW-Rec-Disp-DC-19) to include 
a wider variety of settings. (75-115) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. This plan component has been 
adjusted to increase its scope and to have more strategic application by referring to wildlife-based 
recreation and a variety of settings. See FW-Rec-All-DC-8. 
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Concern Statement #455: The Forest Plan should provide explicit language on litter enforcement, 
placement of refuse containers and collection schedules, and efforts to educate forest visitors about 
littering. (56-171) 

Response: No changes have been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. The enforcement 
of laws, regulations, and policies are not forest plan-level decisions. Enforcement is not a forest plan 
component, but is a requirement of the agency, regardless of the land management plan in effect. 
Identifying where to place refuse containers and when to collect that refuse are not plan-level decisions. 
These types of decisions are made at the project level based on site-specific information. Likewise, the 
Forest Plan does not define specific interpretive efforts to educate forest visitors about littering. The 
Forest Plan does include several components that address littering, which would guide future projects to 
address the topic accordingly. See FW-Rec-All-DC-5, FW-Rec-Disp-DC-3, and FW-InterpEd-DC-1. 

Concern Statement #457: The Forest Service should provide additional information on the 
recreational shooting suitability determination that is included in Alternative C. For example, why 
were these areas identified as not suitable for recreational shooting? Are these areas used by or 
popular with recreational shooters? What information is being used to determine if recreational 
shooting is having an impact on others? What areas are already closed to recreational shooting 
under existing rules and regulations? (73-1, 73-4, 75-5, 73-6, 73-7) 

Response: A recreational shooting suitability determination was included in alternative C because the 
Forest received comments from stakeholders suggesting that recreational shooting causes noise, safety 
concerns, and other disturbance, which in turn can disrupt the recreational opportunities of those seeking 
quiet recreation settings. This recreation suitability determination has been retained in alternative C as 
part of a reasonable range of alternatives. 

The determinations that an area was not suitable for recreational shooting were based on factors related to 
quiet recreation, reduced human-related disturbance, and consistency with other direction for those areas 
under alternative C. Based on these factors, established and proposed research natural areas, Walnut 
Canyon Management Area, Sedona Neighborwoods Management Area, Long Valley Management Area, 
and portions of the Flagstaff Neighborwoods Management Area (based on population density) were 
determined to be not suitable for recreational shooting. Furthermore, all of the management areas that 
emphasize reduced human-related disturbance (referred to as Wildlife Habitat Management Areas in the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement) would also be determined to be not suitable for recreational 
shooting.  

The Forest has no information regarding the popularity of or actual use in any of these areas for 
recreational shooting. No comments received during the 90-day comment period on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement identified any of these areas as particularly popular for recreational 
shooting. 

The Forest is using qualitative information to determine if recreational shooting is having an impact on 
others. This information came to the Forest in the form of comments that the noise and safety concerns 
associated with recreational shooting diminishes the quiet recreational setting that some forest visitors 
seek. 

The Recreation section in the environmental impact statement and the Recreation and Special Areas 
Specialist Report (2016) have been updated to provide information on areas that are already closed to 
recreational shooting under existing rules and regulations. For example, 36 CFR 261.10(d)(1) restricts 
shooting 150 yards from a residence, building, campsite, developed recreation site, or occupied area. In 
addition, 36 CFR 261.10(d)(2) restricts shooting across or on a National Forest System road or body of 
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water adjacent to a National Forest System road. The Forest considered these factors and developed a 
model to estimate how many acres on the Coconino NF may be affected by them. This modeling effort 
revealed that approximately 216,000 acres on the Forest currently have restrictions on shooting. These 
restrictions apply under all alternatives. Approximately 62,000 of those acres would also be not suitable 
under alternative C. Considering the acres where shooting could be restricted by existing regulations and 
the suitability determination on recreational shooting included in alternative C together, recreational 
shooting could be impacted on approximately 709,000 acres of the Coconino NF. 

Concern Statement #458: The Forest Service should remove the desired condition in the Dispersed 
Recreation section of the revised plan which implies that blinds, stands, cameras, and other 
structures brought in by the public have impacts to vegetation and wildlife that are not documented 
in the Environmental Impact Statement. (75-117) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted to address this comment. This component has been adjusted 
to have more strategic application and to remove the implication that these particular types of structures 
may have long-term effects on vegetation and wildlife. As a guideline, this component seeks to ensure 
that all recreational activities are managed to have minimal user conflicts and to be in balance with the 
capacity of other resources to support them. See FW-Rec-All-G-2. 

Concern Statement #459: The Forest Plan should provide a clear mechanism for reporting 
disturbances caused by the recreational shooting activities of other forest visitors. (56-191) 

Response: Specific methods for reporting disturbances associated with recreational shooting have not 
been added to the plan. The plan provides a framework that will guide decisions on specific topics like 
this. Minimal user conflicts is a desired condition and addressed in a guideline. See FW-Rec-All-DC-6 
and FW-Rec-All-G-2. The Forest Plan also seeks to have visitors that are well-informed through a variety 
of strategically located interpretive facilities and/or efforts, including information boards. See FW-
InterpEd-DC-1, 2, and 3. 

Concern Statement #483: The Forest Plan should encourage collaboration on trail planning with 
counties, cities, and area residents. (67-10) 

Response: The Forest Plan provides broad guidance and information for project decisionmaking and is 
strategic in nature. A desired condition in the Trails section seeks to establish a trail system that is 
harmonious with neighboring lands and trail systems through logical connections that expand recreational 
opportunities. See FW-Rec-Trails-DC-1. A management approach in the Trails section addresses working 
with stakeholders on trail planning forestwide. It states: 

Collaborate with county and city trails coordinators, local groups, and area residents, when 
conducting trail planning. Consider needs for non-motorized and motorized trails and provide 
opportunities for both. 

These plan components address the concern expressed in the comment without unnecessarily restricting 
the collaboration to the Fort Tuthill area or a particular user group.  

Concern Statement #486: The Forest Service should modify a management approach in the Sedona 
Neighborwoods Management Area to remove the implication that hunting regulations are 
developed collaboratively. This management approach should also be adjusted to apply forestwide. 
(75-131) 
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Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. Because this management 
approach has much broader applicability than the Sedona Neighborwoods Management Area, it has been 
moved to the forestwide All Recreation section of the Forest Plan, where it states: 

Collaborate with the Arizona Game and Fish Department, local law enforcement, and other 
stakeholders to address issues and opportunities related to recreational shooting on the Coconino 
NF. 

Concern Statement #498: The Forest Plan should prohibit dispersed camping within three miles of 
the south rim of Walnut Canyon to reduce the risk of accidental wildfire ignitions that could 
threaten the Walnut Canyon National Monument. (61-4) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The Forest Plan provides 
broad guidance and information for project decisionmaking and is strategic in nature. It does not contain 
project and activity decisions such as prohibiting dispersed camping in particular areas. 

However, in response to this comment, a guideline has been added to the Walnut Canyon Management 
Area section. It requires all activities in the management area to be managed to protect cultural sites and 
to preserve habitat for disturbance-sensitive species both on the Forest and within Walnut Canyon 
National Monument. See MA-Walnut-G-1. A forestwide Dispersed Recreation desired condition also 
guides future decisions on this topic. See FW-Rec-Disp-DC-3. 

There are management approaches in the Fire Management section regarding coordinating with other 
jurisdictions on prescribed and wildland fires. They read: 

In all ROS classes and in wilderness, prescribed fire and wildfires managed for resource 
objectives can be appropriate tools to treat and restore vegetative composition, structure, and 
function where fire is a primary natural disturbance. 

Coordinate with other jurisdictions such as communities, service providers (infrastructure), and 
Federal, State, county, and local entities regarding prevention, preparedness, planned activities, 
and responses to wildland fires. Notify the above regarding the upcoming and ongoing fire season 
and any prescribed fire activity. 

Coordinate access for initial attack and suppression activities with responsible jurisdictions to 
reduce response times and address public and firefighter safety. 

Encourage the development and implementation of community wildfire protection plans 
(CWPPs) to promote public safety and to reduce the risk of wildfire on non-Forest Service lands. 

Concern Statement #565: The Forest Plan should be adjusted to use the term “structures,” not 
“features,” in the management approach related to single-use trails (see Draft Revised Plan 
Dispersed Recreation Management Approaches). A trail structure would mean a rolling grade dip 
or tread armoring. A feature would imply a jump or other rideable “stunt.” (67-8) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. As part of the reorganization 
of the plan components in the Recreation section, this management approach was moved in the Trails and 
Trailheads section. The term “features” was removed so that the management approach now strategically 
refers to “trail design,” which could be modified by “structures” or “features” as appropriate for the 
situation. It reads: 
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In general, multi-use trails are preferred, though single-use trails may be considered where trail 
design does not mitigate user conflicts or provide for  sustainable recreation settings between 
multi-use types. 

Concern Statement#570: The Forest Plan should require improvement of management on existing 
trails on the Forest before any new trail systems can be considered. (56-158) 

Response: No change has been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. The Forest Plan 
creates a framework for managing the trail systems on the Forest. See the plan components in the Trails 
and Trailheads section. Improving management on an existing system may involve the need to create new 
trails that might reduce or eliminate ecological impacts or user conflicts. These decisions are made at the 
project level based on site-specific information. 

Concern Statement #574: The Forest Plan should acknowledge a wide range of recreational values 
in the Sedona-Oak Creek area. (67-12) 

Response: The Forest Plan accommodates a wide range of recreational values in the Sedona-Oak Creek 
area and across the rest of the Forest. Providing a broad spectrum of developed and dispersed recreation 
settings is a forestwide desired condition. See FW-Rec-All-DC-4. Some of these recreation settings are to 
be undeveloped and offer opportunities for primitive character, challenging access, and solitude while 
other settings are to offer opportunities for more developed infrastructure, easier access, higher levels of 
social interaction, and increased user comforts. See FW-Rec-All-DC-4. Furthermore, the Red Rock, 
House Mountain, Sedona Neighborwoods, and Oak Creek Management Areas include desired conditions 
that acknowledge a wide range of recreational activities in these areas. See SA-RedRock-DC-2, 3, and 4, 
MA-HouseMtn-DC-2, MA-SedN-DC-1 and 2, and MA-OakCrk-DC-3 and 6. 

Concern Statement #575: The Forest Plan should recognize the recreational opportunities available 
in the Beaver Creek area. (68-2) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. Additional information has 
been added to the Verde Valley Management Area section that emphasizes the resources and opportunities 
in this area, which includes the Beaver Creek community. In addition, as a reminder to forest managers, 
the Beaver Creek Vision 2020 document has been referenced in the Verde Valley Management Area 
section in appendix D, Other Sources of Information.  

Concern Statement #576: The Forest Plan should include direction to mitigate impacts to trails and 
scenery caused by projects and management activities. (67-6) 

Response: The Forest Plan contains direction related to impacts on trails and scenery caused by projects 
and management activities. In addition, project-level planning includes opportunities to incorporate 
specific mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate effects to resources including trails and scenery as 
appropriate. 

The forestwide All Recreation, Trails and Trailheads, Scenic Resources sections and the National Trails 
section have numerous desired conditions that address desired outcomes of visitation and management 
activities on trails and scenery in the Forest. These include FW-Rec-Dev-DC-3, FW-Rec-Trails-DC-4 and 
11, FW-Scenic-DC-1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, and 10, and SA-NatlTrails-DC-1. In addition, there are desired 
conditions for trails that ensure the development level is appropriate to the recreation opportunity 
spectrum so that potential conflicts are avoided at the onset of construction. There are also desired 
conditions that development scales be appropriate to the scenery setting. See FW-Rec-Dev-DC-6, FW-
Rec-Trails-DC-2 and 3, FW-Scenic-DC-7, 8, and 9, SA-NatlTrails-DC-2. Scenery also has a standard to 
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maintain or improve scenic integrity objectives, FW-Scenic-S-1, and an objective to rehabilitate 
25,000 acres that do not meet the desired scenic integrity objectives, FW-Scenic-O-1. A guideline in the 
Trails and Trailheads section requires trails to consider user experience when designing, building, 
rerouting, or maintaining a trail. See FW-Rec-Trails-G-1. This plan component will guide projects that 
may propose to convert roads to trails. For example, a guideline in this section addresses how projects 
should handle evidence of locating slash piles. See FW-Scenic-G-3. 

In addition to recreation and scenery sections of the plan, there is also direction for trails in minerals and 
special uses regarding management activities, see FW-Minerals-G-3 and FW-SpecUse-S-2. 

Concern Statement #580: The Forest Plan should include a management approach to enter into 
partnerships to develop transportation solutions that reduce traffic and vehicle impacts at high 
impact recreation areas in the Beaver Creek area. (99-10) 

Response: Two management approaches have been added in the Verde Valley Management Area in 
response to this comment. These management approaches remind forest managers to: 

Collaborate with organizations and groups such as Arizona State Parks (including the Arizona 
State Park Off Highway Vehicle Program, Yavapai County), local organizations and groups, such 
as the Beaver Creek Trails Coalition, Beaver Creek Kiwanis Club, and the Montezuma 
Homeowners Association, during non-motorized and motorized trail and trail head planning and 
construction efforts.  

Work with stakeholders to develop collaborative solutions to problems that arise from high use 
recreation. 

Concern Statement #581: The Forest Plan should include direction that ensures unneeded trails 
area eliminated and the areas are rehabilitated. (74-94) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The direction to discourage 
unneeded nonsystem trails has been strengthened to require that unplanned, user-created trails be 
managed to prevent future access. See FW-Rec-Trails-G-3. This guideline also addresses resource damage 
and requires rehabilitation to accelerate recovery and to prevent further resource impacts. This guideline 
has been moved into the Trails section to expand its applicability from the management area to the entire 
forest. 

Concern Statement #583: The Forest Plan should adopt the Best Management Practices for Off-
Road Vehicle Use on Forestlands: A Guide for Designating and Managing Off-Road Vehicle Routes 
(January 2008) that were developed by Wildlands CPR and Wild Utah Project. (56-175) 

Response: The Best Management Practices for Off-Road Vehicle Use on Forestlands developed by 
Wildlands CPR and Wild Utah Project have not been adopted by the Forest Plan. This document refers to 
the best management practices that occur in policy and handbook direction. Best management practices 
from other sources, as well as suggestions for design features and mitigations are considered at the project 
level under best available science.  

Concern Statement #584: The Forest Plan should contain details on how and when the Forest will 
achieve the desired conditions for dispersed recreation along with the associated enforcement and 
monitoring. (56-143) 

Response: The desired conditions for Dispersed Recreation, like the desired conditions for all other 
resources, will guide how activities and uses authorized under the Forest Plan are designed and 
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authorized. Desired conditions are aspirational and it is acknowledged that they may only be achievable 
over a long time frame. There is no specific date by which they are to be achieved. 

However, as described in the Plan Content section in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan, projects and site-
specific activities “must be consistent with desired conditions....” The following information has been 
added to the discussion on desired conditions in the Plan Content section to clarify the ways site-specific 
projects can demonstrate consistency with desired conditions: 

To be consistent with the desired conditions of the plan, a project or activity, when assessed at the 
appropriate spatial scale described in the plan (e.g., landscape scale), must be designed to meet one or 
more of the following conditions: 

• Maintain or make progress toward one or more of the desired conditions of a plan without 
adversely affecting progress toward, or maintenance of, other desired conditions; or 

• Be neutral with regard to progress toward plan desired conditions; or 

• Maintain or make progress toward one or more of the desired conditions over the long term, 
even if the project or activity would adversely affect progress toward or maintenance of one or 
more desired conditions in the short term; or 

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

One of the ways that forest plans promote progress toward achievement of desired conditions is through 
the identification of objectives. The objectives in the Plan are not designed to entirely resolve departures 
from desired conditions or to resolve them as quickly as possible. Rather, objectives are measurable 
results designed to maintain or move the Forest toward desired conditions. Objectives are based on 
anticipated budget and staffing and can be exceeded should the opportunity arise. Objectives are not 
targets, but projections, and they may not be fully achieved based on a variety of factors. See the 
discussion on objectives in the Plan Content section in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan for additional 
information on objectives. 

For example, the Forest Plan contains a recreation objective in the Trails and Trailheads section to 
develop or modify 2 to 8 systems of sustainable designated bike trails, equestrian trails, and/or motorized 
trails to adequately provide for these user groups and reduce conflicts between user groups. See FW-Rec-
Trails-O-1. These new or modified trail systems would help move the Forest toward the Trails and 
Trailheads desired conditions of providing opportunities for visitors to explore the Forest and surrounding 
areas on a variety of trail types and settings. See FW-Trails-Disp-DC-1 and 2. These new or modified trail 
systems would also help move the Forest toward the Dispersed Recreation desired condition of offering a 
variety of settings and challenges for a broad range of recreational opportunities in all seasons. See FW-
Rec-Disp-DC-1. 

Enforcement is not a forest plan component, but is a requirement of the agency, regardless of the land 
management plan in effect. The level of Forest Service law enforcement is dependent on staffing, which is 
reflective of the budget allocated to the Forest Service from Congress. 

At the forest level, dispersed recreation monitoring is primarily provided through the National Visitor Use 
Monitoring surveys that occur every five years. These include “general forest area” visitor surveys (akin 
to dispersed recreation) across the Forest. The survey results provide forest-level information about 
recreation activities, demographics, visitation estimates, satisfaction and economics that are useful in 
planning management strategies. 
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Concern Statement #589: The Forest Plan should require that on trails where there is high user 
conflict and resource damage or safety concerns the activity causing the resource damage or 
creating the safety concern should be removed from the high conflict area. (56-168) 

Response: The Forest Plan provides strategic guidance on managing user conflicts. Minimal user conflict 
is an All Recreation desired condition in the forestwide Recreation section. See FW-Rec-All-DC-6. A 
guideline in the same section of the Forest Plan requires recreational activities, locations, and/or settings 
to be managed to have minimal user conflicts. See FW-Rec-All-G-2. A modified Trails and Trailheads 
guideline in the forestwide Recreation section effectively addresses the potential for motorized and non-
motorized user conflicts by requiring user experience to be considered when trails are being designed or 
re-routed. See FW-Rec-Trails-G-1. 

Decisions to close a trail or an area to a particular recreation activity are made at the project level based 
on site-specific information. 

Concern Statement #612: The Forest Plan should prohibit the use of volunteers on trails projects to 
reduce the appearance of unethical collaboration. (27-6, 56-138) 

Response: No change has been made in response to this comment. An underlying implication of this 
comment is that the use of volunteers on a trails project indicates that the action is only beneficial to the 
volunteers and may be contrary to sound forest management. Trails projects, like all projects, must be 
designed to be consistent with the plan components in the Forest Plan and laws, regulations, and policies. 
Who provides the labor for implementing these projects, whether by Forest Service employees, 
contractors, volunteers, or a combination of these resources, should have no bearing on whether a project 
is meeting its intended purpose and is consistent with the Forest Plan and laws, regulations, and policies. 

Relying upon and making opportunities available for, volunteers is an important component of the Forest 
Plan as indicated by the numerous references to volunteers and volunteerism throughout the Forest Plan. 
Volunteer efforts support critical programs on the Forest and foster a sense of stewardship for the Forest.  

Concern Statement #636: The Forest Plan should encourage collaboration with the unincorporated 
communities to consider their needs for recreational opportunities in their respective areas. (68-1) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. A management approach has 
been developed for the All Recreation section that reminds forest managers to: 

Collaborate with State and Federal agencies including National Park Service, Arizona State Parks, 
and Arizona Game and Fish Department; concessionaires; chambers of commerce; nonprofit 
organizations; Northern Arizona University; State, city and county governments; recreation 
stakeholders; local communities and citizens; partners; and volunteers regarding provision of 
recreation opportunities in northern Arizona and communicating these to the public. Work in 
partnership to find creative solutions to operate and maintain recreation sites, trails and trailheads, 
and provide interpretive and environmental education. Determine gaps and overlaps in 
opportunities and resolve conflicts between users, and providers. Work together to determine 
activities that increase our capacity to serve a diverse population while promoting social, 
economic, and natural resource sustainability. 

Concern Statement #648: The Forest Plan should acknowledge that wildlife viewing occurs in a 
variety of settings, from wilderness to highly developed. (75-118) 
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Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. A desired condition in the All 
Recreation section recognizes that wildlife-based recreation takes place in a variety of settings, from 
highly developed to primitive. The See FW-Rec-All-DC-8. 

Concern Statement #649: The Forest Plan should prohibit recreational shooting near trails and 
provide special places for gun shooters far from trails. (107-2) 

Response: The Forest Plan is strategic in nature and does not include project and activity decisions, such 
as prohibiting shooting near trails or designating special areas for recreational shooting. However, the 
Forest Plan does contain several components that provide a framework to manage recreation encounters. 
The All Recreation section identifies minimal user and resource conflicts as a desired condition. See FW-
Rec-All-DC-6. The Trails and Trailheads section includes a guideline for recreational activities, locations, 
and/or settings to be managed to have minimal user conflicts. See FW-Rec-Trails-G-2. Specific 
determinations on whether and how to address conflicts between trail users and recreational shooters 
would be done through future project-level decisionmaking based on site-specific information.  

Concern Statement #650: The Forest Plan should provide direction on trail etiquette. (47-3) 

Response: The Forest Plan is strategic in nature and does not include project and activity decisions. 
However, the Forest Plan does contain several components that provide a framework to manage 
recreation encounters. The Interpretation and Education section includes a desired condition for 
information boards to provide visitor information on, among other things, ethics. See FW-InterpEd-DC-3. 
A guideline in the Interpretation and Education section indicates that trailhead interpretive information 
should identify the types of designated trail uses (e.g., motorized, mechanized, equestrian, etc.) to reduce 
user conflicts. See FW-InterEd-G-3. The Trails and Trailheads section includes a guideline for 
recreational activities, locations, and/or settings to be managed to have minimal user conflicts. See FW-
Rec-Trails-G-2. Specific determinations on how and where to address trail etiquette would be done 
through future project-level decisionmaking based on site-specific information.  

Concern Statement #652: The Forest Plan should provide direction to manage trails based on 
desired experience, sustainable construction and maintenance, and suitability for the desired 
conditions of the area. (72-3, 72-4) 

Response: The Forest Plan contains direction that addresses this comment. A guideline in the Trails and 
Trailheads section requires trails and trailheads to be designed, built, rerouted, or maintained utilizing 
current best practices that promote sustainable trail surfaces, prevent conflicts with neighboring lands, 
address impacts to other resources, and consider user experiences. See FW-Rec-Trails-G-1. Furthermore, 
a guideline in the All Recreation section requires recreational activities, locations, and/or settings to be 
designed and managed to maintain or move toward desired conditions for other uses and resources. See 
FW-Rec-All-G-1. 

Concern Statement #660: The Forest Service should develop and recognize a trail system between 
Cornville and Beaver Creek and other communities in the Verde Valley. (104-1) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to these comments. The Forest Plan is strategic 
in nature and does not include project and activity decisions. Accordingly, the Forest Plan does not decide 
whether to establish any new trails or trail systems. However, desired conditions have been added to the 
Verde Valley Management Area that guide trail system design. See MA-VerdeV-DC-2 and 3. Several 
management approaches have been added to the Verde Valley Management Area to remind forest 
managers to: 
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Collaborate with organizations and groups such as Arizona State Parks (including the Arizona 
State Park Off Highway Vehicle Program, Yavapai County), local organizations and groups, such 
as the Beaver Creek Trails Coalition, Beaver Creek Kiwanis Club, and the Montezuma 
Homeowners Association, during non-motorized and motorized trail and trailhead planning and 
construction efforts.  

Work with stakeholders to develop collaborative solutions to problems that arise from high-use 
recreation. 

Collaborate with the Montezuma Castle National Monument Staff to better meet visitor needs and 
protect resources in the vicinity of Montezuma Castle and Montezuma Well. 

Collaborate with Arizona State Parks to better meet visitor needs and protect resources in the 
vicinity of Deadhorse State Park. 

Concern Statement #677: Easy hiking trails are the best for me. (101-1) 

Response: Thank you for your comment. 

Concern Statement #664: The Forest Plan should designate a relatively accessible and sustainable 
area for beginning mountain bike courses. (47-2) 

Response: The Forest Plan is strategic in nature and does not include project and activity decisions. 
Accordingly, the Forest Plan does not designate areas for beginning mountain bike training. Specific 
determinations on whether to designate an area for beginning mountain bike education could be done 
through future project-level decisionmaking based on site-specific information. A project considering the 
designation of such an area would be guided by several components in the Forest Plan. For example, a 
desired condition in the All Recreation section seeks to provide a broad spectrum of developed and 
dispersed recreation settings. These settings would range from undeveloped (offering opportunities for 
primitive character, challenging access, and solitude) to more developed (offering easier access, higher 
levels of social interaction, and increased user comforts). See FW-Rec-All-DC-4. 

Concern Statement #757: The Forest Service should not suggest that bicycle use on trails results in 
higher levels of erosion or greater impacts to vegetation than hiking. Furthermore, the Forest 
Service should adopt the approach in Alternative D of restricting bicycle use to designated trails in 
botanical and geological areas rather than generally determining that these areas are not suitable 
for mechanized travel. (67-5, 72-10) 

Response: The Coconino NF agrees that higher levels of erosion and impacts to vegetation associated 
with bicycle use is not a problem when bicycles remain on the constructed trail tread. In this situation, 
there does not appear to be an appreciable difference between the impacts for varying user groups. The 
analysis regarding the impacts of bicycle use on trails in the environmental impact statement was intended 
to reference the impacts that occur when bicycles go off the trail tread, impacting resources adjacent to 
the trail and widening the trail prism. This can be a particular problem on corners on trails or steep, windy 
trail sections, where cyclists sometimes go off the constructed trail tread to accommodate turning and 
maintaining high speeds. These are the types of problems being observed on the Lime Kiln Trail. The 
references to impacts from bicycle use in the environmental impact statement have been reviewed and 
adjusted to reflect these points. 

In response to comments on the Draft Revised Plan, the suitability determination from alternative D was 
incorporated into the Forest Plan. Like alternative D, the Forest Plan generally considers mechanized 
travel to be not suitable in botanical and geological areas, except on designated trails. 
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Concern Statement #661: The Forest Service should move extreme use activities, like mountain 
biking and motorized ATV use, to forest lands better suited to the impacts associated with those 
activities. (47-1) 

Response: The Forest Plan provides the framework that would guide site-specific consideration of these 
activities. The Forest Plan provides desired conditions for the full array of ecological resources on the 
Forest. A guideline in the All Recreation section requires recreational activities and locations to be 
designed and managed to maintain or move toward desired conditions for these other resources. See FW-
Rec-All-G-1. 

Whether these activities are impacting desired conditions in a particular area and how to manage these 
activities is a site-specific decision. The identification of specific prohibitions on mechanized and 
motorized travel would be considered in future project-level decisions, including implementation of the 
Travel Management Rule (36 CFR §212).  

Concern Statement #663: The Access Fund would like to participate in projects that involve 
climbing resources. (70-2) 

Response: Thank you for your interest in projects on the Coconino NF involving climbing resources. The 
Forest Plan is strategic in nature and does not include project and activity decisions. Accordingly, the 
Forest Plan does not make decisions on climbing resources in specific areas. The Forest Plan provides the 
framework that would guide site-specific consideration of climbing resources. For example, an All 
Recreation desired condition seeks to provide a broad spectrum of developed and dispersed recreation 
settings, ranging from undeveloped (which offer opportunities for primitive character, challenging access, 
and solitude) to more developed (which offer easier access, higher levels of social interaction, and 
increased user comforts). See FW-Rec-All-DC-4. 

The Forest Plan also includes a management approach in the All Recreation section that reminds forest 
managers to: 

Collaborate with State and Federal agencies including National Park Service, Arizona State Parks, 
and Arizona Game and Fish Department; concessionaires; chambers of commerce; nonprofit 
organizations; Northern Arizona University; State, city and county governments; recreation 
stakeholders; local communities and citizens; partners; and volunteers regarding provision of 
recreation opportunities in northern Arizona and communicating these to the public. Work in 
partnership to find creative solutions to operate and maintain recreation sites, trails and trailheads, 
and provide interpretive and environmental education. Determine gaps and overlaps in 
opportunities and resolve conflicts between users, and providers. Work together to determine 
activities that increase our capacity to serve a diverse population while promoting social, 
economic, and natural resource sustainability.  

Concern Statement #665: The Forest Plan should acknowledge that hunting and fishing are 
recreational activities that occur on the Forest. (75-108) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The General Description for 
the Dispersed Recreation section has been edited to acknowledge that hunting and fishing are recreational 
activities that occur on the Forest. The Dispersed Recreation section also includes a desired condition that 
seeks to provide abundant and high-quality opportunities for hunting, fishing and other wildlife-based 
recreation opportunities. See FW-Rec-Disp-DC-5. 
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Concern Statement #668: The Forest Plan should give the same level of attention to hunting and 
fishing as it does to other recreational pursuits. (75-29) 

Response: The Forest Plan has not been changed in response to this comment. The Forest Plan has a 
strategic approach to recreation in general, which includes hunting and fishing, and has desired conditions 
that would promote a variety of recreational experiences, opportunities, and settings. See FW-Rec-All-
DC-2, 4, 6, 8 and FW-RecDisp-DC-1. Hunting and fishing are specifically mentioned in FW-RecDisp-
DC-5 which reads:  

The Coconino NF provides abundant and high-quality opportunities for hunting, fishing and other 
wildlife-based recreation opportunities. 

Concern Statement #669: The Forest Plan should consider how hunting and fishing are often 
integrally linked with motorized recreation. (75-109) 

Response: The Forest Plan has not been adjusted in response to this comment. The glossary in the Forest 
Plan defines dispersed recreation in conjunction with roads, trails, and undeveloped waterways, including 
hunting and fishing. The Forest Plan ties motorized use with big game retrieval in standards in the 
Dispersed Recreation and Roads and Facilities sections, where the motorized vehicle use map is 
referenced. See FW-Rec-Disp-S-1 and FW-RdsFac-S-1. This map is associated with the Travel 
Management Rule. The environmental analyses associated with the Travel Management Rule, and 
subsequent updates to the map, are the primary vehicle for addressing motorized use. The Forest Plan 
takes a more strategic approach to hunting, fishing, and motorized use. For example, it describes a broad 
range of recreational opportunities being available on the Forest and has a desired condition that wildlife-
based recreation occurs in a variety of settings from primitive to developed. See FW-Rec-All-DC-2 and 8. 

Concern Statement #735: The Ecological Sustainability Report released by the Coconino NF in 
2010 indicates illegal shooting is outside of the Forest's management authority. This is in 
contradiction to Alternative C included in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement that was 
released in 2013 which includes a proposal to determine that over 570,000 acres on the Coconino NF 
would not be suitable for recreational shooting. (73-3) 

Response: Illegal shooting and recreation shooting are not the same thing. The Ecological Sustainability 
Report defines illegal shooting as: 

Shooting that involves illegal species, weaponry, season, location, etc. Law enforcement is the responsible 
entity and jurisdiction varies depending on the individual violation. 

The Ecological Sustainability Report (USDA Forest Service 2009) indicates that illegal shooting is, by 
nature of its illegality, a law enforcement matter, and therefore, illegal shooting is outside of the Forest's 
management authority. Furthermore, the Ecological Sustainability Report confined its discussion of 
illegal shooting to the illegal shooting of Mexican gray wolves. 

As described in chapter 2 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, one of the elements of alternative 
C would be a determination that over 570,000 acres on the Coconino NF would not be suitable for 
recreational shooting. Recreational shooting is not the same thing as “illegal shooting” or hunting (the use 
of firearms while legally pursuing wildlife during an open hunting season). This proposal was developed 
based on public comments that recreational shooting can cause noise and disturb other different recreation 
activities and settings. This proposal is not related to the threat of the illegal shooting of Mexican gray 
wolves discussed in the Ecological Sustainability Report. 
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Alternative C was developed, in part, to address this concern and similar concerns regarding human-
related disturbance. To that end, alternative C proposes to determine the suitability of recreational 
shooting in various parts of the Forest. The portions of the Forest identified as not suitable for recreational 
shooting under alternative C were in the following areas: botanical areas; geological areas; existing and 
recommended research natural areas; wildlife habitat management areas (which have been renamed in the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement); and in the Walnut Canyon, Sedona Neighborwoods, and Long 
Valley Management Areas, and parts of the Flagstaff Neighborwoods Management Area. 

If alternative C were selected, a determination in the Forest Plan that an area is not suitable for 
recreational shooting would not be a decision to prohibit recreational shooting in that area. Rather, such a 
determination would guide projects in the future that would need to be consistent with the suitability 
determination or propose an amendment to the Forest Plan. These project-level decisions would be 
consistent with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Forest Service Handbook and Forest 
Service Manual, would include analysis and opportunity for public involvement, and would apply site-
specific information. Through this process, a decision would be made on whether to restrict recreational 
shooting in a specific area and if so, under what conditions. 

Concern Statement #744: The Forest Service should place greater emphasis on the economic and 
recreational value of hunting. The Forest Service should use information on expenditures by 
hunters in its economic analysis. Furthermore, the Forest Service should acknowledge that drought 
in recent years has impacted wildlife populations, which has resulted in a corresponding reduction 
in hunter recreation days over the same time period. (64-27, 64-28, 77-3, 94-3) 

Response: Recreational activities, including hunting, are addressed in the Recreation and Socioeconomic 
sections in the environmental impact statement. In the Recreation analysis, specific recreational activities 
are only highlighted when a particular plan component or alternative may have a unique impact on that 
activity. This is true of how the environmental impact statement addressed hunting. Looking at 
recreational activities as a group rather than focusing on its individual elements is part of the forest plan 
revision effort to develop a more strategic forest plan. 

Additional information on hunting is included in the Socioeconomic section in the environmental impact 
statement. The Socioeconomic section provides a breakdown of the types of activities visitors to the 
Coconino NF participate in and the relative levels of participation. Although the specific economic value 
of hunting is not singled out, hunting was considered when the economic value of recreation on the 
Coconino NF was calculated.  

To measure the value of economic activity associated with recreation on the Forest, the Coconino NF 
used employment and labor income. Simply reporting expenditures does not give an accurate portrait of 
local economic consequences. Many of these expenditures will not meaningfully contribute to local 
economic activity. For instance, a $50 purchase of gasoline or groceries by a recreation visitor will not 
contribute $50 to local economic activity, since most of the value, and associated impacts, of that 
purchase occur outside the local area (e.g., in distant oil extraction sites, refineries, and trucking 
companies). Reporting the employment and labor income attributable to recreation visitor expenditures 
more accurately estimates the local economic consequences of Forest Service management activities, 
since it considers what share of the expenditures cycle through the local area, rather than leaking out to 
other parts of the United States or overseas. 

The Forest is not aware of any reduction in hunter recreation days associated with an ongoing drought. 
The Forest acknowledges that it has been experiencing drier than normal conditions over the last 10 or so 
years. However, according to the Arizona Department of Game and Fish, elk, mule deer, white-tailed 
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deer, and pronghorn populations on the Forest have not meaningfully changed over that time frame nor 
have the number of elk hunting permits, which drive the majority of hunter recreation days on the Forest. 

Concern Statement #753: The Forest Service should clarify why it used the presence or absence of 
recreational shooting as a topic for comparing alternatives. (75-136) 

Response: One of the issues that the public identified with the proposed revised plan stemmed from 
recreational shooting and the noise and disturbance it can cause to other different recreational activities 
and recreation settings. See the Issues section in chapter 1 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
To address this issue, the Forest included a suitability determination on recreational shooting in 
alternative C.  

To compare how alternative C addressed recreational shooting in relation to the other alternatives, the 
Forest identified the topic of the presence or absence of recreational shooting opportunities. Acres of the 
Forest and percentage of the Forest were chosen as measurement indicators. Using this topic and these 
indicators, the Forest was able to display that alternative C's suitability determination on recreational 
shooting would likely result in more areas on the Forest where recreational shooting would not cause 
noise or disturb other different recreational activities and recreation settings. 

Concern Statement #762: The Forest Service should comply with the 2006 Federal Lands Hunting, 
Fishing and Shooting Sports Roundtable Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) and provide 
private organizations timely explanations of changes in land management plans that would impact 
access or opportunities for shooting sports activities on Federal lands. Furthermore, private 
organizations should be included on public involvement lists for proposed land management plan 
revisions that would impact access or opportunities for shooting sports activities on Federal lands. 
(73-9) 

Response: The Coconino NF has complied with the MOU. There has been no change to the Coconino 
NF's land management plan related to recreational shooting. As part of the forest plan revision process, 
the Forest has developed a proposed revised plan (referred to as alternative B (modified) in the 
environmental impact statement) and three alternatives. The Forest provided updates on forest plan 
revision progress in fall 2011, winter 2012, and fall 2013, reporting that alternatives were being 
developed to the proposed revised plan. The fall 2013 update provided some details on the alternatives 
that had been developed, specifically stating that under alternative C recreational (non-hunting) shooting 
would not be suitable in botanical areas, geological areas, research natural areas, and in areas around 
Walnut Canyon, Sedona, Long Valley, and Flagstaff. The Forest developed alternative C in response to 
public comments on the proposed revised plan. Alternative C and three other alternatives were analyzed 
in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement that was distributed in December 2013. A 90-day comment 
period was provided on the proposed revised plan and the other alternatives analyzed in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement. The updates and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement provided 
timely explanations of potential changes in the Coconino NF's land management plan. None of the 
alternatives would result in immediate closures to recreational shooting. Specific decisions on whether 
and how to address recreational shooting in specific areas would be done through future project-level 
decisionmaking based on site-specific information.  

The fall 2011, winter 2012, and fall 2013 updates mentioned above, as well as the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement, were sent directly by mail or email to organizations and individuals who had 
previously requested to receive this information. The mailing list used for the updates and Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement has been developed over the years of public involvement on this forest 
plan revision effort. In addition to sharing this information by mail and email, the Forest posted these 
documents to its website. 
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The commenter has been added to the project mailing list and will receive updates and other 
correspondence related to this forest plan revision effort. 

Concern Statement #770: The Forest Service should clarify whether the recreational shooting 
suitability determination that has been included in Alternative C is designed to address noise or 
safety. (73-8) 

Response: No change has been made in response to this comment. The recreational shooting suitability 
determination included in alternative C is designed to address concerns about both noise and safety. The 
Issues section in chapter 1 of the environmental impact statement includes information on Recreation 
Issues. One of the Recreation Issues lists a concern that recreational shooting “may cause noise and 
disturb, other recreational activities and recreation settings.” This statement summarizes the concerns 
regarding the proposed revised plan that were raised by members of the public. Reducing a forest visitor's 
sense of security or safety is one of the ways that recreational shooting can disturb other, different 
recreational activities and recreation settings. 

Riparian – Wetlands 
Concern Statement #64: The Plan should include special provisions for the ecological integrity and 
function of riparian areas. (84-33) 

Response: The Forest Plan has numerous desired conditions that relate to the ecological integrity and 
function of riparian areas, stream banks, flow regimes, and other features of aquatic habitat. See FW-Eco-
DC-3; FW-Water-DC-1-7, FW-Rip-All-DC-1-5; FW-Rip-Strm-DC-1-4; FW-Rip-Wtlnds-DC-1, 2; FW-
Rip-Spr-DC-1-5; FW-Rip-RipType-DC-1-6; FW-WFP-DC-4, 5, 6. 

Guidelines that specifically apply to functioning aquatic and riparian ecosystems include: FW-Water-G-1-
6; FW-Rip-All-G-2; FW-Rip-Strm-G-1; FW-Rip-Spr-G-1-4, FW-Rip-RipType-G-1, FW-WFP-G-3, and 
FW-RdsFac-G-5 and 9. 

In addition there are objectives in the plan to restore wetlands, springs, non-functioning and function-at-
risk riparian areas, and stream habitat. See FW-Rip-Wtlnds-O-1; FW-Rip-Spr-O-1, FW-Rip-All-O-1, and 
FW-WFP-O-4. 

In regards to areas near the edge of perennial water, an aquatic management zone is required to protect 
water quality and to avoid detrimental changes in water temperature or chemical composition, blockages 
of streamcourses, or sediment deposits that would seriously and adversely affect water conditions, fish 
habitat, or connected downstream cave, karst, and lava tube resources. As a general starting point, the 
zone width in riparian areas ranges from 100 to 150 feet on each side of the streamcourse or riparian area 
depending on erosion hazard (See FW-RipAll-G-3). A management approach for All Riparian Areas 
recommends project-level analysis to determine whether the zone should be wider or narrower. It reads: 

Consider table 1 as a general starting point for determining the width of the aquatic 
management zone relative to erosion hazard. Aquatic management zones may be wider or 
narrow than suggested in Table 1 and would be decided at the project level. 
Considerations for the size and shape of an aquatic management zone include amount and 
type of material on the ground, width and slope of the zone, soil type or hydrologic soil 
group, orientation of stream or river to the sun, connection of stream to impaired or non-
attaining waters, presence of threatened or endangered species, condition of the riparian 
area, adjacent land use, and threat of contamination from pollutants or chemicals. 
Significant topographic changes, such as abrupt canyon edges may be used as boundaries 
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for aquatic management zones, as long as activities beyond the canyon walls do not 
negatively influence the functioning of the aquatic management zone. 

Because non-riparian streamcourses could also negatively affect perennial waters, an aquatic management 
zone is also required for non-riparian, intermittent streamcourses to reduce sedimentation, maintain 
functioning of the channel within its floodplain, and maintain downstream water quality and riparian 
habitat and function. This management zone would also avoid detrimental changes in water temperature 
or chemical composition, blockages of streamcourses, or sediment deposits that would seriously and 
adversely affect water conditions, fish habitat, or connected downstream cave, karst, and lava tube 
resources. See FW-Rip-Strm-G-2. The Stream Ecosystems section includes a management approach 
similar to the one in All Riparian Areas, but in addition, it mentions consideration of ephemeral 
streamcourses that might influence downstream water quality. In addition, a site-specific aquatic 
management zone would be required for new projects and management activities around reservoirs to 
protect water quality and to avoid detrimental changes in water temperature or chemical composition, 
blockages of streamcourses, or sediment deposits that would seriously and adversely affect water 
conditions or aquatic habitat. See FW-ConstWat-G-1." 

Concern Statement #111: The Forest Service should have an actual plan for achieving the desired 
conditions for riparian areas. (81-3) 

Response: The desired conditions for riparian areas, like the desired conditions for all other resources, 
will guide how activities and uses authorized under the Forest Plan are designed and authorized. Desired 
conditions are aspirational and it is acknowledged that they may only be achievable over a long time 
frame. There is no specific date by which they are to be achieved. 

However, as described in the Plan Content section in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan, projects and site-
specific activities “must be consistent with desired conditions....” The following information has been 
added to the discussion on desired conditions in the Plan Content section to clarify the ways site-specific 
projects can demonstrate consistency with desired conditions: 

To be consistent with the desired conditions of the plan, a project or activity, when assessed at the 
appropriate spatial scale described in the plan (e.g., landscape scale), must be designed to meet one 
or more of the following conditions: 

♦ Maintain or make progress toward one or more of the desired conditions of a plan without 
adversely affecting progress toward, or maintenance of, other desired conditions; or 

♦ Be neutral with regard to progress toward plan desired conditions; or 

♦ Maintain or make progress toward one or more of the desired conditions over the long term, 
even if the project or activity would adversely affect progress toward or maintenance of one or 
more desired conditions in the short term; or 

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

One of the ways that forest plans promote progress toward achievement of desired conditions is through 
the identification of objectives. The objectives in the Plan are not designed to entirely resolve departures 
from desired conditions or to resolve them as quickly as possible. Rather, objectives are measurable 
results designed to maintain or move the Forest toward desired conditions. Objectives are based on 
anticipated budget and staffing and can be exceeded should the opportunity arise. Objectives are not 
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targets, but projections, and they may not be fully achieved based on a variety of factors. See the 
discussion on objectives in the Plan Content section in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan for additional 
information on objectives. 

The Forest Plan contains several objectives associated with riparian areas. See FW-Rip-All-O-1, FW-Rip-
Wtlnds-O-1, FW-Rip-Spr-O-1, and FW-WFP-O-4. 

Concern Statement #97: The revised Forest Plan should include prohibitions on activities within 
riparian areas. (56-16, 84-39, 84-44, 84-45) 

Response: Riparian areas are protected by Plan direction. The Plan does not apply an all-purpose buffer 
or restriction on particular activities. Rather, Plan direction ensures that impacts to riparian areas, despite 
their exact proximity to a riparian area or the cause of the impact, are addressed in project-level decisions. 
See FW-Rip-All-G-1, 2, 3, FW-Rip-Strm-G-1 and 2, FW-Rip-Sprg-G-1, 3, and 4, and FW-Graz-G-4, 5, 
and 7. 

Concern Statement #109: The Plan should provide protection for springs; at least 50% of springs 
over the next 10 years and at least 10 springs per year. (64-43) 

Response: The Forest Plan includes an objective to restore riparian function on at least 25 springs that are 
not in proper functioning condition during each 10-year period during the life of the Forest Plan. See FW-
Rip-Sprg-O-1. This objective, like the other objectives in the Forest Plan, was established based on recent 
trends, current and anticipated staffing, and anticipated budgets, and it was balanced against other 
management needs on the Forest. Objectives can be exceeded should the opportunity arise. See the 
discussion on objectives in the Plan Content section in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan for additional 
information on objectives. 

The Plan's monitoring strategy establishes monitoring of improvements or restoration to springs. 

Concern Statement #110: The Forest Service should assess diversions of water sources that 
recharge wetlands within five years and take steps to eliminate those effects. (64-45) 

Response: Diversions on wetlands are subject to water rights and generally associated with pipelines, 
dams, spring development, or earthen stock ponds. A water right is a legally defined use of water from a 
particular source by a particular user. Water right law is complicated and often contentious especially in 
arid ecosystems. 

The Wetland section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement discusses how most wetlands on 
the Forest are generally disconnected from groundwater and are reliant on precipitation for water input. It 
also discusses how many wetlands have been modified by dams and stock tanks to increase water 
permanency and these modifications were constructed many years ago and are associated with specific 
water rights. The Forest Plan has not been adjusted to require the assessment of water diversions of water 
sources that recharge wetlands and it does not preclude the assessment of water diversions that affect 
wetlands at the forest, district, or project level. However, with water rights in mind, desired conditions in 
the Forest Plan would promote functional soil and water resources on most wetland acres, consistent with 
their flood regime and flood potential. See FW-Rip-Wtlnd-DC-1. Desired conditions for springs: 
Consistent with existing water rights and claims, springs are rarely developed and altered by human-made 
structures such as head boxes, cisterns, and pipelines and water rights should be maintained or procured 
where no water rights exist. See FW-Rip-Spr-DC-4, FW-Rip-Spr-G-2. Desired conditions for water in 
general: 
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Water quality, water quantity, and the timing of water flows support ecological functions, habitat 
for aquatic and riparian species, and water sources for municipalities. Water quality, water 
quantity, and the timing of flows are sustained at levels that retain the biological, physical, and 
chemical integrity of associated systems and benefit survival, growth, reproduction, and 
migration of native species. See FW-Water-DC-6. 

Also, Water guidelines promote best management practices to maintain water quality, quantity, and timing 
of flows, and to prevent or reduce accelerated erosion. See FW-Water-G-4. Finally, an objective in the 
section on Wetlands would restore 5 to 10 wetlands currently not in proper functioning condition so that 
they are in, or are trending toward, proper functioning condition during each 10-year period over the life 
of the plan. See FW-Rip-Wtlnds-O-1. 

Concern Statement #122: The Plan should provide protection for wetlands; at least 50% of 
wetlands in the next 5 years and at least 75% of wetlands in 10 years. (64-44) 

Response: No change has been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. The Forest Plan 
does not require any particular percentage of wetlands to be “protected.” The Forest Plan is programmatic 
in nature and does not make decisions on whether or how individual wetlands should be protected. 
Decisions of this nature are made at the project level based on site-specific information. The Forest Plan 
provides a framework that will guide these project-level decisions in a manner that ensures that wetlands 
are in or trending toward proper functioning condition. See FW-Rip-Wtlnds-DC-1. 

Concern Statement #123: The Forest Service should completely eliminate or minimize the negative 
impacts of management activities on springs, streams, and wetlands. (64-46) 

Response: The Forest Plan addresses impacts to springs, wetlands, and streams in a number of places. 
There are specific desired conditions in the section for Wetlands that promote functional soil and water 
resources, diverse habitats for native species, maintenance of riparian soil moisture characteristics; a 
variety of age classes, and a native species composition that reflects the individual wetland types, such as 
seasonal wetlands. See FW-Rip-Wtlnds-DC-1, 2. Also, the section on springs describes specific desired 
conditions for vegetation, soil, and riparian function. See FW-Rip-Spr-DC-1, 2, 3. There is a guideline 
that requires activities be designed and implemented to maintain or improve soil and riparian function, 
maintain or improve native vegetation and design features could include livestock management. See FW-
Rip-Spr-G-3. Streams would be protected through guidelines that require projects and management 
activities to be designed and implemented to retain or restore natural streambank stability, native 
vegetation, and riparian and soil function. See Fw-Rip-Strm-G-2. Aquatic management zones would be 
required to protect or reduce the impact of activities to non-riparian intermittent streamcourses and to 
riparian areas. See FW-Rip-All-G-3 and FW-Rip-Strm-G-2. The Roads and Facilities section and the 
Watersheds and Water section have guidelines to apply soil and water best management practices to 
protect water quality. See FW-RdsFac-G-5; FW-Water-G-4. 

In addition, there are objectives to restore 5 to 10 wetlands currently not in proper functioning condition 
so that they are in, or are trending toward, proper functioning condition during each 10-year period over 
the life of the plan; an objective to restore riparian function to at least 25 springs identified as not in 
proper functioning conditions during each 10-year period during the life of the plan; and an objective to 
restore or enhance at least 70 miles of stream habitat during each 10-year period. See FW-Rip-Wtlnds-O-
1, FW-Rip-Spr-O-1, and FW-WFP-O-4. Finally, there is a guideline in the section of Wildlife, Fish and 
Plants that requires management activities to be designed and implemented to protect and provide for 
narrowly endemic species and species with restricted distributions (many of which occur in springs). See 
FW-WFP-G-10. 
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The forest plan does not explicitly exclude springs, which includes seeps, and seasonal wetlands, from 
non-native herbivory; however, no grazing is an option based on site-specific analysis. Livestock use of 
springs and wetlands is also influenced by existing water rights. Chapter 4 of the plan, Grazing 
Suitability, shows that 82,322 acres are closed to grazing as a result of signed decisions. Some of these 
areas include springs and wetlands. 

Permitted livestock grazing is intended to be consistent with the desired conditions of other resources; 
however, the Forest Plan acknowledges that there may be lower levels of vegetation and higher levels of 
soil compaction immediately adjacent to earthen stock ponds and developed springs where livestock 
concentrate. See FW-Graz-DC-2, G-2. 

The Livestock Grazing section has specific guidance to protect springs, seasonal wetlands, and other 
riparian areas such as locating and using structural range improvements and salt, minerals, and/or other 
supplements in a manner that is consistent with desired conditions for other resources and so that riparian 
areas and wet meadows are protected. FW-Graz-G-4, 5. See also FW-Rip-All-G-1. There is a specific 
guideline in Livestock Grazing for when permitted livestock have access to riparian areas, the use on 
riparian species should provide for maintenance of those species, allow for regeneration of new 
individuals, protect bank and soil stability, and reduce the effects of flooding. Maintenance of woody 
riparian species should lead to diverse age classes of woody riparian species where potential for native 
woody vegetation exists. This guideline would not apply to fine-scale activities and facilities such as 
intermittent livestock crossing locations, water gaps, or other infrastructure used to minimize impacts to 
riparian areas at a larger scale. See FW-Graz-G-7. 

Concern Statement #124: The Forest Service should revise the cumulative effects analysis in the 
Water and Riparian Resources section of the environmental impact statement to include discussions 
of how drought and climate change, along with other human and livestock activities, will likely 
cumulatively affect water quality and riparian resources over the life of the forest plan based on 
proposed management strategies. (84-46) 

Response: The cumulative effects analysis in the Water and Riparian Resources section of the 
environmental impact statement has been expanded in response to this comment. In-depth discussions of 
the cumulative effects of activities or actions occurring on the Coconino NF as well as on non-National 
Forest System lands have been added to this section in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
Actions considered in the cumulative effects analysis include: 

Activities such as vegetation management, fuels management, livestock grazing, recreational 
activities, groundwater withdrawal, noxious weeds treatments, and other management activities 
that have occurred in the past, are occurring, and are reasonably foreseeable actions on or 
adjacent to the Coconino NF. 

Urban development and interface growth that would likely continue on private lands with 
potential to cumulatively affect NFS lands (e.g., increased groundwater extraction, altered 
hydrology/flowpaths or changes in runoff patterns, etc.) 

Road construction, maintenance, and right-of-way clearing on Forest Service and non-Forest 
Service lands and the effects that these activities can have on surface water quality and quantity.  

The expected increase in recreational use on the Forest, and the potential for future recreation 
projects that may be developed. 
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The potential effects of these activities on climate change and the effects of climate change on 
surface water, groundwater, and riparian resources. 

Concern Statement #546: The Forest Plan should address human and livestock disturbances to 
ensure improvement of impaired and degraded riparian areas. (84-43) 

Response: The Forest Plan includes direction that will guide livestock grazing to meet or move toward 
desired conditions, including desired conditions for riparian areas. See FW-Graz-DC-2, FW-Graz-G-2, 
and FW-Rip-All-G-1. Similar direction can be found in other sections of the Forest Plan that address 
human activities, such as recreation, special uses, roads and facilities. See FW-Rec-All-DC-6, FW-Rec-
All-G-1 and 2, FW-SpecUse-G-1, and FW-RdsFac-DC-1, and FW-RdsFac-G-1 and 2. 

Plan direction for riparian areas, which include stream ecosystems, wetlands, springs, and riparian forest 
types, is included in the Riparian Areas section. While there are no standards for management of riparian 
areas, the plan direction in the Riparian Areas section provides comprehensive direction for these areas. 

Soil and water guidelines would implement and monitor best management practices for all activities with 
the potential to impair water quality; to control and manage nonpoint source pollution and to maintain 
water quality, quantity, and timing of flows; and to prevent or reduce accelerated erosion. See FW-Soil-G-
1 and FW-Water-G-4. Buffers, called aquatic management zones, would be identified and maintained in 
riparian areas to avoid detrimental changes that would seriously and adversely affect water conditions, 
fish habitat, or connected downstream cave, karst, and lava tube resources. See FW-Rip-All-G-3. Aquatic 
management zones would also be established in non-riparian, intermittent streamcourses to maintain 
channel functioning, downstream water quality, riparian habitat, and function. See FW-Rip-Strm-G-2. 

Some of the desired conditions and guidelines that promote resiliency, hydrologic and biotic integrity, 
natural processes, base flow, riparian communities, groundwater recharge, and species diversity include 
FW-Water-DC-1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7; FW-Water-G-3 and 6; FW-Rip-All-DC-1, 2 and 5, FW-Rip-Strm-DC-1, 
2, 3, and 4 and FW-Rip-Strm-G-1, FW-Rip-Wtlnds-DC-1 and 2, FW-Rip-Spr-DC-1 through 5, and FW-
Rip-Spr-G-1, 3, and 4, FW-Rip-RipType-DC-1, 2, 4, 5, 6, and FW-Rip-RipType-G-1, 3, and 4, FW-WFP-
DC-3, 4, and 5, FW-Invas-DC-1 and 2, FW-Invas-G-1 and 2, FW-Graz-G-4, 5, and 7, FW-RdsFac-G-5 
and 9, FW-Rec-All-G-2, and FW-Rec-Disp-G-5. 

Connectivity along streams, across floodplains and valley bottoms, between surface and subsurface flows, 
and between vegetative communities is supported by desired conditions in Watersheds and Water, All 
Riparian Areas, Riparian Forest Types, and Wildlife, Fish and Plants. See FW-Water-DC-4, FW-Rip-All-
DC-3 and G-2, FW-Rip-RipType-G-2, and FW-WFP-DC-6. 

Concern Statement #732: The Forest Plan should include additional information on the amount 
and condition of riparian resources such as wetlands, seeps, and springs and explain why there are 
still riparian resources in need of restoration. The Forest Service should not rely on partners and 
stakeholders to inventory, classify, and prioritize springs for restoration. (64-42) 

Response: Information on the amount and condition of riparian resources such as wetlands, seeps, and 
springs in is included in the environmental impact statement that has been prepared to analyze the 
potential effects of the proposed revised plan and alternatives to that proposal. See the Riparian Resources 
section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement. This section also explains why some of these 
riparian resources are not in desired condition at this time. 

The Forest Plan does include a management approach that reminds forest managers to: 
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Continue working with partners and stakeholders, including tribes, to inventory, classify, assess, 
and prioritize springs and recharge areas for restoration, and to implement restoration activities. 
Include consideration of rare species and endemic species when evaluating springs for 
restoration. 

Relying upon, and making opportunities available for, volunteers is an important component of the Forest 
Plan as indicated by the numerous references to volunteers and volunteerism throughout the Forest Plan. 
Volunteer efforts support critical programs on the Forest and foster a sense of stewardship for the Forest. 

Concern Statement #92: The Forest Plan should include specific riparian direction for the Beaver 
Creek area. (99-9) 

Response: The desired conditions for riparian areas have been addressed in forestwide direction. See FW-
Rip-All-DC-1 and 5. See also plan components in the forestwide direction for All Riparian Areas Stream 
Ecosystems, Wetlands, Springs, and Riparian Forest Types. 

Although a Beaver Creek Management Area has not been identified as part of the Plan, in response to 
your comments, the Verde Valley Management Area plan components were reviewed, edited, and 
augmented. For example, a guideline has been added to the Verde Valley Management Area requiring 
projects and activities to be designed and implemented in a manner that maintains or improves watershed 
and riparian function. See MA-VerdeV-G-1. 

Roads Management 
Concern Statement #102: The Forest Plan should require surveys to be conducted as part of the 
minimum road system analysis to assess on-going impacts and to determine the continued utility of 
roads. (56-19) 

Response: The Forest Plan has not been adjusted to require surveys be conducted as part of a minimum 
road system analysis. The Forest Plan provides the framework for road system analyses. The Roads and 
Facilities section includes a desired condition for the transportation system to expand and contract 
commensurate with use and needs, and to balance the desire for access with management activities and 
ecological impacts. See FW-RdsFac-DC-1. As travel management analyses are conducted on the Forest, 
this desired condition will require consideration of how to address routes that are causing ecological and 
social impacts. This desired condition will also guide decisions on the construction, reconstruction, or 
closure of roads that are causing ecological and social impacts. The level of surveying that is necessary 
will be determined at the project level based on the scope of the project. 

Concern Statement #103: In the revised plan, the Forest Service should change a guideline in the 
section on Roads and Facilities to a standard. As written, this guideline is insufficient to tackle the 
ongoing problem of sediment pollution from roads. It now reads “Stream crossings on permanent 
roads should be designed …..” It should be modified to read “Stream crossings on permanent roads 
shall be designed…..” (56-20, 84-49) 

Response: Plan language has been adjusted to further address stream crossings, roads and sediment 
pollution; however, the guideline has not been converted to a standard. Resource protection associated 
with stream crossings is now strategically addressed in FW-RdsFac-DC-1, FW-RdsFac-G-1, 2, 5, and 9. 
Whether a drainage structure is “cost efficient” is a site-specific determination. 

Concern Statement #112: The Forest Service should disclose the sedimentation and erosion impacts 
associated with the existing road network, including stream crossings, on water quality. (84-64) 
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Response: The Watersheds and Water and the Infrastructure and Facilities sections in the environmental 
impact statement and the Water Quality, Quantity and Watershed Specialist Report (2016) discuss erosion 
and sediment delivery into streams from roads, as one factor that could influence water quality. The 
location and management of any new roads would be addressed in a project-level decision based on site-
specific information. 

Concern Statement #242: The Forest Plan should include the following desired condition: “Road 
densities are developed and managed to ensure reasonable and sufficient recreational and multiple 
use access to accommodate a wide array of uses and users.” (75-112) 

Response: One of the proposed desired conditions was modified to address this comment. The changes 
do not particularly emphasize road densities. Specifying road densities is an alternative that was not 
carried forward for detailed consideration, because road impacts are more complex than a simple road 
density calculation. See the Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Study section in chapter 2 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for additional information. Rather, the modification to the desired 
condition focuses on the effectiveness of the transportation system to provide access for a wide variety of 
needs while protecting other forest resources. See FW-RdsFac-DC-1. 

Concern Statement #245: The Forest Plan should provide more specific direction on how certain 
forest roads should be managed and maintained. (60-1, 60-2, 90-3, 98-1) 

Response: The Forest Plan is not the appropriate document in which to classify the maintenance level for 
specific roads or determine their need for maintenance. Likewise, the Forest Plan does not make specific 
decisions on traffic management. Rather, the Forest Plan provides direction for the management of the 
transportation system on the Forest. For example, the Roads and Facilities section includes a desired 
condition for the Forest to have a well-maintained road system. See FW-RdsFac-DC-1. Decisions on 
which maintenance level to assign to a road are administrative determinations made as part of the 
management of the transportation system. Decisions on when and where to conduct maintenance are 
made based on site-specific information and analysis and appropriated budgets for that activity. 

Prioritization of road maintenance planning is outside the scope of the Forest Plan and the plan revision 
process. Maintenance planning is a requirement of Forest Service Manual 7732.11 that requires the Forest 
to:  

Develop annual road maintenance plans based on road management objectives and expected 
traffic for all National Forest System Roads. 

Clearly display the allocation of available funds in highest priority order in road maintenance 
plans in case of funding short falls. 

Concern Statement #246: The Forest Plan should include a standard that limits one mile of road 
per square mile of land. (56-174) 

Response: No change was made in response to this comment. Specifying road densities is an alternative 
that was not carried forward for detailed consideration because road impacts are more complex than a 
simple road density calculation. See the Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Study section in chapter 2 
of the Final Environmental Impact Statement for additional information. 

Concern Statement #317: The Forest Plan should not reduce public access to the Forest or close any 
roads. The Roads and Facilities objective (see Draft Revised Plan FW-RdsFac-O-1) should be 



Draft Land and Resource Management Plan 

Coconino National Forest 
146 

adjusted to require implementation of decisions made under the 2005 Travel Management Rule, not 
to decommission an additional 200 to 800 miles of roads on the Forest. Likewise, the Forest Service 
should not adopt the recommended wilderness and changes in Recreational Opportunity Spectrum 
(ROS) settings proposed in alternative C because they will result in new restrictions on motorized 
travel and dispersed camping. (49-4, 49-5, 75-32, 75-103, 75-104, 77-7, 94-7, 105-1, 108-1, 109-1) 

Response: The Forest Plan is strategic in nature and does not include project and activity decisions. 
Accordingly, the Forest Plan does not direct or designate routes or areas for motorized travel. Specific 
access and motorized use determinations would be done through future project-level decisionmaking, 
including the implementation of the Travel Management Rule (36 CFR §212). 

Some commenters have expressed concern with the Roads and Facilities objective that mentions 
decommissioning 200 to 800 miles of unauthorized and system roads on the Forest. This objective has 
been adjusted in response to these comments to clarify that the decommissioned roads will not be roads 
that the motor vehicle use map has identified as open to the public. See FW-RdsFac-O-1. This objective is 
aligned with the ongoing travel management effort and is not a decision to create additional, new 
limitations to motorized use on the Forest. 

Other commenters have expressed concern with the potential impact that Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum (ROS) classifications and recommended wilderness areas could have on public motorized 
access. The ROS classifications for alternatives B (modified) and D have 2.6 miles of road that is 
currently open to public use that would be in the primitive or semi-primitive non-motorized class. 
Alternative C would have 14 miles of road open to the public that would be in these ROS classes, which 
were developed taking the additional recommended wilderness areas and management areas in this 
alternative into account. Alternative B (modified) contains no recommended wilderness areas with roads 
that are currently on the motor vehicle use map. Alternative C contains six recommended wilderness areas 
with a total of 10.6 miles of road that are currently on the motor vehicle use map. Accordingly, even if the 
ROS classifications and recommended wilderness areas are adopted by either alternative, the potential 
change to public motorized access would be very small. 

Concern Statement #427: The Forest Plan should include restrictions on the construction of new 
roads for access to inholdings. Providing for reasonable access is too broad and subjective of a term. 
(74-80) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The sentence addressing 
reasonable access to inholdings has been removed from the Land Adjustment desired conditions for two 
reasons. First, access to neighboring land is addressed in a Roads and Facilities desired condition. See 
FW-RdsFac-DC-1. The Roads and Facilities desired condition still refers to reasonable access. 
Reasonableness is determined at the project level based on site-specific information and conditions. 
Proposals to construct new roads would need to be consistent with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), the Forest Service Handbook and Forest Service Manual, and include analysis and opportunity 
for public involvement. 

Second, the focus of the Land Adjustment desired condition is supposed to be on acquiring access to 
National Forest System lands through acquisition of easement rights-of-way across non-National Forest 
System lands. The desired condition has been adjusted to clarify that intent. See FW-LndAdj-DC-2. 

Concern Statement #430: The desired condition in the Roads and Facilities section of the Forest 
Plan that discusses maintenance of roads under easement (see Draft Revised Plan, FW-RdsFac-DC-
3) should be adjusted to reference the conditions of the easement deed agreements and the Four 
Agency Partnership Guidelines. (83-6) 
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Response: The desired condition has been adjusted to incorporate the suggestion in this comment. As 
adjusted, the desired condition acknowledges that road maintenance requirements can be satisfied by 
meeting Forest Service standards or the terms of the authorization for the easement or permit. See FW-
RdsFac-DC-3. 

Concern Statement #432: The Forest Plan should include direction that ensures the Forest road 
system is designed to protect scenic integrity. (74-76) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this suggestion. The Roads and Facilities 
desired condition has been adjusted to list protection of scenery as one of the goals associated with the 
Forest transportation system. See FW-RdsFac-DC-1. The Roads and Facilities section also includes a 
guideline that requires roads to be located, designed, and maintained to move toward or maintain desired 
conditions for other uses and resources. See FW-RdsFac-G-1. By this reference to the desired conditions 
for other resources, this guideline incorporates all of the relevant desired conditions from the Scenic 
Resources section of the Forest Plan. 

Concern Statement #433: The Forest Plan should include plan components that will ensure that 
forest users clearly understand travel restrictions on the Forest. These plan components should 
specifically address visitor education and signage related to motorized travel restrictions. (56-145, 
56-147, 56-149, 56-167, 74-78, 74-85) 

Response: In addition to the desired awareness of travel restrictions included in FW-RdsFac-DC-3, the 
Forest Plan includes several other components that address this comment. One of the guidelines in the 
Roads and Facilities section has been expanded to require signage that facilitates navigation of designated 
motorized routes and prevents motorized use outside of designated areas and routes. See FW-RdsFac-G-3. 

Additional direction is located in the Interpretation and Education section. A desired condition in this 
section creates an express goal to provide forest visitors with properly placed, clear signs and information 
on authorized motorized use and restrictions. See FW-InterpEd-DC-5. A guideline in this section directs 
designated trail uses (e.g., motorized, mechanized, equestrian, etc.) to be identified at trailheads to reduce 
user conflicts, and impacts to trails and associated resources. See FW-InterpEd-G-3. Finally, a 
management approach is included in the Interpretation and Education section to remind forest managers 
to work with others to establish interpretive messages and programs for designated motorized routes and 
areas. It reminds forest managers to: 

Work with agencies, motorized recreation user groups, and other stakeholders to establish 
interpretive messages and programs for designated motorized routes and areas. These efforts may 
include improved signs, information kiosks, and other interpretive tools. Interpretive themes may 
include messages to foster conservation ethics, to prevent lost riders, to show opportunities of 
where to ride, to identify dangerous and/or closed areas, to teach riding ethics, and to reduce user 
conflicts. 

Concern Statement #434: The desired condition in the Roads and Facilities section of the Forest 
Plan that addresses the expansion and contraction of the transportation system (see Draft Revised 
Plan, FW-RdsFac-DC-1) should be edited to recognize the role fiscal realities can play on that 
expansion and contraction. (56-142) 

Response: No change has been made in response to this comment. The second sentence of this desired 
condition addresses concerns related to fiscal realities by specifically stating a desire for an “economical 
system of sustainable, well maintained, and marked roads....”  
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Concern Statement #497: The Forest Plan should extend seasonal road closures through the dry 
season to reduce the risk of accidental wildfire ignitions. (56-11) 

Response: No change has been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. Specific road 
closures are done through project-level decisionmaking, including the implementation of the Travel 
Management Rule (36 CFR §212). Motor vehicle use on the Forest has been and continues to be 
addressed through implementation of that rule.  

The Forest has an existing policy and process to address when to close the Forest and ban campfires based 
on specific existing conditions. Although the Plan does not provide a specific seasonal closure for 
campfires, it does contain a guideline requiring recreational activities to be managed to promote public 
health and safety. See FW-Rec-All-G-2. The existing policy and process are consistent with this guideline 
and can be viewed as an extension of this guideline. 

Concern Statement #566: The Forest Plan should include direction on coordination with the 
Arizona Department of Transportation regarding long-range planning. (83-5) 

Response: The Roads and Facilities section of the Forest Plan includes a management approach 
reminding forest managers to: 

Cooperate with local and regional governments, Federal Highways Administration, and Arizona 
Department of Transportation on the planning, design, construction, and maintenance of highway 
corridors. 

A reference to the Amended Memorandum of Understanding among the Arizona Department of 
Transportation, the Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Division, and the USDA, Forest Service, 
Southwestern Region Regarding the Construction, Operation and Maintenance of Highways in Arizona 
Crossing National Forest System Lands has been added to the Roads and Facilities section in appendix D, 
Other Sources of Information. 

Concern Statement #567: The Forest Plan should address large commercial truck use on State 
Route 89A. (60-3) 

Response: State Route 89A is a state highway and outside of the jurisdiction of the Forest Service. 
Furthermore, even if the Forest managed State Route 89A, management of the vehicles used on the 
highway would be outside of the scope of the Forest Plan. The Forest uses the process established under 
the Travel Management Rule to designate the types of motor vehicles that may use routes managed by the 
Forest. 

Concern Statement #568: The Forest Plan should change many of the discretionary guidelines in 
the Roads and Facilities section into required standards. The standards need to also cover the re-
establishment of vegetative cover under 36 C.F.R. 219.27(a)(11). (74-77) 

Response: No change has been made to the Roads and Facilities guidelines in response to this comment. 
Guidelines, like standards, are not optional and must be followed unless the intent of the guideline can be 
achieved through a different action than is prescribed by the guideline. A project or activity must be 
consistent with all guidelines applicable to the type of project or activity and its location in the plan area. 
A project or activity is consistent with a guideline in either of two ways: (1) it is designed exactly in 
accord with the guideline; or (2) it varies from the exact words of the guideline, but it is as effective in 
meeting the purpose of the guideline to contribute to the maintenance or attainment of the relevant desired 
conditions and objectives. Guidelines must be followed, but they may be modified for a specific project if 
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the intent of the guideline is followed and the deviation is addressed in a decision document with 
supporting rationale. However, when deviation from a guideline does not meet the original intent, a plan 
amendment is required. See the Plan Content and the Guiding Future Projects, Program Plans, and 
Assessments sections in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan for additional information. 

Re-establishment of vegetative ground cover is addressed in several locations in the Forest Plan. For 
example, see FW-RdsFac-G-6, FW-Soil-DC-3, FW-Water-G-1, FW-Rip-RipType-DC-3, FW-TerrERU-
Grass-G-1, FW-TerrERU-IC-DC-4, FW-TerrERU-PJ-DC-4, 9, 10, and 14, FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-2 and 8, 
FW-TerrERU-MC-All-DC-1 and 2, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCFF-DC-8, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCA-DC-4, and 
FW-TerrERU-SF-DC-4 and 9. 

Concern Statement #569: The Forest Plan guideline regarding standard low-clearance vehicle 
access on Dry Creek Road should be removed. (74-103) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The direction related to 
maintenance of Dry Creek Road has been adjusted to manage the road for safety and minimum standards 
to maintain rough conditions, low traffic speeds, and the challenging, narrow character of the roadway. 
See MA-SedN-G-2. 

Concern Statement #179: The revised Plan should not allow roads within one mile of Walnut 
Canyon's rim to protect ecological and archaeological resources in the area. (56-95, 61-1) 

Response: While the Forest Plan does not expressly apply a 1-mile buffer around Walnut Canyon, the 
impacts of roads on ecological and cultural resources are addressed by forestwide plan direction. See FW-
RdsFac-DC-1 and 2, FW-RdsFac-G-1, FW-Hrtg-DC-1 and 2, and desired conditions for the various 
ecological resources on the Forest. Rather than impose a specific buffer that may be inadequate at times to 
protect these resources or is unnecessarily restrictive at other times, the revised Plan requires 
consideration of the impacts to these resources despite their exact proximity to the rim of Walnut Canyon. 
A guideline in the Walnut Canyon Management Area would require activities and uses on the Forest be 
managed to protect cultural sites and to preserve habitat for disturbance-sensitive species both on the 
Forest and within Walnut Canyon National Monument. See MA-Walnut-G-1. To ensure compatible 
management of overlapping resources, a management approach in the Walnut Canyon Management Area 
encourages coordination with the Monument. 

Concern Statement #701: The Forest Service should clarify the effect of roads on habitat 
fragmentation and avoid generalizations that roads impact connectivity. Major transportation 
corridors have the greatest impacts to connectivity while tertiary roads have fewer to negligible 
impacts by comparison. The 2013 Coconino County Wildlife Connectivity Assessment identified 
major transportation corridors as the primary barriers to animal movements on and adjacent to 
the Coconino NF. (75-143, 75-147, 75-151, 75-153) 

Response: The analysis of connectivity and fragmentation in the environmental impact statement has 
been expanded in response to these comments. It now includes a discussion of the impacts of tertiary 
roads versus major transportation corridors on wildlife. Concepts from the 2013 Coconino County 
Wildlife Connectivity Assessment have also been added. 

Scenic Resources 
Concern Statement #172: In the revised plan section on All Scenic Byways, the Forest Service 
should include SR 89A (Sedona-Oak Creek Scenic Road and Dry Creek Scenic Road) and SR 180 
(San Francisco Peaks Scenic Road). These are currently not listed. (83-10) 
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Response: The Scenic Roads section of the revised Plan has been adjusted to recognize the Dry Creek 
Scenic Road, the San Francisco Peaks Scenic Road, and the Sedona-Oak Creek Canyon Scenic Road and 
to clearly identify management direction associated with these roads. 

Concern Statement #173: In the revised plan, the Forest Service should add some additional 
information in the Scenic Byways section or any other relevant sections and add some additional 
information in the Appendix that details Other Sources of Information. Some examples of material 
that could be added includes adding mileposts for the sections of roads with special designations; 
distinguishing between State versus Federal scenic road designation, and adding the Four Agency 
Partnership Handbook, the USFS-ADOT Memorandum of Understanding, and any Corridor 
Management Plans to Other Sources of Information. (83-12) 

Response: Several changes have been made to the Scenic Roads subsection of the Special Areas section 
in the revised Plan in response to this comment. The General Description and Background section has 
been adjusted to discuss the various Federal and State scenic roads that cross the Forest. Mileposts for the 
State scenic roads have been added to the General Description and Background section to clarify their 
locations. The other documents have been referenced in the Scenic Roads section in appendix D of the 
revised Plan. To ensure that desired conditions for scenic roads are taken into account when road corridors 
and other associated infrastructure are designed, constructed, and maintained, a Roads and Facilities 
desired condition was adjusted. See FW-RdsFac-DC-2. 

Concern Statement #278: The Forest Plan should clarify the Scenic Integrity Objective (SIO) that 
will be applied to road facilities. Does an exemption from the high SIO mentioned in the Scenic 
Resources desired conditions (see Draft Revised Plan FW-Scenic-DC-4) mean that the moderate 
SIO would be applied? Does the exemption apply to buildings associated with road facilities? 
Furthermore, instead of applying area-wide SIOs, the Forest Service should develop desired 
conditions based on the different types of road facilities, such as interstates, state highways, and 
scenic roads. (83-8) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment.  

This Scenic Resources desired condition exempts structures associated with interstates, major state 
highways, and regional travelways from meeting high scenic integrity objectives in the immediate 
foreground. See FW-Scenic-DC-9. The term “structures” has a commonly understood definition that 
includes buildings associated with road facilities. The desired condition does not set a specific scenic 
integrity objective to be applied to exempted structures, but it has been expanded to explain that how the 
exemption is applied is determined at the project level based on site-specific information. This exemption 
does not apply to segments that are designated State scenic roads or National All-American Roads. See 
FW-Scenic-DC-9. 

Thank you for the suggestion to develop desired conditions that would be based on different types of road 
facilities, such as interstates, state highways, and scenic roads.   The Forest pursued a different approach 
that should achieve similar results. Rather than develop different sets of desired conditions for different 
road types, the Forest considered what kind of road was in an area when setting the scenic integrity 
objective for that area.  In this way, the scenic integrity objectives are tailored to the road type.  Separate 
desired conditions were developed for scenic roads.  See SA-ScenicRds-DC-1 through 4.  The Forest 
looks forward to working with roadway managers to refine application of the scenic integrity objectives 
as projects come up. This is consistent with the Scenic Resources management approach that reminds 
forest managers to: 
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Coordinate with other entities, such as the Arizona Department of Transportation, local 
governments, and commercial and private entities to protect scenic integrity on and adjacent to 
the national forest and to identify opportunities for SIO rehabilitation. 

Concern Statement #315: The Forest Plan should require the desired conditions for scenic resources 
that are applied to a specific project in the Sedona-Oak Creek area to be based on the landscape 
character description that best fits the project area, not on the landscape character description 
applied to one of the management areas in which the project is located. (74-104, 74-105, 74-106) 

Response: The suggested modification has not been incorporated into the Forest Plan because of a 
reorganization of the management areas. The four management areas that encompass the Sedona-Oak 
Creek area have been reorganized to make them easier to use. The Oak Creek Canyon, Sedona 
Neighborwoods, and House Mountain-Lowlands Management Areas are no longer subsections of the 
Sedona-Oak Creek Management Area. These three management areas have been adjusted to be 
standalone management areas like the Sedona-Oak Creek Management Area. Management area direction 
from the Sedona-Oak Creek Management Area that applied to these other three management areas has 
been copied into those management areas and adjusted if necessary. To help clarify that the management 
area formerly called Sedona-Oak no longer applied to the entire region, that management area was 
renamed the Red Rock Management Area. With the overlapping direction removed, each management 
area now has its own desired condition for scenery, which identifies the Landscape Character Description 
that should be used for that management area. See MA-RedRock-DC-10, MA-OakCrk-DC-11, MA-
HouseMtn-DC-6, and MA-SedN-DC-4.  

The discussion on overlapping direction has been removed from the General Description and Background 
sections for all of these management areas. The General Description and Background for Scenic 
Resources still acknowledges that even though management area boundaries are distinct, where a desired 
landscape character applies on the ground is not always distinct and may vary over time. Accordingly, on-
the-ground interpretation of these desired landscape character descriptions by a forest landscape architect 
or other qualified individual is acceptable based on site-specific knowledge and documentation. 

Concern Statement #571: The Forest Plan should include clearly defined desired conditions and 
review procedures to perform maintenance activities on scenic roads relative to aesthetic and other 
considerations. (83-9) 

Response: The Forest Plan provides a strategic framework for managing scenic roads. For example, a 
Scenic Roads desired condition seeks to preserve and promote scenic roads in a manner that protects their 
intrinsic qualities and enhances visitor appreciation of their resources, consistent with each designation. 
See SA-ScenicRds-DC-1. The specific management actions, such as maintenance activities, that need to 
be taken to meet this desired condition are identified at the project level based on site-specific 
information. 

Concern Statement #572: The Forest Plan should retain the Scenic Integrity Objectives (SIO) 
exemptions for highways and regional travelways and associated structures, including wildlife 
structures. (83-7) 

Response: Although the Scenic Resources desired condition that acknowledges that highways and 
regional travelways and associated structures are exempted from meeting high SIOs in the immediate 
foreground has been edited for clarity, the exemption has been retained. See FW-Scenic-DC-9. The Scenic 
Resources guideline that addressed exemption of wildlife structures from SIOs has been incorporated into 
that desired condition. See FW-Scenic-DC-9. 
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Concern Statement #573: The Forest Plan should explain the implications of including Arizona 
Department of Transportation roadway corridors on the Scenic Integrity Objectives (SIO) 
rehabilitation map. (83-13) 

Response: The specific details on precise rehabilitation efforts, the surrounding impacts to SIOs, the 
desired outcome, and who would undertake the rehabilitation will depend on the project and will be 
determined at the project level based on site-specific information. Identification of an area on the SIO 
rehabilitation map simply helps the Forest get a complete picture of where there are needs for SIO 
rehabilitation. However, SIO rehabilitation is opportunity-based and may not always be the primary 
purpose of a project. SIO rehabilitation could be included as part of a vegetation restoration project or a 
road maintenance or reconstruction project. 

A management approach in the Scenic Resources section has been adjusted to remind forest managers to: 

Coordinate with other entities, such as the Arizona Department of Transportation, local 
governments, and commercial and private entities to protect scenic integrity on and adjacent to 
the national forest and to identify opportunities for SIO rehabilitation. 

Concern Statement #590: The Forest Plan should consider future generations and control 
development and impacts to scenery. (589-1, 663-1, 1574-1) 

Response: The Forest Plan contributes to ecological, social, and economic sustainability focused on 
meeting the needs of the present generation without compromising the ability of future generations to 
meet their needs. The Forest Plan gives direction to manage the Forest consistent with the Multiple Use-
Sustained Yield Act of 1960 and provides goods and services including outdoor recreation, timber, range, 
watershed, wildlife, and fish. 

Forest plan direction applies to activities and uses on forest-administered lands, not privately owned 
lands. The Scenery Resources section has desired conditions, standards, guidelines, and objectives that 
are intended to maintain or improve scenic integrity objectives. This section also points to the Landscape 
Character Description document (see appendix D in the plan), which has information on the desired 
conditions associated with different landscapes on the forest. 

Concern Statement #601: The Forest Plan should require the visual impacts from management 
activities in Concern Level 1 and 2 travel routes to be restored as soon as reasonably possible after 
the completion of the project. (74-91) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The Scenic Resources 
guideline has been adjusted to require evidence of management activities in view of Concern Level 1 and 
2 travel routes to be restored in a timely manner following completion of the activity to harmonize with 
the surrounding landscape. See FW-Scenic-G-3. 

Concern Statement #190: The Forest Plan should include specific scenery direction for the Beaver 
Creek area. (99-3) 

Response: The topic of scenery has been addressed in forestwide direction in the revised Plan. See FW-
Scenic-DC-1 and 2.  

Although a Beaver Creek Management Area has not been identified as part of the revised Plan, in 
response to your comments the Verde Valley Management Area plan components were reviewed, edited, 
and augmented. The desired conditions for scenery in the Verde Valley Management Area have been 
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addressed in the same manner as other management areas, which incorporate the descriptions included in 
the Landscape Character Descriptions document that the Forest prepared for the entire Coconino NF. See 
MA-VerdeV-DC-6.  

Concern Statement #262: The Forest Plan should include more restrictions for the San Francisco 
Peaks to protect its unique scenic beauty and cultural significance. (56-81) 

Response: Future projects and activities, of any kind, must be consistent with the Forest Plan and various 
laws, agency policy, and direction. See the Guiding Future Projects, Program Plans, and Assessments 
section in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan. The Forest Plan provides forestwide direction on forest resources 
(see chapter 2 of the Forest Plan). Forestwide direction on scenic beauty is located in the Scenic 
Resources section. Forestwide direction on areas with cultural significance is found in the Heritage 
Resources section. The Forest Plan provides additional guidance for the San Francisco Peaks 
Management Area (see chapter 3 of the Forest Plan). The management area direction includes desired 
conditions for scenery and heritage resources. See MA-Peaks-DC-5 and 1. All of these plan components 
will regulate future activities on the Forest. Forestwide Direction for Recreation Special Uses (such as for 
the Snowbowl Ski Area) are found in the section on Special Uses. Administration of existing special use 
permits are handled at the district level. 

Past decisions are outside the scope of the Forest Plan. 

Concern Statement #263: The Forest Plan should not include direction on disposal of national 
forest parcels less than or equal to 10 acres in size in the Sedona-Oak Creek management areas or 
the direction should be clarified to make it clear that disposal of national forest parcels in these 
areas would only occur if they preserve the size and integrity of the area. (74-102) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. This guideline has been 
retained, but the intent has been clarified as suggested in the comment. The guideline now clearly states 
that its intent is to maximize the retention of National Forest System lands in the Sedona-Oak Creek 
management areas when disposal of National Forest System lands is being considered to resolve 
encroachment issues or provide lands needed for public purposes. See MA-RedRock-G-9, MA-OakCrk-
G-14, MA-SedN-G-6, and MA-HouseMtn-G-7. 

Concern Statement #279: The Forest Plan should apply a Scenic Integrity Objective of very high to 
the areas west of Highway 179 because this area includes Cathedral Rock and other red rock 
formations. (74-108) 

Response: Scenic Integrity Objectives (SIO) were identified through a modeling exercise. Special areas, 
such as designated wilderness, recommended wilderness, and geological areas, were identified with a 
very high SIO. Cathedral Rock is not within one of these special areas. However, the scenic value of the 
features mentioned in the comment were mapped as high SIO in recognition of these features. The larger 
landscape that surrounds these features does not meet the definition of very high, which requires intact 
landscapes with only minute, if any, deviations. The development near Cathedral Rock creates a 
landscape that has more than minute deviations, which makes it inappropriate to apply a very high SIO to 
it. 

Concern Statement #600: The Forest Plan should contain plan components that protect the soils 
and viewsheds in the Volcanic Woodlands Management Area. (56-79) 
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Response: The Volcanic Woodlands Management Area direction has been reviewed and expanded in 
response to this comment and as part of a comprehensive effort to provide consistency on the level of 
information and direction included in each management area. In general, management of soils and 
viewsheds is addressed through forestwide direction located in the Soil and Scenic Resources sections of 
the Forest Plan. For example, soil function and productivity is addressed in several forestwide desired 
conditions in the Soil section. See FW-Soil-DC-1, 2, and 3. Management approaches in the Soil section 
remind forest managers to: 

Use published terrestrial ecosystem survey information: (1) for broad resource and forestwide 
assessments and land management and project planning at regional, forest, and district levels; 
(2) as the basis for determining project goals and objectives, desired ecological conditions, and 
for predicting effects and impacts of the different management prescriptions and activities upon 
each terrestrial ecosystem; and (3) for the initial selection of areas for proposed projects. 

Conduct onsite soil investigations and refine mapping for soil-disturbing projects that require site-
specific, precise, highly detailed soil information, which is beyond the scale of the terrestrial 
ecosystem survey. Analyze or collect site-specific terrestrial ecosystem survey information as 
needed to accurately determine limitations, suitability, and productivity potentials of the different 
terrestrial ecosystems that occur. 

Scenic values and scenic integrity are also addressed in several forestwide desired conditions. For 
examples, see FW-Scenic-DC-1 and 2. The Landscape Character Description document referenced in 
FW-Scenic-DC-2 includes a section on the Volcanic Woodlands Landscape Character Zone. 

In addition to the forestwide direction on scenic resources, the expanded Volcanic Woodlands 
Management Area includes a desired condition for large tracts of unroaded landscape in Deadman Wash. 
See MA-VolcanWd-DC-4. It also includes a reference to the scenery desired conditions included in the 
Volcanic Woodlands Landscape Character Zone. See MA-VolcanWd-DC-5. 

Concern Statement #606: The Forest Plan should not assign a Scenic Integrity Objective (SIO) of 
“very high” to utility corridor that crosses the West Clear Creek Wilderness. (43-10) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The SIO map in the Forest 
Plan has been corrected to indicate that the SIO for the utility corridor that crosses the West Clear Creek 
Wilderness has an SIO of “high.” See map 13 in appendix A of the Forest Plan. The map reflects that 
under alternative B (modified) that larger transmission lines, such as the one crossing West Clear Creek 
are assigned an SIO of “high.” 

Concern Statement #608: The Forest Service should consider whether additional plan direction 
would assist in limiting land exchanges and preserving the scenic resources in the Sedona-Oak 
Creek area. (47-4, 74-16) 

Response: No change has been made in response to this comment. The forestwide and management area 
direction for land adjustments and scenic resources that is applicable for the Sedona-Oak Creek area has 
been reviewed. It provides a comprehensive framework that would guide any land adjustment proposal in 
this area. Much of the direction related to land adjustments has been carried forward from the current 
plan. Under the current plan, there have been very few land adjustments in the Sedona-Oak Creek area 
since 1998 when Amendment 12 was added to the plan. Under that direction, there has been one land 
exchange (7.50 acres acquired by the Forest and 8.43 acres disposed), two land sales (286.4 acres 
disposed by the Forest), and eight purchase (451.33 acres acquired by the Forest). This is a strong 
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indicator that the direction in the Forest Plan is adequately limiting land exchanges and preserving the 
Forest's land base. 

The direction in the Forest Plan also adequately addresses the concern related to preserving the scenic 
resources in the Sedona-Oak Creek area. The guidelines for Land Adjustments indicate that the Forest 
should consider acquiring lands that contribute to areas of high or very high scenic integrity. See FW-
LndAdj-G-1. Likewise, lands that have lost their wildland characteristics (an indication of reduced scenic 
integrity) are among those lands that should be considered when a land adjustment is being considered. 
See FW-LndAdj-G-2. These plan components will work together to ensure that scenic integrity is a factor 
when land adjustments are considered. 

Concern Statement #658: The Forest Plan should identify a quantifiable way to measure the impact 
of motorized recreation on the scenery in the Volcanic Woodlands Management Area. (56-80) 

Response: The Forest Plan addresses scenery through the application of the Scenery Management 
System. The Scenery Management System, as outlined in Agricultural Handbook 701, is today’s best 
science to achieve high-quality scenery as an outcome of national forest ecosystem management 
practices. Scenery Management System inventories were completed for the Coconino NF as part of the 
land and resource management plan revision process. Visibility is used as one of the factors when 
inventories are developed under the Scenery Management System. The principles of scenery management 
are to be applied forestwide, including the Volcanic Woodlands Management Areas, during project-level 
planning. Additional information on the Scenery Management System is included in the Scenery 
Resources section in appendix C of the environmental impact statement. 

Socioeconomic Resources 
Concern Statement #160: In the revised plan and the environmental impact statement, the Forest 
Service should identify the magnitude of growth and impacts on the Forest to better articulate the 
concern for population growth. (74-17) 

Response: The magnitude of population growth for recent decades is discussed in the Population Growth 
subsection of the Socioeconomics section in the environmental impact statement. According to the U.S. 
Census Bureau, population growth between 2000 and 2010 was at a slower rate than between 1990 and 
2000. See the population change table in the Population Growth subsection of the Socioeconomics section 
in the environmental impact statement. The revised plan and the environmental impact statement were 
developed based on the assumption that the population associated with the project area would continue to 
grow, but no particular rate of growth was not identified. The accuracy of population projections, 
particularly fine-scale (e.g., county-level) projections, can involve a great deal of uncertainty due to 
factors like individuals’ tastes and preferences and economic change that can substantially influence city- 
or county-level mobility. The assumption that the population will continue to grow is supported by 
information from the State Demographer’s Office for Arizona, which has county-level population 
projections through 2050. They use low, medium, and high ranges, but in all cases they seem to use a 
pretty simple assumption that current growth rates will gradually decline over time (i.e., population will 
continue to grow, but more slowly). 

The revised plan was developed with the recognition that there may be increased use of the Forest 
associated with anticipated population growth. The revised plan puts a heavy emphasis on the desired 
conditions of natural resources. Recreation and other uses that may be associated with population growth 
are acknowledged as appropriate uses of the Forest, but are balanced against the capacity of forest 
resources to support them. See FW-Rec-All-DC-6. A guideline in the Recreation section ensures that the 
desired conditions of other resources are considered in recreation management decisions. Population 

https://population.az.gov/population-projections
https://population.az.gov/population-projections
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growth could lead to other pressures on forest resources in the form of demands for water or access. As 
with recreation, desired conditions guide the way for protecting important resources and guidelines ensure 
that those desired conditions are being maintained or moved toward. For examples, see FW-Water-G-3, 
FW-ConstWat-G-1, FW-Graz-G-2, FW-FProd-G-1, FW-Rds-Fac-G-1, and FW-SpecUse-G-1. In addition, 
interpretation and education should be adaptive and responsive to changes in population. See FW-
InterpEd-DC-4. 

Concern Statement #311: The Forest Plan should protect the Forest so it can benefit the physical, 
emotional and economic welfare of visitors and local people and businesses. (1638-1) 

Response: The Forest Plan is designed to contribute to ecological, social, and economic sustainability 
focused on meeting the needs of the present generation without compromising the ability of future 
generations to meet their needs. The plan gives direction to manage the Forest consistent with the 
Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960, and to provide goods and services including outdoor 
recreation, timber, range, watershed, wildlife, and fish. 

Concern Statement #729: The Forest Service should conduct an economic analysis that considers 
the contributions of recreation on the Forest. (64-25) 

Response: The Forest Service conducted an extensive economic analysis as part of the Coconino NF's 
forest plan revision effort. In 2008, the Forest prepared an Economic and Social Sustainability Report. 
This report recognized that the Forest provides the setting for a broad array of recreational activities. In 
2010, the Forest prepared the Analysis of the Management Situation. This document recognized that the 
area economies are shifting from commodity-based to service-based industries and that recreation 
supports and stimulates the tourism industry. As part of the preparation of the environmental impact 
statement for the plan revision effort, a Socioeconomic Resource Report has been prepared. This report 
provides detailed information on the economic effects of the four alternatives being analyzed in detail and 
the methodology used to determine those effects. The report specifically addresses the economic effects 
associated with recreation. Information from the Economic and Social Sustainability Report, the Analysis 
of the Management Situation, and the Socioeconomic Resource Report has been summarized in the 
Socioeconomic Analysis sections in chapter 3 and appendix C of the environmental impact statement. 

Concern Statement #768: The Forest Service should not use labor income as a measure to compare 
alternatives in the economic analysis in the environmental impact statement. Instead, the Forest 
should use more simplistic methods to generate values and associated costs. For example, to 
determine the value of recreation on the Coconino NF, the Forest should simply multiply the 
number of recreational visits reported by the National Visitor Use Monitoring that is conducted 
every five years by the value of a forest visit established by Stynes and White (2005): $138 a day for 
a visit to a developed campground; $115 a day for a visit to an undeveloped campground. (64-26) 

Response: The National Visitor Use Monitoring (NVUM) program provides the best available 
information on the number of annual visits to national forests and associated visitor expenditures. NVUM 
uses a statistical sampling procedure, rather than a census count, to estimate annual visitation and visitor 
expenditures that occur within 50 miles of the recreation site. NVUM captures all types of recreation 
activities, including camping, fishing, and hunting. 

The economic modeling system (IMPLAN) uses information from NVUM on the number of visits and 
average visitor expenditures to estimate employment and labor income consequences in the analysis area. 
Only reporting expenditures, as the comment suggests, does not give an accurate portrait of local 
economic consequences. Many of these expenditures will not meaningfully contribute to local economic 
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activity. For instance, a $50 purchase of gasoline or groceries by a recreation visitor will not contribute 
$50 to local economic activity, since most of the value, and associated impacts, of that purchase occur 
outside the local area (e.g., in distant oil extraction sites, refineries, and trucking companies). Reporting 
the employment and labor income attributable to recreation visitor expenditures more accurately estimates 
the local economic consequences of Forest Service management activities, since it considers what share 
of the expenditures cycle through the local area, rather than leaking out to other parts of the United States 
or overseas. 

Concern Statement #772: The Forest Service should provide an economic analysis for recreation, 
grazing, and wildlife on par with what was produced for other functions. (64-58) 

Response: Section 219.12(g)(3) of the 1982 Planning Rule provides direction for conducting forest plan 
revision efforts and outlines the requirements for the economic analysis, which include: 

Direct and indirect benefits and costs, analyzed in sufficient detail to estimate -- 

i. the expected real-dollar costs 

ii. the expected real-dollar value 

iii. the economic effects of alternatives and 

iv. the monetary opportunity costs (changes in present net value)  

[from § 219.12(g)(3)]. 

The Forest has conducted the required economic analysis. The economic impact analysis for all program 
areas, including recreation, grazing, and wildlife, including methodology and economic models, can be 
found in the Socioeconomic Resource Report which has been included in the project record and is 
available on the Coconino NF's web site at: http://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=32780. The results of 
the economic analysis are summarized in the Socioeconomic Resources section in chapter 3 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

Soil  
Concern Statement #131: The environmental impact statement should disclose current soil 
condition and soil condition from 1987 to allow reader to determine whether soil conditions have 
improved under Forest Service management. (64-19) 

Response: The forest plan revision effort addresses this concern, but not in exactly the manner suggested. 
Rather than comparing current soil conditions with soil conditions from 1987, the forest plan revision 
effort considered current soil condition and trend compared to reference (or historical) soil conditions 
(conditions thought to be present historically before European settlement) to determine whether there is a 
need for change in forest management and plan language. The goal of either approach is essentially the 
same: to determine how soil resources are doing under management associated with the 1987 forest plan. 

Consideration of soil resources is documented in several publications that were prepared as part of the 
forest plan revision effort. A Soil Report (2009) was prepared early in the process to pull together detailed 
information on soil condition, soil productivity, and biological crusts and this was updated in 2016. 
Detailed information on soil condition and trend was summarized in the Ecological Sustainability Report 
(2009) then carried forward into the Analysis of the Management Situation (2010). Trends in the Analysis 
of the Management Situation ranged from away from reference to toward reference conditions, and this 
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document expressed the following concern based on the conditions and trends associated with soil 
resources:  

One-third of the Forest’s soils is in impaired or unsatisfactory condition because of off-highway 
vehicle use, improperly located roads, historical livestock grazing, or exclusion of fire. These 
soils are susceptible to accelerated erosion and loss of soil productivity. Additionally, drought has 
resulted in reduced vegetation and ground cover, putting soils at greater risk. Risks associated 
with these conditions include increased sedimentation in lakes and rivers that degrades water 
quality and decreased plant and tree growth. These risks can place species that depend on these 
habitats at risk, as well as impact humans that depend on the water or vegetation for recreation or 
their livelihood. 

Based on this concern, the Analysis of the Management Situation identified the following need for 
change: 

One of the main goals of the current Forest Plan is to improve and maintain soil condition and 
productivity. Plan direction for soils should be reviewed and updated where needed. 

The Forest Plan direction for soils has been reviewed and updated. Consistent with the Forest 
Plan's strategic approach, an emphasis has been placed on desired conditions.  

The revised Forest Plan provides a framework that will guide decisions on projects and activities on the 
Forest in a manner that ensures that soil productivity and function is improved or maintained. See FW-
Soil-DC-1, 2, 3, and 4. Projects and activities that are implemented and authorized under the Forest Plan 
will need to demonstrate consistency and compliance with the components of the Forest Plan. Designing 
projects and activities to be consistent with the desired conditions and guidelines in the Soil section and 
elsewhere in the Forest Plan, will ensure that management decisions under the plan will maintain or 
improve the soil conditions on the Forest. 

Concern Statement #132: The Forest Service should make improvement of soil condition a priority. 
(64-55) 

Response: The Forest Plan emphasizes improvement of soil conditions in several ways. Soil function and 
productivity is addressed in the desired conditions. See FW-Soil-DC-1 through 5. Guidelines in the plan 
direction for other resources and program areas ensure that these desired conditions are considered by 
those other resources and program areas. For example, a guideline in the Livestock Grazing section 
requires grazing to be managed to maintain or move toward desired conditions for other resources. See 
FW-Graz-G-2. An objective in the Soils section seeks to maintain or improve soil conditions on 100,000 
to 350,000 acres during the 10 years following plan approval. See FW-Soil-O-1. Guidelines in the Soils 
section require projects to be designed to avoid disturbance that would cause long-term impacts to soil 
productivity and function. See FW-Soil-G-2 and 3. A guideline in the Watersheds and Water section 
promotes watersheds having enough vegetative ground cover to maintain long-term soil productivity. 
These plan components ensure that maintenance and improvement of soil conditions are given strong 
consideration on all activities on the Forest. 

Concern Statement #9: The Forest Service should adjust plan direction to provide more protection 
for biological soil crusts. (5-5, 11-2, 56-13, 74-70) 

Response: The desired condition that addresses biological soil crusts has been adjusted in response to 
these comments. See FW-Soils-DC-4. The reference to a third of the area impacted was removed because 
it was confusing and not supported by scientific literature. The desired condition now contains an 
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expression of what biological soil crusts should do, not levels of disturbance. Potential impacts to soil 
resources, including biological soil crusts, will be considered at the project level based on the soil 
resources that are present in the project area and the activities that are being considered. 

Concern Statement #129: The Forest Service should deter OHV use from occurring on volcanic 
cinder terrain surrounding the Sunset Crater Volcano National Monument and develop a 
management plan for the Cinder Hills OHV Area. (86-61) 

Response: Desired conditions in the Forest Plan would clearly delineate the boundary between the Cinder 
Hills Off-highway Vehicle (OHV) Area and Sunset Crater Volcano National Monument, and information 
would be provided to drivers to distinguish between the rules governing the Monument and rules 
governing the OHV area. See MA-VolcanWd-DC-3. 

Implementation of desired conditions in the section on Interpretation and Education would result in 
visitors having clear signs and information on authorized motorized use and restrictions. See FW-
InterpEd-DC-5. 

Management approaches in the Volcanic Woodlands Management Area remind managers to coordinate 
with the National Park Service on overlapping resources and managing motorized recreation to prevent 
intrusion into Sunset Crater Volcano National Monument and Strawberry Crater Wilderness Area. They 
are: 

• Coordinate with the National Park Service to develop and ensure compatible management of 
overlapping resources in this management area. 

• Manage motorized recreation in and around the Cinder Hills OHV Area to prevent intrusion on 
Sunset Crater Volcano National Monument and Strawberry Crater Wilderness Area. 

Concern Statement #130: The Forest Plan should recognize that recent volcanic cinder soils are 
ecologically unique and fragile. (86-60) 

Response: The Forest Plan does not specifically say that recent cinder soils are ecologically unique and 
fragile, but it does address cinder soils in two main areas of the plan - Soil and the Geological Feature 
subsection of Biophysical Features. 

Desired conditions in the Soil section promote properly functioning soils and soil productivity within the 
capability of the site. See FW-Soil-DC-1, 2. There is also a guideline that would apply to cinder soils in 
some circumstances. This guideline requires project-specific design features when projects have a 
moderate or severe erosion hazard, on steep slopes, and on soils sensitive to degradation when disturbed. 
See FW-Soil-G-3. 

Two management approaches remind managers to use published terrestrial ecosystem survey information 
and to conduct onsite soil investigations as a basis for evaluating a project and predicting impacts and 
suitability for different terrestrial ecosystems. They read: 

Use published terrestrial ecosystem survey information: (1) for broad resource and forestwide 
assessments and land management and project planning at regional, forest, and district levels; 
(2) as the basis for determining project goals and objectives, desired ecological conditions, and 
for predicting effects and impacts of the different management prescriptions and activities upon 
each terrestrial ecosystem; and (3) for the initial selection of areas for proposed projects. 
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Conduct onsite soil investigations and refine mapping for soil-disturbing projects that require site-
specific, precise, highly detailed soil information, which is beyond the scale of the terrestrial 
ecosystem survey. Analyze or collect site-specific terrestrial ecosystem survey information as 
needed to accurately determine limitations, suitability, and productivity potentials of the different 
terrestrial ecosystems that occur. 

The Geological Features subsection includes the slopes of cinder cones as talus slopes for which there is 
specific plan direction. Desired conditions would keep these slopes generally undisturbed, so the 
geological, hydrological, biological, and other resource values can be maintained. See FW-BioPhys-Geo-
DC-1. A guideline would require that the integrity and function of talus slopes be maintained. See FW-
BioPhys-Geo-G-1. A management approach in this same subsection reminds managers to educate the 
public about the unique ecological and aesthetic value of biophysical features including resource 
protection. 

Concern Statement #133: The Forest Service should identify the soil condition classification for the 
acres that have been determined to be not capable of supporting livestock grazing and assure that 
no non-native grazing species are allowed to graze on soil types that are classified as unstable, 
unsatisfactory, or impaired. (64-56) 

Response: As part of the forest plan revision effort, the Forest was modeled to determine its capability to 
provide forage for domestic livestock grazing at the Forest level. The methodology for the capability 
modeling is discussed in the Livestock Grazing section of appendix C in the environmental impact 
statement.  

Modeling efforts to identify capable grazing lands are not an attempt to define land that is capable of 
being grazed under all possible management intensities, prescriptions, management scenarios, etc. Nor, is 
it an attempt to define areas that should never be exposed to the presence of livestock. Capability 
modeling provides a reasonable, conservative assurance that the areas of land depicted as capable are 
capable of being grazed. Capability modeling does not define nor depict decisions that lands not displayed 
as capable are incapable of being grazed or should not be managed for livestock grazing. The models 
were used to estimate the amount of national forest rangelands that would provide a forage base for 
supporting livestock grazing under typical management scenarios and conservative grazing management 
practices. Not identifying an area as capable for livestock grazing within a grazing allotment does not 
mean that incidental livestock use will not occur in that area. For example, areas where the existing tree 
canopy reduces forage production to less than 100 pounds per acre would be identified as not capable. 
However, this classification does not mean livestock could not or should not pass through the area or 
graze some of the forage in the area. It just means the area was not deemed to have enough forage 
production to be used as a base for determining grazing capacity for the allotment. The same logic applies 
to lands that have soil types that limit forage production, such as the soils classified as “inherently 
unstable” in the Terrestrial Ecosystem Survey data used for the capability modeling in the forest plan 
revision effort. 

For these reasons, the soil condition classification of lands modeled as not capable is unrelated to the 
determination that the lands are not capable of supporting livestock grazing. Soil condition is a factor that 
is considered at the project level, where decisions on whether to authorize grazing in a particular area and 
how to manage that grazing are made. 
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Concern Statement #136: The Plan should include components that address vegetative litter and 
soil erosion rates to ensure that soils are adequately protected. (64-38, 64-39) 

Response: Litter, bare soil, and erosion rates are not specifically quantified because they naturally vary 
depending on landscape and site potential. Desired conditions in the soil section focus on soil function 
and overall productivity including the ability of the soil to resist erosion, reduced occurrences of 
compaction, and reduced instances of overland flow. See FW-Soil-DC-1, 2, and 3. Desired conditions 
recognize that localized accelerated soil erosion would naturally occur following high-severity fires, but 
not to the extent of long-term impairment. See FW-Soil-DC-5. Forestwide soil guidelines provide limits 
to projects that would cause long-term impacts to soil function and productivity including loss of 
vegetative ground cover (including litter) and erosion. See FW-Soil-G-2. Soil guidelines would also 
minimize or avoid soil impacts on steep slopes, on soils with moderate or severe erosion hazard, or on 
soils that are sensitive to degradation when disturbed. See FW-Soil-G-3. 

In addition, there are three soil management approaches that indirectly relate to litter, bare soil, and 
erosion rates. These management approaches remind forest managers to:  

• Implement projects that are beneficial for maintaining and improving soil condition and 
productivity and water quality and quantity. 

• Use published terrestrial ecosystem survey information: (1) for broad resource and forestwide 
assessments and land management and project planning at regional, forest, and district levels; 
(2) as the basis for determining project goals and objectives, desired ecological conditions, and 
for predicting effects and impacts of the different management prescriptions and activities upon 
each terrestrial ecosystem; and (3) for the initial selection of areas for proposed projects. 

• Conduct onsite soil investigations and refine mapping for soil disturbing projects that require site-
specific, precise, highly detailed soil information, which is beyond the scale of the terrestrial 
ecosystem survey. Analyze or collect site-specific terrestrial ecosystem survey information as 
needed to accurately determine limitations, suitabilities, and productivity potentials of the 
different terrestrial ecosystems that occur. 

Suitability 
Concern Statement #646: The Forest Plan should conduct a timber suitability determination in 
compliance with the National Forest Management Act. (84-2) 

Response: Timber suitability classification was conducted in compliance with the provisions of the 1982 
Planning Rule and Southwestern Region planning direction (Forest Service 2009). The 1982 Planning 
Rule includes the regulations developed to implement the National Forest Management Act. The 
Coconino NF suitability determination is based on land availability, capability, operability, management 
area objectives and requirements, and the economic feasibility of the land. See the Timber Suitability 
Calculation section in appendix G of the environmental impact statement and the Timber Suitability 
section in the Vegetation and Fire Specialist Report (Forest Service 2015). Also see the Timber Suitability 
section in chapter 4 of the Forest Plan. 

Concern Statement #142: The Forest Plan should manage lands classified as suitable for timber 
production for natural recovery, not economic production, if they have been subjected to severe fire 
effects. (56-62, 84-4) 
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Response: Adjustments have been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. A management 
approach has been added in the section for All Ecosystems that states: 

Following large or uncharacteristic disturbance events, focus management actions on human 
health and safety, long-term restoration, soil and watershed stabilization, restoration or protection 
of ecosystem processes and resource values. 

In addition there is a monitoring question that relates to this topic:  

Have areas classified as unsuited for timber production become suitable?  

Another monitoring question:  

Have there been changes that have resulted in unforeseen issues requiring plan amendments?  

These questions capture the reverse situation in which lands classified as suited for timber production 
become unsuitable. 

Concern Statement #222: In addition to determining suitability for timber production on portions 
of the national forest, the Forest Service also must review its prior classification of lands as 
unsuitable for timber production. See 16 U.S.C. § 1604(k); 36 C.F.R. § 219.14(b) (1982). It is not 
sufficient under NFMA to list the lands that previously were deemed unsuitable and carry forward 
that designation into a revised forest plan. 

Further analysis and comparison of alternatives is required. To inform analysis of timber 
suitability, we ask the Forest Service to consider and analyze the following criteria for designating 
lands as unsuitable for timber production: 

• High or severe soil erosion hazard identified by Terrestrial Ecosystem Survey. 
• Slopes steeper than 20 percent. 
• Lands within one site-potential tree height of perennial or intermittent streams or wetlands 

(e.g., generally 100 to 150 feet on either side of a stream bank in conifer forest vegetation 
types). 

• Contiguous areas larger than 1,000 acres without roads in all vegetation types. 
• Occupied and/or critical habitat of threatened or endangered species or candidate species 

proposed for listing. 
• Designated conservation areas for sensitive or management indicator species. 
• Occupied locations of endemic species with ranges limited to the national forest. 
• Lands impacted by high-severity fire effects to vegetation or soil.  

(56-61, 84-3) 

Response: The Forest conducted an evaluation of lands suitable and unsuitable for timber production as 
part of the forest plan revision effort. The methodology for this evaluation and the suitability 
determinations are included in the Timber Suitability Calculation section in appendix G of the 
environmental impact statement. The suitability and unsuitability evaluations were conducted for all 
alternatives considered in detail in the environmental impact statement. Through this process, the 
following acres were identified as unsuitable for timber production: alternative A = 1,376,864 acres; 
alternative B (modified) = 1,320,790 acres; alternative C = 1,378,123 acres; alternative D = 
1,320,435 acres. 
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The Timber Suitability Calculation section in appendix G of the environmental impact statement and the 
Timber Suitability section in the Vegetation and Fire Specialist Report (Forest Service 2015) demonstrate 
how the Coconino NF identified and described each ERU based primarily on the Terrestrial Ecosystem 
Survey, which includes information on soils and erosion hazard. As described in the Timber Suitability 
section of the Vegetation and Fire Specialist Report, those lands that would suffer “Irreversible Resource 
Damage,” including those with high erosion risk (particularly on steeper slopes), were excluded from the 
lands suitable for timber production. Similarly, lands where harvesting on steep slopes would cause 
irreversible resource damage, were also excluded from the lands suitable for timber production. Many 
lands that are steep, but could still be harvested using current techniques, were nevertheless excluded 
because they are not cost efficient; for the same reason, lands that lack roads or are too isolated were also 
excluded. 

Areas identified as water or as having riparian soils are not designated as lands suitable for timber 
production. The Forest Plan also provides guidance for all management activities, including timber 
harvest, which limits damage to all riparian areas (FW-Rip-All-G-1, -2, -3, and Management Approaches; 
FW-Rip-Strm-G-1, -2, and Management Approaches). These guidelines and management approaches 
provide for aquatic management zones designed to minimize detrimental changes to streams and riparian 
areas within each project. 

Excluding areas from lands suitable for timber production that would be associated with candidate species 
proposed for listing would be too speculative and premature at the time of this analysis. However, areas of 
critical habitat for endangered and threatened species, such as the Mexican spotted owl, are excluded 
from lands suitable for timber production under the category of lands with management prescriptions that 
preclude timber production. 

There are not specially designated “conservation areas” for sensitive or management indicator species  
unless the species is also designated as endangered or threatened, in which case, the lands would be 
excluded based on management prescriptions limitations. During the analysis process for each project 
conducted under this Forest Plan, the Forest evaluates the effects of proposed actions on sensitive species 
and endemic species with ranges limited to the Coconino NF. Actions that may negatively affect the 
habitat of these species are evaluated and mitigated, as appropriate. The Forest Plan also provides a 
number of guidelines and management approaches that are specifically geared toward protecting and 
enhancing the habitat for threatened, endangered, and sensitive species and endemic species within 
limited ranges. Additional details regarding viability are included in other responses. 

Areas impacted by high-severity fire may be excluded from the lands suitable for timber production if 
monitoring has determined that the long-term losses in soil productivity are such that the areas is 
incapable of producing industrial wood. Small changes or short-term changes in soil productivity, much 
less changes that are strictly limited to surface vegetation, do not in and of themselves make the land 
unsuitable for timber production. Areas that are incapable of producing industrial wood are identified 
during Forest Plan revision as part of the timber suitability determination process. 

The purpose of identifying lands that are suitable for timber production is solely to calculate the long-term 
sustained yield and allowable sale quantity of the Forest. Those lands identified as suitable for timber 
production are capable of being managed for growing, tending, harvesting, and regenerating crops of trees 
on a regulated basis. In general, excluding lands from timber production does not provide any protections 
or prevent any particular land management activity. Lands categorized as unsuitable may still be managed 
through timber harvests, which is one of a suite of vegetation management tools. The concerns expressed 
in the comment are actually addressed through the relevant guidelines and management approaches 
described in the Forest Plan. 



Draft Land and Resource Management Plan 

Coconino National Forest 
164 

Concern Statement #515: The Forest Plan should defer all old-growth forest that meet standards 
and guidelines set forth in the 1987 plan from designation as suitable for timber harvest. (84-77, 
1278-3) 

Response: Timber suitability classification was conducted in compliance with the provisions of the 1982 
Planning Rule and Southwestern Region planning direction (Forest Service 2009). It is based on land 
availability, capability, operability, management area objectives and requirements, and the economic 
feasibility of the land. See the Timber Suitability Calculation section in appendix G of the environmental 
impact statement and the Timber Suitability section in the Vegetation and Fire Specialist Report (Forest 
Service 2015). Also see the Timber Suitability section in chapter 4 of the Forest Plan. 

For any one location, the timber suitability classification is made irrespective of the current forest 
structure. For example, areas that are currently unforested can still qualify as suitable for timber 
production, provided that the underlying land meets the requirements for availability, growing capability, 
operability, and economic feasibility. However, if during the forest plan revision process, specific 
proposed management direction is incompatible with timber production, then those affected areas will be 
excluded from the suitable timber base. This is the case for areas designated as developing or existing old 
growth under alternatives A and C. 

Under alternatives A and C, the standards and guidelines for old growth set forth in the current 
1987 forest plan, as amended in 1996, would be carried forward into the new plan. In ponderosa pine and 
mixed conifer forests, the emphasis under the 1987 forest plan is placed on creating and maintaining large 
stands (100 to 300 acres) or large aggregations of contiguous stands that all have the full suite of old-
growth characteristics (1987 forest plan, new page 70-2; 129; 138). The effects of this proposed revised 
plan direction is fully considered in the Vegetation and Fire Specialist Report (Forest Service 2015). 
Generally, within the ponderosa pine and mixed conifer forests, the 1987 plan direction would encourage 
a forest structure that does not match the historic condition or the desired conditions. Larger areas with a 
closed canopy and a more even-age structure would occur across the landscape; yet this structure is not 
supported by the best available science that is specific to southwestern frequent fire forests (Reynolds et 
al. 2013). 

Alternatives B and D provide direction with regard to old growth that is based on the best available 
science. Under these alternatives, old-growth components (e.g., old trees, snags, large logs) within 
frequent fire ERUs should be scattered throughout the landscape, including old tree groups and single old 
trees intermixed with other age classes. Occasionally, old-growth components may also occur in small 
even-aged patches of trees. 

The Forest Plan provides direction to manage for well-distributed occurrences of old growth. For 
example, several plan components in the All Terrestrial ERUs section (FW-TerrERU-All-DC-1, 2, and 4) 
express desires for: 

Each ERU contains a mosaic of vegetation conditions, densities, and structures. This mosaic 
occurs at a variety of scales across landscapes and watersheds and reflects the natural disturbance 
regimes affecting the area. 

Within their type and capability, terrestrial ERUs are functioning properly and are resilient to the 
frequency, extent, intensity, and severity of disturbances, such as fire in fire-adapted systems, and 
adapt to climate variability. Natural and human disturbances provide desired overall plant density, 
species composition (i.e., mix of species), structure, coarse woody debris, and nutrient cycling. 
Desired disturbance regimes, including fire, are restored where practical. 
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Vegetation conditions allow for inclusions and variability within the landscape as well as for 
transition zones or ecotones between riparian areas, forests, woodlands, shrublands, and 
grasslands. Transition zones shift in time and space due to factors affecting site conditions (e.g., 
fire, climate). Stringers persist where they naturally occur. For example, pine stringers are 
noncontiguous narrow communities of pine (often large old trees) that extend into lower elevation 
vegetation. 

Most importantly though, there are specific desired conditions at the landscape scale, mid-scale, and fine 
scale that provide for old-growth forest structures in the relevant ERUs. See FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-6, 9, 
and 13 and FW-TerrERU-MC-MCFF-DC-2, 7, and 10. The Forest Plan also contains guidelines 
specifically designed to protect, perpetuate, restore, and promote old-growth characteristics in these 
ERUs. See FW-TerrERU-PP-G-1, 2, 3, and 4, FW-TerrERU-MC-All-G-2 and 3. 

Tribal Relations and Uses 
Concern Statement #471: The Forest Service should take steps to protect the cultural and historical 
foundations of tribes and other people who rely on the Coconino NF for water, food, shelter, 
guidance, and inspiration. (53-8, 76-2, 88-1) 

Response: The Coconino NF acknowledges the importance of cooperating with tribes and incorporating 
their perspectives, concerns, and traditional knowledge into management decisions. See the Tribal 
Relations and Uses section of the Forest Plan for management direction on this subject. 

Concern Statement #282: The Forest Service should comply with Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) if there are inadvertent discoveries of habitation sites, 
plant gathering areas, human remains, and objects of cultural patrimony. (88-2) 

Response: The Forest Plan is, by design, strategic in nature. It does not include project-level decisions 
that could result in the inadvertent discovery of habitation sites, plant gathering areas, human remains, or 
objects of cultural patrimony. Those decisions are made later, only after specific proposals are identified 
and analyzed and there is the opportunity for tribal and public involvement. Human remains are addressed 
through NAGPRA by the Forest Archaeologist. This is separate from the Forest Plan, as the Forest Plan 
does not repeat law, regulation, or policy.  

Concern Statement #276: The Forest Plan should include direction on tribal consultation and how 
to address disagreements with tribes. (50-2, 56-65, 56-69, 56-73, 56-74, 76-1) 

Response: The Coconino NF follows law, policy, guidance, and directives on communication and 
notification to tribes. These include the following, which have been added to appendix D in the Forest 
Plan - Other Sources of Information: American Indian Religious Freedom Act (16 U.S.C. 1996), 
Archeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (16. U.S.C. 470 aa-mm), National Historic Preservation 
Act (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.) and regulations implementing Section 106 (36 CFR Part 800), Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (25 U.S.C. 3001, et. seq. and 43 CFR 10), National 
Environmental Policy Act Implementing Regulations (40 CFR Part 1501.2(d)(2)), Executive Order 
13175: Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments (Nov. 6, 2000), Executive Order 
12898: Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income 
Populations (Feb. 11, 1994), Forest Service Manual 1560 and Forest Service Handbook 1509.13.  

Consultation with tribes and the importance of incorporating their perspectives, concerns, and traditional 
knowledge into management decisions is discussed in Tribal Relations and Uses section of the Forest 
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Plan. For example, the Forest Plan acknowledges the special and unique government-to-government 
relationship (i.e., one sovereign nation to another) based on the U.S. Constitution, treaties, and statutes. 
See General Description and Background for the Tribal Relations and Uses section. Rather than attempt to 
create one particular process to resolve disagreements with all tribes through a plan component, the Forest 
Plan includes a management approach in the Tribal Relations and Uses section that suggests developing 
MOUs with tribes. It reminds forest managers to: 

Develop memorandums of understanding (MOUs) between the Forest and those consulting 
American Indian tribes with which an MOU does not currently exist to guide consultation 
processes and reflect the tribes’ particular perspectives and interests. 

Through the development of individual MOUs, the Coconino NF will be in a better position to ensure that 
consultation efforts are tailored to meet each tribe’s expectations. The Forest is currently working with the 
Pueblo of Zuni and the San Carlos Apache Tribe to develop consultation MOUs for this purpose and is 
working with the Hope Tribe to update the existing consultation MOU. 

Concern Statement #156: The Forest Plan should include management direction addressing the 
training of employees about interactions with tribal members engaging in traditional land uses. (56-
66) 

Response: A management approach has been added to the Tribal Relations section of the Forest Plan 
specific to this comment. It reminds forest managers to: 

Provide training to forest employees about interactions with tribal members engaging in 
traditional land uses, in a manner that fosters mutual trust and respect. 

Several management approaches in Tribal Relations section of the Forest Plan emphasize coordination 
and consultation with tribes in addition to other tribal-related training for Forest Service employees. The 
management approaches state: 

The Coconino NF and area tribes have a mutual interest in maintaining healthy, sustainable 
populations of plants, and other resources important for traditional and cultural purposes. Work 
with area tribes to identify, collaboratively manage, and monitor these resources, as well as build 
and maintain more detailed information about culturally important plants. Continue to manage the 
land in a spirit of shared stewardship with the tribes. 

Recognize the importance of a strong relationship with American Indian tribes and groups, and 
ensure Coconino NF personnel continuously cultivate those relationships. Meet regularly with 
consulting tribes to better understand their needs and viewpoints and consult with them in the 
management and interpretation of cultural sites. Enhance tribal relationships and communications 
through volunteer opportunities with tribal members. In addition, consider formally designating 
one person as a tribal relations coordinator to facilitate the tribal consultation process and 
maintain a record of tribal consultations. 

Develop memorandums of understanding (MOUs) between the Forest and those consulting 
American Indian tribes with which an MOU does not currently exist to guide consultation 
processes and reflect the tribes’ particular perspectives and interests. 

Work with neighboring forests and local tribes to develop a consistent forest products collection 
policy and tribal firewood program for use on the respective national forests. 
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Provide training to forest employees about the trust responsibilities Federal agencies have for 
tribes and the specific ways in which the Coconino NF honors and implements those 
responsibilities. 

The Tribal Relations section also contains desired conditions and the importance of certain resources to 
tribal members and their access to those resources. See FW-Trbl-DC-2 and 3 and FW-Trbl-G-1 and 2. 

In addition to the guidance in the Tribal Relations section, the Forest Plan has language in other sections 
that recognize and emphasize the needs of tribal members. For example, Desired Conditions for Forest 
Products emphasizes the availability of products for traditional and ceremonial tribal uses. See FW-
ForProd-DC-3. The Forest Products section also emphasizes recognizing the needs of members of tribes 
in several management approaches, which remind forest managers to: 

Recognize the needs of members of tribes whose historic ties include the land now administered 
by the Coconino NF to collect forest materials for traditional, ceremonial, and subsistence 
purposes. 

Work with tribal members to facilitate collection of forest products needed for traditional 
activities and ceremonial uses. 

A desired condition for Heritage Resources would preserve and protect historic and prehistoric sites, 
including American Indian sacred places and traditional cultural properties. See FW-Hrtg-DC-1. A 
guideline in Heritage Resources recommends management of historic and prehistoric sites to prevent or 
minimize adverse impacts through tribal consultation. See FW-Hrtg-G-6. Several management 
approaches for Heritage Resources encourage partnerships and coordination with American Indians and 
tribes. These management approaches remind forest managers to: 

Maximize opportunities for partnerships and volunteerism in all heritage program elements. 
Cooperate with local, State, and private agencies, institutions, and local tribes in accomplishing 
program goals and objectives. 

Work with partners such as the American Indian tribes, Arizona Site Stewards program, Arizona 
Archaeological Society, National Park Service, and Museum of Northern Arizona to identify, 
study, protect, and monitor sites. 

Prioritize site stabilization and restoration work based on the relative importance, information 
potential, tribal concerns, and uniqueness of a site. Conduct and document monitoring after sites 
have been stabilized. Plan and perform maintenance before it becomes critical [1] to the condition 
of a site. 

Minimize the need for onsite staffing by emphasizing “self-discovery” developments. Develop 
interpretative messages on individual responsibility to protect forest resources, with specific 
messages targeted to children. Consider tribal interests when planning interpretive projects. 

Cooperate with private industry, museums, secondary schools, universities, organizations, and 
other Federal, State, and local governmental agencies to provide for heritage tourism that 
enhances the overall experience of visitors to the Forest, results in preservation and protection of 
heritage resources and their setting, and is consistent with tribal interests and desires. 

Encourage partnerships with American Indians, commercial ventures, volunteers, museums, and 
universities for documenting, preserving, interpreting, and managing sites, and to evaluate and 
develop creative management opportunities. 
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Concern Statement #313: The Forest Plan should include direction and suggestion on how to 
outreach to tribes. For example, the Forest Plan should include a management approach for 
outreach to tribes that includes: holding meetings on reservations to reach those for whom travel is 
difficult; providing native translators; recording oral statements for those who can’t write or don’t 
speak English; proactive advertising for tribal participation opportunities through radio/newspaper 
ads and public service announcements; hanging flyers about projects. (56-67) 

Response: Specific suggestions for outreach methods have not been listed in the Forest Plan. Outreach to 
tribes is project-specific and could include all of the suggestions in the comment. The management 
approaches for Tribal Relations have a more strategic approach to tribal relations and include working 
with area tribes as follows: 

The Coconino NF and area tribes have a mutual interest in maintaining healthy, sustainable 
populations of plants and other resources important for traditional and cultural purposes. Work 
with area tribes to identify, collaboratively manage, and monitor these resources, as well as build 
and maintain more detailed information about culturally important plants. Continue to manage the 
land in a spirit of shared stewardship with the tribes. 

Recognize the importance of a strong relationship with American Indian tribes and groups, and 
ensure Coconino NF personnel continuously cultivate those relationships. Meet regularly with 
consulting tribes to better understand their needs and viewpoints, and consult with them in the 
management and interpretation of cultural sites. Enhance tribal relationships and communication 
through volunteer opportunities with tribal members. In addition, consider formally designating 
one person as a tribal relations coordinator to facilitate the tribal consultation process and 
maintain a record of tribal consultations. 

Outreach to tribes follows law, policy, guidance, and directives on communication and 
notification to tribes. These regulations include the following, which have been added to 
appendix D in the Forest Plan - Other Sources of Information: American Indian Religious 
Freedom Act (16 U.S.C. 1996), Archeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (16. U.S.C. 470 
aa-mm), National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.) and regulations implementing 
Section 106 (36 CFR Part 800), Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (25 
U.S.C. 3001, et. seq. and 43 CFR 10), National Environmental Policy Act Implementing 
Regulations (40 CFR Part 1501.2(d)(2)), Executive Order 13175: Consultation and Coordination 
with Indian Tribal Governments (Nov. 6, 2000), Executive Order 12898: Federal Actions to 
Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations (Feb. 11, 
1994), Forest Service Manual 1560 and Forest Service Handbook 1509.13.  

Concern Statement #682: The Forest Service should establish open forums with tribal members to 
discuss the forest plan revision effort, not just consult with tribal governments. (56-63, 103-2) 

Response: The Coconino NF made efforts to reach out to the tribes and tribal members during the 90-day 
comment period on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Revised Plan. All 13 American 
Indian tribes that the Coconino NF regularly consults with were contacted at the beginning of the 
comment period. The Forest offered to meet to discuss these documents. These offers led to meetings with 
the Hopi and White Mountain Apache tribes. In response to suggestions that the Forest should expand its 
efforts to reach tribal members, the Forest contacted the Navajo Chapter Houses and offered to meet and 
discuss the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Revised Plan. The Forest did not receive any 
response to these requests. 
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Concern Statement #331: The Forest Plan should include guidance for how it will address issues 
with tribal input and constantly changing personnel. (56-72) 

Response: The forest plan has a new management approach in Tribal Relations specific to this comment. 
It reads: 

Recognize the importance of a strong relationship with American Indian tribes and groups, and 
ensure Coconino NF personnel continuously cultivate those relationships. Meet regularly with 
consulting tribes to better understand their needs and viewpoints, and consult with them in the 
management and interpretation of cultural sites. Enhance tribal relationships and communication 
through volunteer opportunities with tribal members. In addition, consider formally designating 
one person as a tribal relations coordinator to facilitate the tribal consultation process and 
maintain a record of tribal consultations. 

In addition, the Forest Plan has language in different sections that recognizes and emphasizes the needs of 
tribal members. For example, Desired Conditions for Forest Products emphasizes the availability of 
products for traditional and ceremonial tribal uses. See FW-FProd-DC-3. Management approaches for 
Forest Products emphasizes recognizing the needs of members of tribes … to collect forest materials for 
traditional, ceremonial, and subsistence purposes and working with tribal members to facilitate collection 
of forest products needed for traditional activities and ceremonial uses. Desired conditions for Heritage 
Resources would preserve and protect historic and prehistoric sites, including American Indian sacred 
places and traditional cultural properties. See FW-Hrtg-DC-1. A guideline in Heritage Resources 
recommends management of historic and prehistoric sites to prevent or minimize adverse impacts through 
tribal consultation. See FW-Hrtg-G-6. Several management approaches for Heritage Resources encourage 
partnerships and coordination with American Indians and tribes. Several management approaches in 
Tribal Relations emphasize coordination and consultation with tribes in addition to other tribal-related 
training for Forest Service employees. 

Concern Statement #63: The Forest Plan should include more information related to tribal use of 
plants. In addition to the information on the plants known to be traditionally used by tribes, the 
Forest Plan should include information on how tribes use these riparian areas and terrestrial ERUs 
and how these plants are managed. (86-7) 

Response: To centralize the information, now there are only two places in the Forest Plan that display the 
percentage of plants known to be used by tribes relative to the proportion of the riparian forest type or 
ERU on the forest. See General Description and Background sub-sections for Riparian Forest Types and 
Terrestrial ERUs. The Forest Plan does not describe how the plant collecting areas are used because that 
could vary by tribe; because this information may or may not be shared with the Forest Service; and 
because plant collection areas can shift in time and space depending on growing conditions. 

Plan components in the Tribal Relations and Uses and Forest Products section describe how the plants 
and plant collecting would be managed. For example, forest products for traditional and ceremonial tribal 
uses are available under conditions that minimize restrictions and are consistent with laws, regulations, 
and agreements with tribes; forest products should be authorized only when information is available to 
ensure the product will persist on the forest; and rare plant species should not be collected unless the 
Forest has information that the species can withstand collection and will persist. See FW-FProd- DC-3, G-
3, and 4. Forest projects and activities should be designed to promote the persistence of culturally 
important plants and tribal practitioners have access to areas to practice traditional activities, with 
reasonable limitations, consistent with public safety and multiple uses by other forest users. Forest 
products used by tribes are available for traditional practices and are sustained over time; however, this 
collection would not negatively affect the presence and distribution of those species on the forest. See 
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FW-Trbl-DC-2, 3, G-2. A desired condition in the Pinyon Juniper section promotes a robust crop of 
pinyon nuts, a culturally important resource, consistent with the capability of the site. See FW-TerrERU-
PJ-DC-16. The Forest Plan assumes that properly functioning ecosystems would provide for the species 
composition needed for tribal plant collection, thus, the desired conditions for these plants are inherent 
within the desired conditions in the Riparian Areas and Terrestrial Ecological Response Units sections, 
but each plant is not specifically called out. Site-specific information for plant collection and tribal needs 
would arise out of conversations with the tribes and through tribal consultation. See FW-Trbl-DC-1. 

Concern Statement #399: The Forest Plan desired condition related to plants known to be 
traditionally used by tribes (see Draft Revised Plan FW-Veg-All-DC-9) should be reworded to 
emphasize that the use is by local tribes. (86-24) 

Response: Several changes have been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. This 
direction has been moved from the All Vegetation section to two other sections that are more aligned with 
the topic. A desired condition in the Tribal Relations and Uses section addresses this topic. It seeks to 
ensure that forest products used by tribal members, organizations, and communities with ancestral or 
historic ties to the Coconino NF are available for traditional practices and are sustained over time. See 
FW-Trbl-DC-3. A desired condition in the Forest Products section also addresses this topic. It seeks to 
ensure that forest products are available for traditional and ceremonial tribal uses. See FW-FProd-DC-3. 

Concern Statement #595: The Forest Plan should complete the Traditional Cultural Properties 
designation process for the San Francisco Peaks. (53-7) 

Response: The Traditional Cultural Properties process is outside the scope of forest plan revision. 
However, the San Francisco Peaks have been designated as a Traditional Cultural Property. The Forest 
Plan acknowledges this designation in the General Description and Background for the San Francisco 
Peaks Management Area. 

Concern Statement #456: The Forest Plan should ensure that overnight camping restrictions 
address traditional cultural uses. (56-68) 

Response: No change has been made in response to this comment. The Forest Plan includes a desired 
condition for tribal practitioners to have access to areas that provide them an opportunity to practice 
traditional activities. See FW-Trbl-DC-2. In addition, a desired condition in Forest Products promotes the 
availability of forest products for traditional and ceremonial uses with minimal restrictions and 
consistency with law, regulations, and agreements with tribes. See FW-FProd-DC-3. These plan 
components would be taken into account in projects that propose to manage or limit overnight camping.  

Concern Statement #769: The Forest Service should review the Listening Session notes regarding 
sacred sites policy development from the March 14, 2011 meeting with the Navajo Nation in 
Window Rock, Arizona. (53-5) 

Response: The Listening Session notes from the March 14, 2011 meeting with the Navajo Nation in 
Window Rock, Arizona, have been reviewed and added to the project record. The development of the 
sacred sites policy and the decision on development at the Arizona Snowbowl are outside the scope of the 
Forest Plan. 
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Vegetation 
Concern Statement #391: The Forest Plan should use desired conditions that account for more than 
narrowly-defined historical conditions and include the potential effects of climate change. (56-35) 

Response: Regional guidance on climate change was used during plan development. A citation to this 
guidance, entitled Southwest Region Climate Change Trends and Forest Planning, has been added to 
appendix D of the Forest Plan, which contains other sources of information. As stated in chapter 1 of the 
Forest Plan, the nature of the Forest Plan is to maintain or manage toward desired conditions, regardless 
of current or changing conditions (e.g., climate change). Furthermore, the Forest Plan is intended to allow 
management of the Forest to adapt as necessary to continue moving toward ecological and social desired 
conditions. Rather than being confined to one section, climate change is addressed in numerous locations 
in the Forest Plan. For example, adaptability and resiliency to climate change is mentioned in desired 
conditions in FW-Eco-DC-1, FW-Soil-DC-2, FW-Water-DC-3, FW-TerrERU-All-DC-2 and 4, FW-
TerrERU-PP-DC-2, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCFF-DC-4, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCA-DC-4, FW-TerrERU-SF-
DC-4, and FW-WFP-DC-6 .  

Reference conditions (based on the historic range of variation) and climate change were considered when 
determining the desired conditions. Reference conditions are considered a “best” estimate of a resilient 
and functioning ecosystem because they reflect the evolutionary and historical ecology of forests. 
Reference conditions are, thereby, a powerful template for improving the resiliency of fire-adapted 
forests. By restoring resiliency, current fire-adapted forests will be better able to adapt to climate change. 
Climate change is addressed throughout the plan: indirectly through desired conditions in the form of 
functional ecosystems and resilient landscapes, and directly in management approaches and the 
monitoring strategy, where appropriate. 

In addition, adaptability is key, both in terms of the forest's capacity to adapt to changing conditions, and 
the Forest Service's ability to adaptively manage. Implementation of the Forest Plan is intended to 
contribute to forest resources and terrestrial and riparian ecosystems’ ability to adapt to climate change. 
See FW-Eco-DC-1; FW-Soil-DC-2; and FW-TerrERU-All-DC-2. 

A management approach in all Terrestrial ERUs reminds managers to consider approaches to mitigate 
water stress and to facilitate the potential shift of vegetation from lower to higher life zones. It reads: 

In areas of high vulnerability to climate change, consider the following approaches to facilitate 
natural adaptation to changing conditions. Because many early-mid species or species 
characteristic of lower life zones are adapted for warmer and drier conditions, emphasize early-
mid seral species or species from lower life zones over late-seral species and species of higher life 
zones. Consider managing tree basal area at the low end of the range of desired conditions to 
mitigate water stress. 

The monitoring and evaluation report is intended to inform adaptive management of the plan area 
especially in light of changing social or environmental conditions.  

Finally, as defined in the Glossary: 

Adaptive management is the general framework encompassing the three phases of planning: 
assessment, plan development, and monitoring (36 CFR 219.5). This framework supports 
decisionmaking that meets management objectives, while simultaneously accruing information to 
improve future management by adjusting the plan or plan implementation. Adaptive management 
is a structured, cyclical process for planning and decisionmaking in the face of uncertainty and 
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changing conditions with feedback from monitoring, which includes using the planning process 
to actively test assumptions, track relevant conditions over time, and measure management 
effectiveness. 

Concern Statement #404: The Forest Plan should describe how the compositions of seral stages 
were determined for the tables that listed the “Desired Percent Composition” for various ERUs. 
(86-33, 86-38, 86-39) 

Response: The tables that list the “Desired Percent Composition” for various ERUs have been moved to 
appendix F in the Forest Plan. Appendix F includes an introduction that provides a general description of 
how the seral stages included in the tables were determined.  

Concern Statement #408: The Forest Plan should frame desired conditions and restoration 
objectives around a “future range of variability” that accounts for inevitable change to disturbance 
regime (e.g., fire) and vegetation pattern associated with climate change and promotes ecological 
resilience. (56-33, 84-88) 

Response: Reference conditions (based on the historic range of variation) and climate change were 
considered when determining the desired conditions. Reference conditions are considered a “best” 
estimate of a resilient and functioning ecosystem because they reflect the evolutionary and historical 
ecology of forests. Reference conditions are, thereby, a powerful template for improving the resiliency of 
fire-adapted forests. By restoring resiliency, current fire-adapted forests will be better able to adapt to 
climate change. Climate change is addressed throughout the plan: indirectly through desired conditions in 
the form of functional ecosystems and resilient landscapes, and directly in management approaches and 
the monitoring strategy, where appropriate. 

Concern Statement #499: The Forest Plan should include more restoration objectives in the 
vegetation sections. (65-7) 

Response: No change has been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. The objectives 
included in the Forest Plan were developed to be realistic and to be implementable within anticipated 
future budgets (expected to be similar to current budgets). The Plan Content section in chapter 1 of the 
Forest Plan acknowledges that objectives to achieve desired conditions are strongly influenced by recent 
trends, past experience, and anticipated staffing levels and short-term budgets. Forest restoration activities 
are not limited to those listed in the objectives, so other restoration actions can be undertaken as 
opportunities arise. 

Concern Statement #501: The Forest Plan should use locally specific reference conditions to guide 
restoration activities. (84-70) 

Response: The Forest Plan includes desired conditions that account for locally specific conditions. To 
clarify this point, the tables that include desired proportions of seral stages were moved to appendix F 
because including this information in chapter 2 of the Forest Plan was causing confusion over how the 
information in the tables should be used. The seral stage proportions for modeled states included in these 
tables is for assessment at the scale of the entire ERU within a Forest boundary or greater. Seral stage 
proportions are rarely, if ever, applied at the project level. For instance, the application of seral stage 
values for spruce-fir forests that typically have long stand replacement intervals and large patch 
dynamics, may only be appropriate at subregional scales. To emphasize that the seral stage values in these 
tables were not intended (in most cases) to be applied at the project level, this information was moved to 
appendix F and an introduction was developed to explain the intended purpose of these tables. 
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Reference conditions (based on the historic range of variation) were considered when determining the 
desired conditions. Reference conditions are considered a “best” estimate of a resilient and functioning 
ecosystem because they reflect the evolutionary and historical ecology of forests. Because the desired 
conditions in the Forest Plan generally describe this range of variation, there is room for locally specific 
desired conditions to be identified. For example, a desired condition in the Ponderosa Pine ERU section 
allows for openings that typically range from 10 percent in more productive sites to 70 percent in the less 
productive sites. See FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-4. When restoration activities are undertaken, the locally 
specific desired conditions that are within the historic range of variation described in the Forest Plan 
would be developed at the project level. 

Concern Statement #504: The desired condition in the All Vegetation Types section of the Forest 
Plan that relates to vegetation providing sustainable amounts of products (see Draft Revised Plan, 
FW-Veg-All-DC-7) should be re-worded to state, “Vegetation provides sustainable amounts of 
products such as wood fiber or forage. Livestock grazing and wood fiber harvest activities 
contribute to aspects of the social, economic, and cultural structure and stability of rural 
communities.” (86-23) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The suggestion related to 
livestock grazing has been incorporated in FW-Graz-DC-1. The suggestion related to wood fiber harvest 
has been incorporated into the Forest Products section. See FW-Fprod-DC-1. 

Concern Statement #69: The Forest Service should provide an exclusion in the vegetation guideline 
related to mesquite bosques (see Draft Revised Plan FW-Veg-Rip-All-G-4) for vegetation 
management in utility corridors that might fragment mesquite bosques. (69-4) 

Response: This guideline has been modified in response to your comment, but a specific exclusion for 
utility corridors has not been added because of potential conflicts with the Endangered Species Act or 
other resources. See FW-Rip-RipType-G-2. The Forest recognizes the necessity and appropriateness of 
vegetation management within utility corridors in one of the Special Uses desired conditions. See FW-
SpecUse-DC-2. The Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI) section in the Forest Plan also contains plan 
direction related to vegetation management in WUI. Utility corridors are considered part of the WUI. The 
potential conflicts between species and vegetation resources and utility corridor management will be 
resolved at the project level based on site-specific information. 

Concern Statement #70: The Riparian Forest Types guideline in the Forest Plan related to 
vegetative diversity (see Draft Revised Plan FW-Veg-Rip-All-G-5) should be adjusted to 
acknowledge that utility corridors should be maintained at early successional plant species. (69-5) 

Response: This guideline has been modified, but a specific exclusion for utility corridors has not been 
added. See FW-Rip-RipType-G-2. Instead of including individual exceptions in every plan component on 
vegetation that could impact vegetation management in utility corridors, the Forest Plan addresses the 
necessity and appropriateness of vegetation management within utility corridors in one of the Special 
Uses desired conditions. See FW-SpecUse-DC-2. The Wildland-urban Interface (WUI) section in the 
Forest Plan also contains plan direction related to vegetation management in the WUI, and utility 
corridors are considered part of the WUI. The potential conflicts between vegetation resources and utility 
corridor management will be resolved at the project level based on site-specific information. 

Concern Statement #161: The Forest Plan and the work being done under the Four Forest 
Restoration Initiative (4FRI) should be evaluated to ensure consistency with the monitoring needs 
and desired conditions of these two efforts. (65-8, 65-14) 
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Response: There has been ongoing coordination between the forest plan revision effort and 4FRI to 
ensure consistency between them and to facilitate implementation of any future project-level decisions 
under the revised Forest Plan. The 1987 forest plan (as amended) provided a framework for projects 
under the first 4FRI environmental impact statement, which covered portions of the Coconino and Kaibab 
National Forests. The revised Forest Plan provides a framework for the projects being proposed under the 
second 4FRI environmental impact statement, the Rim Country project, which is planned to occur on 
portions of the Coconino, Apache-Sitgreaves, and Tonto National Forests. For example, the desired 
conditions, objectives, and guidelines included in the Ponderosa Pine and Mixed Conifer ERUs will guide 
the projects designed under the Rim Country environmental impact statement and decision. The specific 
restoration activities are developed and evaluated in separate analysis through this project-level 
decisionmaking. These decisions must also be consistent with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) and the Forest Service Handbook and Forest Service Manual. These decisions would include 
analysis and opportunity for public involvement. 

Monitoring and evaluation is required by the 1982 Planning Rule provisions to evaluate, document, and 
report how the Forest Plan is applied, how well it works, and if its purpose and direction remain 
appropriate. The plan revision team and 4FRI team have reviewed each other's monitoring plans. Efforts 
were made to align monitoring questions when possible under the first environmental impact statement, 
and efforts will be made to align monitoring questions under the second 4FRI environmental impact 
statement. Results from 4FRI monitoring are expected to inform monitoring for the Forest Plan. For 
example, the 4FRI monitoring question concerning maintenance or promotion of long-term soil 
productivity in accordance with design features, best management practices, and mitigation measures 
would inform the Forest Plan monitoring question: How much have implemented projects and soil best 
management practices contributed to protecting soil, reducing accelerated erosion, reducing soil 
compaction, and maintaining soil and nutrient cycling thus maintaining long term soil productivity? 

Concern Statement #392: The Forest Plan should incorporate the collaboratively-designed Old 
Growth Protection and Large Tree Retention Strategy developed by public stakeholders for 
implementation in forest treatment projects associated with the Four Forest Restoration Initiative. 
(56-38, 84-87, 110-3) 

Response: No change to the Forest Plan has been made in response to this comment. The Forest Plan 
emphasizes old-growth structure throughout the landscape including old trees, and promotes replacement 
trees so that old growth is sustained over time. See FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-5, 6, and 9. Guidelines would 
protect old-growth structure from uncharacteristic natural disturbances and develop it where lacking. See 
FW-TerrERU-PP-G-1 and 2. Guideline 3 in this same section provides guidance for retaining pre-
settlement trees, often the largest, oldest, and tallest trees. See FW-TerrERU-PP-G-3. The Forest Plan 
does not preclude the use of the stakeholder-developed Old Growth Retention Strategy at the project 
level.  

Concern Statement #211: The Forest Plan should include direction that allows aspen to self-thin 
and that encourages successional stages and all ages. (56-43) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been reorganized to put direction for aspen and maple in a separate 
section. Desired conditions in this section acknowledge natural disturbance and the presence of all age 
classes and successional stages. Self-thinning is considered part of natural disturbances. See FW-
TerrERU-AspMpl-DC-1, 2, and 3. As with other resources on the Forest, when a project or activity may 
impact aspen, it will need to be designed or managed to ensure that the Forest is maintaining or moving 
toward these desired conditions. 
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Concern Statement #394: The Forest Plan should recognize aspen as a distinct vegetation type and 
provide direction to ensure that it moves toward and maintains desired conditions based on historic 
levels. (56-40, 64-53) 

Response: Although aspen is not an ecological response unit, the Forest Plan has been reorganized to put 
the majority of the direction for aspen and maple in a separate section for ease of use and because of their 
contributions to scenic integrity and bio-diversity. See FW-TerrERU-AspMpl-DC-1, 2, and 3, FW-
TerrERU-AspMpl-O-1, FW-TerrERU-AspMpl-G-1, and a management approach, which states: 

Regularly inspect and maintain fences used to protect aspen and maple to ensure recovery. 

Aspen is a component of several ERUs and is referred to in the General Description and Background 
subsections for Gallery Coniferous Riparian Forest, Ponderosa Pine, Mixed Conifer, and Spruce-Fir 
ERUs. It is included in a management approach in the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section: 

Coordinate with the Arizona Game and Fish Department regarding the State Wildlife Action Plan 
as well as hunting recommendations for various wildlife populations that would lead to 
maintenance and improvement of habitat elements such as vegetation, aspen, riparian, and soil 
condition and productivity. 

A guideline in the Livestock Grazing section would promote desired conditions for aspen through the 
appropriate location and use of structural range improvements. See FW-Graz-G-4. 

Concern Statement #213: The Forest Service should adjust the seral stages direction associated 
with the Interior Chaparral Ecological Response Unit. The proportions of seral stages listed in the 
table in this section reflect a very monotypic condition that is undesirable and at odds with natural 
disturbance regimes. (75-65) 

Response: The seral stages listed in this table are intended to disclose the desired proportion of seral 
stages for interior chaparral at the forest scale. The table in this section (along with similar tables included 
in the plan direction for other ERUs) has been moved to appendix F of the Forest Plan. The Introduction 
for appendix F explains that seral stage proportions for modeled states should be assessed at the scale of 
the entire ERU within a Forest boundary or greater. Seral stage proportions are rarely, if ever, applied at 
the project level. These seral stages are intended to reflect the natural disturbance regime, characteristic 
fire return interval, and the rapid growth of chaparral species following disturbance. 

Concern Statement #389: The Forest Plan should consider re-introduction of wolves as a keystone 
species that can restore aspen populations. (13-2, 56-42) 

Response: Reintroduction of species is outside of the scope of the plan. Wildlife populations are managed 
by the state of Arizona (Arizona Game and Fish Department). However, the topic of reintroductions is 
addressed by two management approaches in the section on Wildlife, Fish, and Plants, which remind 
forest managers to: 

Coordinate with the Arizona Game and Fish Department, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the 
statewide Native Fish Conservation Team regarding maintenance of habitat for listed and native 
species; reintroductions, introductions, or transplants of species; control or eradication of non-
native species; and the management of sport and native fishes, including the identification of 
refugia for native fish and the establishment or removal of fish barriers. Coordination includes 
referencing current agency recommendations for improving wildlife habitat such as guidelines for 
wildlife-friendly fencing. 
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Coordinate with the Arizona Game and Fish Department regarding the State Wildlife Action Plan 
as well as hunting recommendations for various wildlife populations that would lead to 
maintenance and improvement of habitat elements such as vegetation, aspen, riparian, and soil 
condition and productivity. 

Updated information on wolf recovery is available on the following website: 
http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/mexicanwolf/ 

Concern Statement #214: The Forest Plan should include direction to protect the stringers of 
ponderosa pine that extend into pinyon-juniper woodlands from high-intensity fire because they 
are important habitat for Merriam's turkey and other wildlife. (75-67) 

Response: Several adjustments have been made to the Forest Plan to address this comment regarding 
pine stringers. A discussion on stringers has been added to the General Description and Background for 
the All Terrestrial ERUs section. The reference to stringers in the pinyon-juniper desired conditions was 
moved to the All Terrestrial ERUs section to acknowledge the value of stringers in other ERUs. See FW-
TerrERU-All DC-4. A guideline was added to the All Terrestrial ERUs section to ensure that stringers are 
protected from uncharacteristic disturbances to prevent stand replacement and to protect their unique 
contribution to habitat diversity. See FW-TerrERU-G-4. 

Concern Statement #215: The Forest Service should adjust the seral stages direction associated 
with the Ponderosa Pine Ecological Response Unit to provide greater proportion for openings, 
which are natural component of ponderosa pine and important to wildlife. The Forest Service 
should explain why the desired condition for early development is set at 0 when early open stages 
are so important for wildlife. The Forest Service should also explain why mid-age forest and 
mature/old forest area lumped together because the structural characteristics of these seral stages 
and their value as wildlife habitat is very different. (75-70, 85-29) 

Response: Plan components provide considerable flexibility for forest managers to manage ponderosa 
pine depending on site specificity and project objectives. The Forest Plan describes ponderosa pine as 
generally uneven-aged and open with variable sized openings. The openings typically range from 
10 percent in more productive sites to 70 percent in less productive sites. See FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-4. 
Additional desired conditions are provided for openings in ponderosa pine that consider elevation, aspect, 
historical conditions, capability of the site, and position on the landscape. See FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-8 and 
10. The Forest Plan also has desired conditions that include a diverse understory composed of perennial 
grasses, forbs, and shrubs, of variable heights, density, and age classes, which would provide food and 
cover for a variety of wildlife. See FW-Terr-ERU-PP-DC-2 and 10. 

Seral stage proportions were moved to appendix F in the Forest Plan. The early development seral stage is 
described as recently burned grass, forb, and shrub types and is 0 percent because the grass, forb, and 
shrub types that result from wildfire are generally uncharacteristic and not desirable. The seral stage table 
has been clarified to explain that the early development states represent larger than desired openings 
being created by wildfires, with undesired effects and with a longer time period to return to a forested 
state. The open (less than 30 percent cover) seral stages are the seral stages that would provide the 
majority of the grass, forb, and shrub understory so important to wildlife. The combination of the young 
forest, mid-age forest, and mature/old forest w/regeneration states (the open seral stages) are nearly 
91 percent of the ponderosa pine ERU. Note that these are uneven-aged predominantly open stages that 
contain all ages of trees dispersed as groups, clumps, and individual trees. The seral stage table has been 
modified to clarify that the desired openings for grass, forb, and shrub understory vegetation are built into 
open single-storied states and throughout the multistoried states, but are not identified separately. 

http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/mexicanwolf/
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It is correct that mid-age forest and mature/old forest with regeneration have different structural 
characteristics, which have different values to wildlife. These states have been combined to account for 
differences in site productivity across the Forest and to acknowledge that not all areas of the Forest have 
the capacity to have predominantly large to very large trees. The seral stage table explains that low 
productivity sites are more likely to have a predominance of medium-open/uneven-aged characteristics 
whereas high-productivity sites are more likely to have a predominance of very large-open/uneven-aged 
conditions.  

The seral stages listed in the table that was included Ponderosa Pine ERU section are intended to 
represent the desired proportion of seral stages for ponderosa pine at the forest scale. The proportions 
were not adjusted in response to these comments. This table (along with similar tables included in the 
plan direction for other ERUs) has been moved to appendix F of the Forest Plan and is now identified as 
table 17. The Introduction for appendix F explains that seral stage proportions for modeled states should 
be assessed at the scale of the entire ERU within a Forest boundary or greater. Collectively, the table plus 
the more detailed text in the Forest Plan comprise the desired conditions. Seral stage proportions are 
rarely, if ever, applied at the project level. Because these seral stages only apply at these very broad 
scales, they should not conflict with variations in seral stages that are associated with natural disturbance 
regimes observed at the project level. 

The seral stage table for ponderosa pine in appendix F has been modified to clarify that recently burned 
(in the Early Development state) refers to larger than desired openings being created primarily by stand-
replacing wildfire when it occurs in closed canopy states (State N). This would result in a longer time 
period required to move back to a forested state compared to characteristic wildfires. The early 
development state also includes characteristic states, which existed in reference conditions (State A). 

The desired condition is to have characteristic fire sustain predominantly open ponderosa pine. 
Predominantly open conditions would support herbaceous plants, properly functioning soil, natural 
disturbance regimes, and all-aged vegetation structure. See FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-2, 3, 4, 8, 10, and 13. 

In table 17, mid-aged forest and mature/old forest are combined to reflect the intermix of age classes 
present at the landscape level. This would reflect landscape-scale desired conditions of a mosaic of trees 
of various age classes; of trees in structural stages that range from young to old; an arrangement of 
individual trees, small clumps and groups interspersed with variably sized openings; groups of similarly 
aged trees and single trees interspersed with open interspaces; and various proportions of patches with 
different developmental stages. See FW-TerrERU-PP-1, 4, 6. It is important to note that the desired 
openings for grass, forb, and shrub understory vegetation is built into the multistoried (uneven-aged) 
states and is not identified separately. 

Concern Statement #230: The Forest Plan should allow for larger openings and group sizes for the 
Ponderosa Pine ERU at the fine scale. (75-72) 

Response: Although the Ponderosa Pine ERU desired condition in question addresses openings at the fine 
scale, it does not apply any particular size to them. See FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-13. Opening sizes are 
addressed in the landscape-scale and mid-scale desired conditions. See FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-4 and 8. 
Because no size was prescribed for openings at the fine scale, no adjustment has been made in response to 
this part of the comment. 

However, a size was assigned to groups (typically less than 1 acre) at the fine scale. See FW-TerrERU-
PP-DC-13. The desired condition did note that group sizes may be larger in areas managed for bald eagles 
and Mexican spotted owls. In response to this comment, the Ponderosa Pine ERU desired condition has 
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been adjusted to acknowledge that group sizes may be larger when there is site-specific information 
indicating that historically the group was larger. See FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-13. 

Concern Statement #289: The Forest Plan should include an expanded discussion on the historical 
range of variation and the potential natural vegetation type of ponderosa pine. (65-6) 

Response: The desired conditions for the Ponderosa Pine ERU (formerly the Ponderosa Pine Potential 
Natural Vegetation Type) were developed using information from the Historical Range of Variation, and 
State and Transition Modeling of Historic and Current Landscape Conditions for Potential Natural 
Vegetation Types of the Southwest (GTR-310), which is included in the References section of the Forest 
Plan. This reference was used when the desired conditions for the Ponderosa Pine ERU were developed 
for the Southwestern Region. As this reference's title suggests, it addresses the historic range of variation 
of vegetation types in the Southwest. An example of the historic range of variation included in GTR-310 
that has been incorporated into the Forest Plan can be found in the Ponderosa Pine ERU desired condition 
that allows for openings that typically range from 10 percent in more productive sites to 70 percent in the 
less productive sites. See FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-4.  

Concern Statement #403: Remove the reference to mixed conifer in desired condition 18. (86-36) 

Response: The desired condition has been adjusted in response to the comment. The reference to mixed 
conifer types has been removed from the component. See FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-14. 

Concern Statement #216: The Forest Plan should clarify that “free thinning” includes selective 
cutting. (75-74) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. Free thinning and group 
selection were two examples of prescribed cutting included in an objective in for the Ponderosa Pine 
ERU. These examples have been removed from the objective. See FW-TerrERU-PP-O-1. However, a 
definition for “prescribed cutting” has been added to the Glossary in the Forest Plan. The definition does 
not try to make an exhaustive list of prescribed cutting techniques. Rather, the definition states that 
prescribed cutting is: 

Vegetation removal under conditions specified in an approved plan to remove unwanted fuels; 
create openings; stimulate growth of desired vegetation; change seral stages; and to meet range, 
wildlife, recreation, wilderness, watershed, or timber management objectives. 

Concern Statement #217: The Forest Plan should recognize group sizes for Mixed Conifer Frequent 
Fire ERUs that reflect the historic range of variability. (75-76) 

Response: The desired condition has been clarified to address your comment. It now expressly 
acknowledges that group sizes in the mixed conifer frequent fire ERU may be larger than 1 acre when 
there is site-specific information indicating that the group was larger historically. See FW-TerrERU-
MCFF-DC-11. 

Concern Statement #496: The Forest Plan should provide a shorter time period for the completion 
of the mixed conifer frequent fire ERU treatment objective. (87-4) 

Response: The objectives in the Forest Plan are not designed to entirely resolve departures from desired 
conditions or to resolve them as quickly as possible. Rather, the objectives are measurable results 
designed to maintain or move the Forest toward desired conditions. Objectives are based on anticipated 
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budget and staffing. See the discussion on objectives in the Plan Content section in chapter 1 of the Forest 
Plan for additional information on objectives. 

The Forest Plan also includes treatment objectives for the ponderosa pine ERU, which could result in 
additional treatment in the upper portion of Rio de Flag drainage. See FW-TerrERU-PP-O-1, 2, and 3. 
The Forest Plan also provides a comprehensive framework for management of the wildland-urban 
interface. See FW-WUI section.  

Concern Statement #220: The Forest Plan should establish vegetation height to provide hiding 
cover for pronghorn. (64-34) 

Response: No particular understory height or composition has been identified in the Forest Plan. No 
particular grass height or grazing season has been set in the Forest Plan. These decisions will be made at 
the project level based on site-specific information. The Forest Plan will guide these site-specific 
decisions with plan components that address grasslands, wildlife habitat, and livestock grazing 
management. For examples, see FW-TerrERU-Grass-DC-4 and 8, FW-WFP-DC-2 and 3, FW-Graz-DC-2, 
and FW-Graz-G-2. A management approach in the forestwide Grasslands section clarifies the site-specific 
nature of these types of decision. It reminds forest managers that: 

Species-specific wildlife needs are addressed on a site-specific basis and considered during 
project-level planning and implementation. For example, where they occur, pronghorn typically 
benefit from grasses and shrubs greater than 11 inches in height to provide fawns protection from 
predators during the fawning season (AZGFD 2011). This habitat consideration is, however, 
dependent in large part on weather and site capability. Optimal fawning habitat conditions may 
not always be achievable due to variable environmental conditions (e.g., winter snowfall and 
spring precipitation). Project specialists work together to determine achievable conditions that 
would optimize wildlife habitat at the site level, and give consideration to follow-up monitoring 
that could assess how well such conditions have been met. 

Another management approach in Wildlife, Fish, and Plants reminds managers to consider current 
literature and best available science when making site-specific decisions. It reads: 

Use current literature and the best available science when making site-specific decisions relevant 
to project planning. This is done in an interdisciplinary context with input from other resource 
specialists. For example; the guideline specifying disturbance buffers around raptor nests (FW-
WFP-G-11) is intended as a minimum buffer. Some raptor species (e.g., osprey) are more adapted 
to disturbance and are likely to tolerate a buffer of just 300 yards during the breeding season 
while other, less tolerant species (e.g., peregrine falcons (Falco peregrinus)) may require buffers 
of up to a ½ mile. Wildlife biologists work with other resource specialists to identify and define 
the appropriate site-specific buffers (within the context of plan guidance) for other raptors on a 
case-by-case basis. 

Concern Statement #237: The Forest Plan should clarify the purpose of the Grassland guideline to 
place new stock tanks and wildlife waters in locations that reduce concentrations of grazing animals 
and subsequent vegetation and soil effects in open areas. (75-63) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. This Grassland ERU guideline 
has been adjusted to clarify that the intent is to protect grassland composition, structure, and productivity 
and soil function by, among other things, strategically locating constructed waters. See FW-TerrERU-
Grass-G-2. The Forest Plan has also been modified to account for conditions immediately adjacent to 
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livestock concentration areas, such as waters, that might be different than general desired conditions for 
vegetation and soil. See FW-Graz-DC-2. 

Concern Statement #288: The Forest Plan should include direction on specific ways to protect 
alpine tundra ERU from major human disturbances, such developed recreation from the Arizona 
Snowbowl ski area and year-round dispersed recreation. This direction should include an objective 
for the alpine tundra habitat type. (56-44, 56-47) 

Response: The Forest Plan provides broad guidance and information for project decisionmaking and is 
strategic in nature. It does not contain project and activity decisions such as particular actions to address 
potential threats to a species or habitat type. Decisions to take particular actions to address potential 
threats to a species or habitat type are determined during project-level planning, which would include 
recreation special-use permits such as the Arizona Snowbowl ski area. 

No objectives have been added for the Alpine Tundra ERU. However, the Forest Plan does contain 
direction that encourages maintenance, protection, and improvement of alpine tundra. Desired conditions 
for the Alpine Tundra ERU support and sustain rare or narrowly endemic species and provide habitat for 
San Francisco Peaks ragwort, a federally listed species and other native biota. See FW-TerrERU-AT-DC-1 
and 2. Because proposed projects and activities must be consistent with these and other desired conditions 
(see description of desired conditions in the Plan Decisions section in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan), an 
objective for the alpine tundra habitat type is not necessary. 

Plan language includes guidelines in Alpine Tundra and standards and guidelines under Designated 
Wilderness specific to the Kachina Peaks Wilderness (which contains alpine tundra) that protect and 
maintain this sensitive resource. See FW-TerrERU-AT-G-1. An objective for Designated Wilderness Areas 
would rehabilitate wilderness sites that have been impacted by recreation. See SA-Wild-O-1. Desired 
conditions in Designated Wilderness emphasize education, interpretation and wilderness resources, as do 
several guidelines. See SA-Wild-DC- 2, 3, 9, 10, and 11. Plan standards in the Kachina Peaks Wilderness 
further protect alpine tundra by only allowing recreational activities off trail when there is sufficient 
snowpack; by prohibiting overnight camping and recreational livestock; and by avoiding important 
habitat for the San Francisco Peaks ragwort when constructing new routes. See SA-Wild-S-3, 4, and 5. 

In addition, desired conditions in Recreation and in Special Uses promote recreation opportunities 
balanced with the capacity of forest resources to support them, minimal user and resource conflicts, and 
compatibility with resource protection. See FW-SpecUse-DC-7 and FW-Rec-All-DC-6. Other plan 
components protect alpine tundra by not allowing horse and pack stock on Humphrey's Trail and 
Weatherford Trail above Doyle Saddle, and not permitting recreational livestock in the watersheds 
draining into the Inner Basin Management Area. See MA-Peaks-S-1 and 3 and MA-InBsn-S-1. 

Concern Statement #406: The standard in the Alpine Tundra section of the Forest Plan that 
addresses important habitat for the threatened San Francisco Peaks ragwort (Packera franciscana) 
(see Draft Revised Plan, FW-Veg-AT-S-1) should clarify what is meant by important habitat (i.e., is 
it designated critical habitat, occupied habitat, habitat with a high density of plants). (86-42) 

Response: This standard has been adjusted in response to this comment. This component was moved to 
the Wilderness section and separated into a standard that addresses recreational activities in the alpine 
tundra ERU and another standard that addresses new route construction in San Francisco Peaks ragwort 
habitat. See SA-Wild-S-3 and 5. The second standard includes examples of things that could be 
considered important habitat, such as designated critical habitat, occupied habitat, and high density of 
plants. See SA-Wild-S-5. 
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Concern Statement #348: The Forest Plan should use consistent desired conditions for grasslands. 
(58-5) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The tables identifying seral 
stage and cover ranges in the Grasslands section have been moved to appendix F of the Forest Plan. To 
ensure consistency between the grassland types, the tables have been modified to display VDDT model 
states and reference percentages for each grassland type. See tables 23, 24, and 25 in appendix F.  

These tables were moved to appendix F because including this information in chapter 2 of the Forest Plan 
was causing confusion over how the information in the tables should be used. The seral stage proportions 
for modeled states included in these tables is for assessment at the scale of the entire ERU within a Forest 
boundary or greater. Seral stage proportions are rarely, if ever, applied at the project level. For instance, 
the application of seral stage values for spruce-fir forests that typically have long stand replacement 
intervals and large patch dynamics, may only be appropriate at subregional scales. To emphasize that the 
seral stage values in these tables were not intended, in most cases, to be applied at the project level, this 
information was moved to appendix F and an introduction was developed to explain the intended purpose 
of these tables. 

To provide consistent direction on desired plant composition in grasslands, a Grasslands desired condition 
was adjusted to indicate that desired plant composition is similar to site potential and site potential is 
determined by Terrestrial Ecological Unit Inventory  or other appropriate ecological classification system. 
See FW-TerrERU-DC-1. Accordingly, the actual desired plant composition will be determined at the 
project level based on site-specific conditions found in the project area. 

Concern Statement #318: The desired conditions in the Forest Plan should be re-examined because 
they appear to be moving away from multiple use to single use management (restoration). As 
currently worded, the desired conditions could be barriers to wildlife habitat enhancement projects, 
especially in small scale areas. For example, the operation and maintenance of wildlife water may 
become a conflict to restoration of vegetation on a site such as a small stand of low elevation aspen. 
(77-8, 94-8) 

Response: Unless otherwise indicated, the desired conditions in the Forest Plan are designed to be 
applied at the landscape scale. On their face, some desired conditions may appear to conflict with other 
desired conditions as suggested in the comment. These apparent conflicts are addressed at the project 
level by assessing the proposed project or activity at the appropriate spatial scale. For example, balancing 
management concerns for aspen (see FW-TerrERU-AspMpl-DC-1, 2, and 3), wildlife habitat (see FW-
WFP-DC-1, 2, and 3), and wildlife waters (see FW-ConstWat-DC-1) occur at the project level using site-
specific information. As noted in the Plan Decisions section in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan, there are 
several ways to demonstrate that a project or activity is consistent with the desired conditions in the 
Forest Plan. Impacts to aspen at a very small scale may be unlikely to prevent the Forest from maintaining 
or moving toward the overall desired conditions for aspen found in the Forest Plan. Documentation for 
such a project should explain how the project is consistent with desired conditions and describe any short-
term or negligible long-term adverse effects the project may have concerning the maintenance or 
attainment of any desired condition. 

Concern Statement #349: The guideline in the Semi-Desert Grasslands section of the Forest Plan 
that addresses roads and trails (see Draft Revised Plan, FW-Veg-Grass-SDG-G-2) should be 
adjusted to clarify if it only applies to new roads and trails or to all roads and trails. (58-7) 

Response: This guideline has been moved to the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section of the Forest Plan to 
give it forestwide application, rather than limiting it to the semi-desert grassland ERU. See FW-WFP-G-
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13. In response to this comment, this guideline has been clarified to apply only to new road and new trail 
locations. 

Concern Statement #351: The guideline in the All Grassland Types section of the Forest Plan that 
addresses key pronghorn fawning areas during fawning season (see Draft Revised Plan, FW-Veg-
Grass-All-G-1) should state that disturbance from management activities will be “avoided” rather 
than “minimized” because the guideline uses the verb “should” instead of “will be.” (85-27) 

Response: This guideline has been merged with other plan components related to timing restrictions and 
moved to the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section to create a more strategic guideline that generally 
addresses these types of concerns. See FW-WFP-G-8. Although the verb has not been changed from 
“should be” to “will be,” to be consistent with the Forest Plan, projects and activities must apply timing 
restrictions unless they can meet the intent of the guideline (to minimize or avoid impacts to survival or 
successful reproduction) another way. See discussion on guidelines in the Plan Decisions section in 
chapter 1 of the Forest Plan. 

Concern Statement #411: A management approach in the Grassland Types section of the Forest 
Plan should be adjusted to add the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as a partner for coordinating on 
objectives for wildlife conservation, education, habitat restoration, and improvements and to 
recommend adding the black-footed ferret (Mustela nigripes) to the list of priority grassland species 
(management approach lists pronghorn and prairie dogs). (86-32) 

Response: The management approach in the Grasslands section has been adjusted in response to this 
comment. It now states: 

Coordinate with Arizona Game and Fish Department and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on 
objectives for wildlife conservation, education, habitat restoration, and improvements, 
particularly regarding pronghorn, prairie dogs, and black-footed ferrets. 

Concern Statement #350: Snags are not specifically identified in the linked definition of structure, 
nor coarse woody debris in the All Vegetation desired condition (see Draft Revised Plan, FW-Veg-
All-DC-2), so the desired condition should be adjusted to mention snags specifically, or snags should 
be included in the definition of structure. (85-23) 

Response: The definition of "structure" in the Glossary for the Forest Plan has been adjusted to include 
“snags.” Snags are discussed in greater detail in the desired conditions for specific ERUs. For example, 
see FW-TerrERU-PJ-DC-2, 5, and 7. 

Concern Statement #353: The Forest Plan should include direction for snags in the fine scale 
desired conditions in the Mixed Conifer with Aspen section, which involves areas of less than 
10 acres. (85-31) 

Response: Snags have not been included in the fine-scale desired conditions for the Mixed Conifer with 
Aspen ERU. Snags are part of the desired conditions for the landscape and mid-scales in the Mixed 
Conifer with Aspen ERU. See FW-TerrERU-MC-MCA-DC-2, 3, 4, and 6. The desired conditions 
promote conditions that reflect the disturbance regime of this ERU including variably sized patches of 
trees, which are frequently in the hundreds of acres, and old-growth structure over large areas as stands or 
patches where old-growth components are concentrated, including snags. Older declining trees that are a 
component of this ERU provide for snags and are well-distributed throughout the landscape. See FW-
TerrERU-MC-MCA-DC-1, 2, 3. Snag densities differ by seral stages that reflect disturbance regimes. See 
FW-TerrERU-MC-MCA-DC-6. Given the disturbance regime associated with this ERU (mixed or high 
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fire severity with a fire return interval of 35 to 200 or more years), and single tree to isolated group 
torching in moister conditions, snags would be expected in a variety of seral stages, across the landscape, 
and predominantly in larger patch sizes, and thus, are not described at the fine scale as part of desired 
conditions. See FW-TerrERU-MC-MCA-DC-7. 

Concern Statement #388: The Forest Plan should make fire the preferred treatment whenever tree 
removal is a priority. (26-2, 56-49) 

Response: No change has been made in response to this comment. Decisions to treat, and how to treat, 
pinyon juniper are based on site-specific analysis and made at the project level. Fire or fuelwooding may 
be effective treatments in some cases, but perhaps not all. 

The Forest Plan provides the framework for projects to select the most effective treatment to move toward 
desired conditions. For example, pinyon seedling survival is promoted in a desired condition. See FW-
TerrERU-DC-PJ-15. Management approaches in the Forest Products section (where fuelwood is 
addressed) remind forest managers to promote the use of forest products as a result of forest management 
activities and encourage use of forest products in lieu of onsite burning or chipping. 

Concern Statement #396: The Forest Plan should emphasize the use of naturally-adapted fire 
disturbance in old-growth ecosystem restoration. (84-78) 

Response: No change has been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. The Forest Plan 
provides the framework for projects to select the most effective treatment (mechanical, prescribed fire, or 
a combination of the two) to move toward desired conditions for the various ERUs. Decisions to treat, 
and how to treat, old-growth ecosystems are based on site-specific analysis and made at the project level. 

Concern Statement #393: The Forest Plan should consider different approaches (e.g., fire-resistant 
landscape features) for the strategic location of fuel treatments. Prioritize fuel treatments at 
locations where relatively little resource investment may create fire resistant conditions in the 
shortest amount of time. (84-86) 

Response: The Forest Plan contains objectives to treat vegetation using fire treatments. See FW-
TerrERU-PJ-O-3, FW-TerrERU-PP-2 and 3, and FW-TerrERU-MC-MCFF-2 and 3. The priority for 
restoration treatments (including fuel treatments) is to treat priority watersheds. See FW-Water-G-2. 

Different approaches for the strategic location of fuels treatments would be identified during the Forest's 
annual and out-year program of work development. Costs (based on location, extent of treatment) and 
benefits of implementing treatments would be considered before selecting specific locations to treat. 

Concern Statement #395: The Forest Plan should include restrictions on the cutting or removal of 
pinyon pine. (56-51) 

Response: No change has been made in response to this comment. Decisions to treat, and how to treat, 
pinyon juniper are based on site-specific analysis and made at the project level. 

The Forest Plan provides the framework for projects to select the most effective treatment to move toward 
desired conditions for the various pinyon-juniper ERUs. Recognizing the importance of pinyon pines, one 
desired condition expressly promotes seedling survival for this species. See FW-TerrERU-DC-PJ-15. 

Concern Statement #397: The Forest Plan should include standards and guidelines that specifically 
address the problem of fragmentation of old-growth habitat and apply spatially-explicit analysis 
demonstrating that functional old-growth ecosystems will be sustained over time. (84-80) 
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Response: No change has been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. The fragmentation 
concept is not applicable for frequent fire forests in the Southwest such as ponderosa pine; it is applicable 
to infrequent-fire forest ecosystems where large blocks of even-aged old growth develops and persists 
over long periods of time (e.g., coastal Douglas-fir or high-elevation spruce-fir), based on the ecology of 
those forests. In southwestern frequent-fire forests, old growth is naturally fragmented, and occurs as tree 
groups, clumps, individual trees, and occasional patches in an uneven-aged forest landscape (Reynolds et 
al., 2013). 

Desired conditions in Mixed Conifer with Aspen ERU and Spruce-Fir ERU promote large areas of old-
growth structure because these two ERUs have longer fire return intervals and different fire regimes than 
the frequent fire regime of ponderosa pine. See FW-TerrERU-MC-MCA-DC-1 and 2 and FW-TerrERU-
SF-DC-2. Old growth patch sizes in Pinyon Juniper Woodland ERU can also be large. See FW-TerrERU-
PJ-DC-10. 

The revised plan has numerous plan components that focus on functioning ecosystems and sustaining 
ecosystems processes and contributions. An example is a desired condition in All Ecosystems (FW-Eco-
DC-1) that states: 

Within their type and capability, ecosystems are functioning properly, provide habitat for native 
species, and are resilient to natural disturbances (e.g., flooding, fire, and periodic drought) and 
climate change. Ecosystem processes and contributions (e.g., nutrient cycling, water infiltration, 
and wildlife habitat) are sustained as vegetation on the Forest adapts to a changing climate. 

Inherent in the concept of having sustainable ecosystems is having a mosaic of vegetative conditions, at a 
variety of scales and watersheds, which reflect natural disturbance regimes that are functioning properly 
within their type and capability and that are resilient to the frequency, extent, intensity, and severity of 
disturbances. Vegetative conditions include old growth, as well as the younger age classes, which are 
integral to having old growth through time. This is exemplified by desired conditions in the All Terrestrial 
ERU section - FW-TerrERU-All-DC-1 and 2; FW-TerrERU-MC-MCFF-DC-4; FW-TerrERU-MC-MCA-
DC-4; FW-TerrERU-SF-DC-1. Forest and woodland ERUs have desired conditions to have old-growth 
components scattered across the landscape. For example, see FW-TerrERU-PJ-DC-7 and 11; FW-
TerrERU-PP-DC-5, 6, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCFF-DC-3; and FW-TerrERU-SF-DC-2 and 3. 

The Forest Plan recognizes that the location of old growth shifts on the landscape over time as a result of 
succession and disturbance (tree growth and mortality), such as in FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-6, FW-TerrERU-
PJ-DC-5; FW-TerrERU-MC-DC-2; and FW-TerrERU-MC-MCA-DC-2. Yet the protection and retention 
of old growth is also addressed as is the development of old-growth conditions where it is currently 
lacking. See FW-TerrERU-PP-G-1, 2, 3, 4, and 5; FW-TerrERU-PJ-G-5; and FW-TerrERU-MC-MC-All-
G-3. 

Concern Statement #398: The guideline in the All Vegetation section of the Forest Plan that 
discusses the use of even-aged silvicultural practices as a strategy for old tree retention (see Draft 
Revised Plan, FW-Veg-All-G-2) should clarify how even-aged management can be used as a 
strategy for old tree retention (and as opposed to other silvicultural treatments). (85-25) 

Response: This guideline has been adjusted in response to this comment. The reference to old growth 
retention has been removed from this component. Furthermore, as written, this component was 
technically a management approach. Accordingly, this guideline was moved to the management 
approaches section for All Terrestrial ERUs. It now states: 
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Consider a variety of silvicultural practices, including even-aged, uneven-aged, and the use of fire 
as strategies to achieve the desired conditions over the long term. Even-aged cutting methods may 
be necessary in certain circumstances, such as bringing mistletoe infection levels to within a 
sustainable range.  

Concern Statement #218: The Forest Plan should be adjusted to identify endemic plant 
communities of concern and address populations of rare plants, which are components of plant 
communities. (75-59, 75-60) 

Response: The endemic species currently being considered are being addressed in the environmental 
impact statement. A list of endemic species of concern is not being included in the Forest Plan because it 
will change over time. Several plan components address endemic rare plants, including populations and 
metapopulations. See FW-WFP-DC-1, 2, and 5, and FW-WFP-G-10. 

Concern Statement #400: Concern that not all rare plants are endemic and not all endemic plants 
are rare. (86-26) 

Response: The reference to endemic rare plant communities has been adjusted in response to this 
comment. This component was merged with a similar desired condition in the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants 
section. That desired condition does not use the term “endemic rare plant communities.” See FW-WFP-
DC-5. 

Concern Statement #401: The Forest Service should modify the All Vegetation Types standard that 
addresses clearcutting (see Draft Revised Plan FW-Veg-All-A-1). As worded, the standard implies 
the Forest Service will be clearcutting vegetation as a rule, rather than used as tool under particular 
circumstances. We recommend re-wording this standard to state “Uneven-aged management and 
free thinning will be used as cutting methods unless it is determined through site-specific analysis 
that clear-cutting is the optimum method for a particular area to make progress toward desired 
conditions. The maximum size opening that may be created using the clear-cut method shall not 
exceed 40 acres….” (86-28) 

Response: This standard has been separated into two standards in response to your comment. . One 
standard states that clearcutting shall only be used as a cutting method where it is determined through 
site-specific analysis to be the optimum method for a particular area to make progress toward desired 
conditions. The other standard clarifies that the maximum size opening that may be created in one harvest 
operation for the purpose of creating an even-aged stand shall not exceed 40 acres except when it is 
following a large-scale disturbance event such as a stand-replacing fire, wind storm, or insect or disease 
outbreak. See FW-TerrERU-All-S-3 and 4. 

Concern Statement #402: Recommend using Dr. Stromberg's work regarding the description of 
mesquite bosques. (86-30) 

Response: The desired condition that addresses mesquite bosques has been adjusted in response to this 
comment. Using Dr. Stromberg's information, the General Description and Background subsection in the 
Riparian Forest Types section has been modified. Rather than stating mesquite bosques should be open 
and park-like, mesquite bosques are described as having connected canopies with an open understory. A 
desired condition now recognizes that a variety of age classes should be present, including seedling, 
sapling, mature, and overmature trees. See FW-Rip-RipType-DC-6. 
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Concern Statement #405: The Forest Plan should explain how the desires for the majority of the 
Spruce-Fir forest to be in mature/old forest state and for northern goshawk nest areas to relatively 
be even more dense work together. (86-40) 

Response: In some locations, post-fledging areas (PFAs) in the Spruce-Fir ERU may contain greater tree 
density than surrounding areas, as is typical in some northern goshawk PFAs. In other areas, tree density 
may be the same as surrounding areas. Conditions in the Spruce-Fir ERU are intended to be a reflection 
of natural levels of disturbance and succession. The scale, location, and intensity of site-specific 
disturbances would result in variability in tree density from which northern goshawks could select 
suitable nesting areas, around which PFAs could be established. See FW-TerrERU-SF-DC-1, 2, 8, and 10. 
Natural disturbances and processes are also promoted in wilderness. A large proportion of the Spruce-Fir 
ERU occurs in the Kachina Peaks Wilderness. See SA-Wild-DC-1, 3, and 4. 

Concern Statement #410: The desired condition in the Ponderosa Pine section of the Forest Plan 
that discusses wildlife home ranges (see Draft Revised Plan, FW-Veg-PP-DC-3) should be adjusted 
to focus the discussion on the PNVT, not specific wildlife home ranges, such as northern goshawk. 
(86-34) 

Response: No change has been made in response to this comment. The reference to northern goshawk in 
this desired condition is only to indicate that fire is characteristic within and outside of the home range for 
northern goshawk. See FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-3. 

Concern Statement #412: The Forest Plan should ensure that there is consultation with utility 
companies whenever seeding is proposed in utilities rights-of-way that pass through pinyon-juniper 
vegetation to ensure seeded vegetation is compatible with utility lines and structures. (69-7) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this suggestion. Rather than add a specific 
guideline to the Pinyon Juniper ERU section of the Forest Plan, a management approach was added to the 
All Ecosystems section, which ensures broader consideration of the stated concern instead of limiting it to 
the Pinyon Juniper ERU. The All Ecosystems management approach states: 

Coordinate with neighboring jurisdictions, permit holders (including utilities and livestock 
permittees), and other interested parties when undertaking activities in permitted areas or 
easements. 

Concern Statement #413: The Forest Plan should exclude utility companies from being required to 
retain snags, large ponderosa pine and Gambel oak, and ponderosa pine greater than nine inches in 
diameter in protected Mexican spotted owl habitat. (69-8, 69-10, 69-27) 

Response: The Forest Plan has not been adjusted in response to these comments. However, the concern 
related to vegetation management in utility rights-of-way is addressed in other plan direction in the 
Special Uses section. Vegetation clearing in utility corridors that meets legal mandates is a desired 
condition. See FW-SpecUse-DC-2. A guideline further clarifies that vegetation in utility corridors is only 
retained if it does not interfere with meeting vegetation clearing requirements for the corridor. See FW-
SpecUse-G-6. 

Removal of snags, large ponderosa pine and Gambel oak trees, and ponderosa pine greater than 9 inches 
in diameter in protected Mexican spotted owl habitat could create potential conflicts with the Endangered 
Species Act or other resources. These conflicts would be worked out at the project level based on site-
specific information. 
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Concern Statement #414: The ponderosa pine guideline to avoid utility vegetation maintenance 
from April to June (see Draft Revised Plan FW-Veg-PP-G-6) should be adjusted because it is not 
always possible to conduct the maintenance activities during these time periods. (69-11) 

Response: This guideline has been adjusted in response to this comment. The language has been adjusted 
to have broader, more strategic application and focuses on uncharacteristic bark beetle outbreaks. See 
FW-TerrERU-PP-G-6. Site-specific conditions rather than broad timing restrictions would be used to 
manage levels of green slash. A similar guideline has been added to the Pinyon Juniper ERU section. See 
FW-TerrERU-PJ-G-3. 

Concern Statement #491: The Forest Plan should include direction that ensures management of 
areas adjacent to Wupatki National Monument and Sunset Crater Volcano National Monument is 
consistent with and beneficial to those national monuments. The Forest Plan should also include 
direction to maintain the desired scenic experience along Forest Road 545, which is used by 180,000 
visitors to the Sunset Crater Volcano National Monument annually. (86-59) 

Response: The Forest Plan contains plan components that ensure the areas adjacent to Wupatki National 
Monument and Sunset Crater Volcano National Monument are managed in a manner that may be 
beneficial to these national monuments. Desired conditions seek to have vegetation on the Forest 
functioning properly within its type and capability. See FW-TerrERU-All-DC-2. The Forest Plan also 
provides specific desired conditions for the Great Basin Grassland, Montane/Subalpine Grassland, and 
Pinyon-Juniper with Grass Ecological Response Units. See FW-TerrERU-Grass-DC-1 through 9, and 
FW-TerrERU-PJ-DC-1 through 5. 

Plan components in the Painted Desert and Volcanic Woodlands Management Area also promote 
management that would be beneficial to and compatible with Sunset Crater Volcano and Walnut Canyon 
National Monuments including preservation of cultural sites and archaeological sites, unroaded 
landscapes, and clearly delineated boundaries. See MA-PntdDsrt-DC-1 and 2, and MA-VolcanWd-DC-3, 
4, and G-1.  

The Forest Plan includes the Strawberry Crater Recommended Wilderness Area, which could have some 
of the favorable results suggested in the comment. 

The Forest Plan does not provide management direction specific to Forest Road 545. Those types of 
decisions are made at the project level based on site-specific information. However, the Forest Plan does 
provide a framework that ensures the concerns regarding management of this road are considered. The 
Roads and Facilities section includes a desired conditions for roads and road corridors to be managed with 
scenery in mind. See RdsFac-DC-1 and 2. Likewise, both the Painted Desert and Volcanic Woodlands 
Management Areas include desired conditions for scenery. See MA- PntdDsrt-DC-3 and MA-VolcanWd-
DC-5. Furthermore, management approaches in the Painted Desert and Volcanic Woodlands Management 
Areas remind forest managers to coordinate with the National Park Service to develop and ensure 
compatible management of overlapping resources in these management areas. 

Concern Statement #204: The Forest Plan should manage the grasslands in Bonito Park and 
Deadman Wash in conjunction with the Sunset Crater Volcano National Monument and the 
Wupatki National Monument. (56-56) 

Response: A management approach has been added to the Volcanic Woodlands Management Area and 
Painted Desert Management Area in response to your comment. The management approach encourages 
coordination with the National Park Service as follows: 
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Coordinate with the National Park Service to develop and ensure compatible management of 
overlapping resources in this management area. 

A forestwide desired condition in the Land Adjustments section also addresses this comment. It seeks for 
most of the Forest to have natural-appearing landscapes that have not lost their wildland character and to 
retain open space values, including those related to naturally appearing landscapes, wildlife habitat, 
riparian/wetland character, and recreational opportunities. See FW-LndAdj-DC-1. 

Concern Statement #492: The desired condition in the All Vegetation section of the Forest Plan that 
addresses unique plant community habitats (see Draft Revised Plan, FW-Veg-All-DC-14) should be 
adjusted to include caves/karst/pseudokarst and acknowledge cave entrances as inter ecotone access 
points. (80-19) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. Caves and karst have been 
added to the list of examples of physical elements discussed in the desired condition. See FW-WFP-DC-5. 
The listed examples are not intended to be an exhaustive list of all possible physical elements. 

Concern Statement #502: The Forest Plan should include direction that requires the assessment and 
designation of old-growth habitat at site, watershed, and ecosystem scale and limit treatments in 
these areas to activities that enhance old-growth characteristics. (84-79) 

Response: The Forest Plan does not direct projects on how to inventory old growth and instead relies on 
the projects to determine how to inventory and assess old growth depending on the scale and type of 
project and information available. The Forest Plan focuses on desired conditions. The Forest Plan’s 
desired conditions were developed to provide for a flow of old-growth conditions and function over time 
and space that reflect natural disturbance regimes at a variety of scales. These scales can include 
individual trees or groups, stands, or large areas that could incorporate one or more watersheds. This 
could correlate with site and watershed scales mentioned in the comment and even the ecosystem scale, 
depending on the disturbance. Ecological functions mediated by fire and other natural disturbances 
include the presence and distribution of coarse woody debris, downed logs, snags, and older declining 
trees. The desired conditions provide for the presence of these characteristics, as well as spatial shifting or 
transition of old growth on the landscape over time, reflecting natural disturbance regimes. 

Plan components for the growth, maintenance, and protection of old growth is in numerous locations in 
the Forest Plan including, but not limited to, FW-TerrERU-DC-PP-6, 7, and 9, FW-TerrERU-G-1, 2, and 
4. Additional plan components relating to a pre-settlement tree strategy can be found in FW-TerrERU-G-
3, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCFF-DC-2 and 4, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCA-DC-2 and 4, FW-TerrERU-MC-All-
G-2 and 3, and FW-TerrERU-DC-SF-2, 4, and 11.  

That said, desired conditions focus on a spectrum of vegetative age classes and structure that are inclusive 
of, but not exclusive to, old growth. Specific treatments might be needed where existing conditions differ 
from desired conditions. This would be decided at the project level. 

Concern Statement #503: The Forest Plan should contain direction to maintain and develop well-
defined blocks of old growth in each project-level assessment area, in each Ranger District, and 
across the Coconino National Forest. (84-81) 

Response: Plan components for the growth, maintenance, and protection of old growth is in numerous 
locations in the Forest Plan including, but not limited to, FW-TerrERU-DC-PP-6, 7, and 9, FW-TerrERU-
G-1, 2, and 4. Additional plan components relating to a pre-settlement tree strategy can be found in FW-
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TerrERU-G-3, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCFF-DC-2 and 4, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCA-DC-2 and 4, FW-
TerrERU-MC-All-G-2 and 3, and FW-TerrERU-DC-SF-2, 4, and 11.  

The Forest Plan's approach is that each ERU has a mosaic of vegetation conditions, densities, and 
structures, at a variety of scales across landscapes and watersheds, reflecting the natural disturbance 
regimes. See FW-TerrERU-All-DC-1. This mosaic is across the ERU and varies between ERUs 
depending in a large part on the natural disturbance regime. For example, ponderosa pine old-growth 
structure would be scattered across the landscape consistent with low-severity frequent fire return 
intervals, whereas old growth in Mixed Conifer with Aspen would be in larger patches consistent with a 
mixed to high-severity infrequent fire return interval. Old growth would be assessed at the project level, 
but the Forest Plan does not require it to be allocated at the project or district level. 

Concern Statement #505: The desired condition in the All Vegetation section of the Forest Plan 
related to rare and culturally important plants (see Draft Revised Plan, FW-Veg-All-DC-10) should 
be re-worded to state, “Rare and culturally important plant species and their habitats are protected 
and enhanced.”(86-25) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. This desired condition has 
been removed because enhancement and protection of rare and culturally important plant habitat is 
addressed in other sections of the Forest Plan. Desired conditions for rare plants are included in the 
Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section. See FW-WFP-DC-1 and 2. Plan components for culturally important 
plants are included in the Tribal Relations and Uses section. See FW-Trbl-DC-2 and 3, FW-Trbl-G-1, and 
a Tribal Relations and Uses management approach, which states: 

The Coconino NF and area tribes have a mutual interest in maintaining healthy, sustainable 
populations of plants and other resources important for traditional and cultural purposes. Work 
with area tribes to identify, collaboratively manage, and monitor these resources, as well as build 
and maintain more detailed information about culturally important plants. Continue to manage the 
land in a spirit of shared stewardship with the tribes. 

Concern Statement #506: The Forest Plan should clarify and enhance the desired condition related 
to success and survival of pollinators and identify the specific pollinators of interest. (75-58, 86-27) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. This topic is addressed in the 
All Ecosystems section, which includes a desired condition for ecosystem conditions to promote endemic 
levels of pollinators. See FW-Eco-DC-4. Furthermore, a reference to the National Pollinator Best 
Management Practices has been added to the All Ecosystems section in appendix D, Other Sources of 
Information. 

The Forest Plan does not identify particular pollinators of interest; they will be identified at the project 
level based on site-specific information. 

Concern Statement #507: The first desired condition in the Riparian Types section of the Forest 
Plan (see Draft Revised Plan, FW-Veg-Rip-All-DC-1) should be edited to remove the last sentence. 
This sentence does not add to the description of what is desired and gives a negative connotation to 
what is supposed to be a positive statement. (86-29) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The sentence referencing 
impacts from livestock grazing has been removed. See FW-Rip-RipType-DC-1. Management of livestock 
grazing, and other authorized activities, are addressed in guidelines under Riparian Forest Types and 
Livestock Grazing. See FW-Rip-RipType-G-3 and FW-Graz-G- 1, 2, 4, 5, and 7.  
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Concern Statement #508: The Forest Service should review the statement in the General 
Description and Background for the Mixed Conifer with Aspen ERU that this ERU historically had 
over 10 percent tree cover, with the exception of early, post-fire plant communities. This amount of 
tree cover seems very low for mixed conifer. (86-37) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The sentence referring to the 
historic level of tree cover in the General Description and Background for the Mixed Conifer with Aspen 
ERU and Mixed Conifer with Frequent Fire has been removed for clarity. As the ERUs were being 
delineated in the early stages of plan revision, the Forest used a definition of forest land as an area that is 
capable of sustaining at least 10 percent canopy cover at maturity (USDA 2014). In the early 
developmental stages of the plan, both mixed conifer types were combined, even though Mixed Conifer 
with Frequent Fire has different structure and fire return interval than mixed conifer with aspen. The 
original intent of the “10 percent tree cover” statement was to explain generally how forest lands were 
distinguished from nonforest lands. Over time, it became apparent that this statement was an unnecessary 
and potentially confusing part of General Description and Background for mixed conifer, however it was 
inadvertently left in when the Draft Environmental Impact Statement was published. USDA Forest 
Service. 2014. Forest Inventory and Analysis National Core Field Guide. Volume I: Field Data Collection 
Procedures for Phase 2 Plots. Version 6.1. 433 p. (Available online at: 
http://www.fia.fs.fed.us/library/field-guides-methods-proc/index.php.) 

Concern Statement #510: The Forest Service should review the Great Basin and montane/subalpine 
grasslands guideline that directs toward a 90 percent vegetative ground cover (see FW-Veg-Grass-
GB&MSG-G-1) and the information in table 4, which suggests that desired vegetative ground cover 
can range from 20 to 90 percent depending on soil type. The guideline should be adjusted to a range 
of vegetative ground cover from 20 to 90 percent, depending on soil type, as listed in table 4. (58-8) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The guideline suggesting 
90 percent vegetative ground cover for Great Basin and montane/subalpine grasslands has been removed 
from the Forest Plan as has the table listing the desired cover ranges for grasslands. The desired level of 
vegetative ground cover to reduce erosion and gully formation, and maintain soil function and 
productivity is addressed in the Soil section. See FW-Soil-DC-3. Plant composition in grasslands is 
desired to be similar to site potential (greater than 66 percent), as determined by the Terrestrial Ecological 
Unit Inventory  or other appropriate ecological classification system. See FW-TerrERU-Grass-DC-1. 

Concern Statement #511: The desired condition in the All Vegetation Types section of the Forest 
Plan that discusses how vegetation should provide sustainable amounts of products (see Draft 
Revise Plan, FW-Veg-All-DC-7) should be adjusted to refer to “ecologically” sustainable amounts of 
products. (85-24) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The term “ecologically” has 
been added to modify “sustainable amounts of products.” See FW-TerrERU-All-DC-5. 

Concern Statement #512: The Great Basin and Montane/Subalpine Grasslands guideline in the 
Forest Plan that relates to the placement of stock tanks and wildlife water developments (see Draft 
Revised Plan, FW-Veg-Grass-GB&MSG-G-2) should be clarified. By their very function, stock 
tanks and wildlife water developments will increase concentrations of grazing animals, in open or 
closed areas. (85-28) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The guideline was poorly 
worded, which allowed for unintended interpretations. The guideline has been reworded to more broadly 
address the concern of grassland composition, structure, and productivity and soil function and suggest 

http://www.fia.fs.fed.us/library/field-guides-methods-proc/index.php
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some actions that could be used to address the concern. See FW-TerrERU-Grass-G-2. We also modified a 
desired condition in Livestock Grazing to account for conditions immediately adjacent to areas where 
livestock are likely to concentrate. See FW-Graz-DC-2. 

Concern Statement #513: The ponderosa pine guideline in the Forest Plan that references snags (see 
Draft Revised Plan, FW-Veg-PP-G-5) should be adjusted to clarify that it refers to the “the largest 
and tallest snags representative for that stand” because research in multiple forest types has 
demonstrated that snag-roosting bats (at least 10 of the Coconino's 21 species) often prefer the 
largest and tallest snags in a stand. (85-30) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The guideline was edited to 
place an emphasis on the largest and tallest snags representative of the stand. See FW-TerrERU-PP-G-5. 

Concern Statement #514: The Forest Plan should define what is meant by old-growth forest 
structures in the mixed conifer frequent fire guidelines. (85-32) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. Additional detail regarding 
old-growth forest structures was not added into these guidelines. The desired elements associated with 
old-growth structure are discussed in the desired conditions for the Mixed Conifer Frequent Fire ERU. 
See FW-MC-MCFF-DC-2 and 3. 

Concern Statement #516: The Forest Plan should limit the unnecessary construction of artificial 
waters and include a guideline that artificial water sources be kept at a distance from aspen patches 
to protect the trees from elk and cattle. (56-41) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. Several guidelines associated 
with range developments were merged to create one guideline on this topic. See FW-Graz-G-4. This 
guideline requires structural range improvements to be located, constructed, reconstructed, maintained, 
and used in a manner that is consistent with the desired conditions of other resources on the Forest, 
including aspen. The guideline also requires the consideration of modifying, relocating, or removing 
existing range improvements that are found to be incompatible with those desired conditions. 

The need for the construction of any particular artificial waters would be addressed at the project level. 

Concern Statement #517: The Forest Plan should favor the use of fire or fuelwooding over 
mechanical treatment for restoration of pinyon juniper vegetation. (24-3, 24-4, 26-1, 56-50) 

Response: No change has been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. The Forest Plan is 
programmatic in nature and does not make decisions on specific mechanical treatment techniques to be 
employed in specific situations. Decisions to treat, and how to treat, pinyon juniper will be based on site-
specific analysis and made at the project level. Prescribed fire or fuelwooding may be an effective 
treatment in some cases, but not others. 

The Forest Plan provides the framework for projects to select the most effective treatment (including but 
not limited to mechanical, prescribed fire, or a combination of the two) to move toward desired conditions 
for the various ERUs. A management approach in the All Terrestrial ERU section reminds forest 
managers: 

Fire is essential for ecosystem function and for maintaining or moving toward desired conditions 
in ecosystems where fire is the primary natural disturbance. Primary natural disturbances in 
Desert Communities, Alpine Tundra, and riparian areas do not include fire, but rather include 
flooding, precipitation, temperature, wind, avalanches, and ultraviolet radiation. When used as a 
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tool, fire can effectively restore forest structure when used alone or when combined with 
mechanical treatments. Mechanical treatments may be costly, so the capacity to implement such 
treatments across the landscape may be limited. Strategic placement and design of mechanical 
treatments increases their effectiveness in protecting values at risk. 

Another management approach for Forest Products (where fuelwood is addressed) reminds forest 
managers to promote the use of forest products as a result of forest management activities and encourages 
use of forest products in lieu of onsite burning or chipping. 

Concern Statement #519: The Forest Plan should be adjusted to correct the apparent contradiction 
between the fire intervals discussed in to Interior Chaparral desired conditions (see Draft Revised 
Plan FW-Veg-IC-DC-1 and 3). (75-66) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The desired conditions related 
to fire in the Interior Chaparral ERU have been grouped into one desired condition to remove the apparent 
contradiction. See FW-TerrERU-IC-DC-3. 

Concern Statement #520: The Forest Plan should also include prescribed fire objectives for 
grasslands because prescribed fire is an important and cost-effective tool in early stages of woody 
vegetation encroachment into grasslands and for maintaining these areas after mechanical 
treatment. (75-62) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The term “mechanically” has 
been removed from all three grassland objectives. See FW-TerrERU-Grass-O-1, 2, and 3. The adjusted 
objectives provide more strategic direction, which allows the appropriate treatment options to be 
identified at the project level based on site-specific information. 

Concern Statement #521: The Forest Service should carefully consider the commitments associated 
with the vegetation restoration objectives in the Forest Plan (such as FW-Veg-Grass-SDG-O-1 – to 
mechanically restore/ enhance 3,500 acres of semidesert grasslands) and the potential consequences 
for failing to meet those measurable and anticipated objectives. (44-8) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The Plan Decisions section in 
chapter 1 of the Forest Plan contains descriptions of the various types of plan components used in the 
Forest Plan, including objectives. The description of what an objective is and is not has been adjusted to 
clarify that these statements are not targets, but projections, and that they may not be fully achieved based 
on a variety of factors. 

A definition for the term “restoration” has been added to the Glossary. It states that restoration is: 

The process of assisting in the recovery of an ecosystem that has been degraded, damaged, or 
destroyed (Society for Ecological Restoration International 2004). Ecological restoration focuses 
on establishing or re-establishing the composition, structure, pattern, and ecological processes 
necessary to facilitate terrestrial and aquatic ecosystem sustainability, resilience, and health under 
current and future conditions. Accordingly, any project or activity that assists in the recovery of a 
degraded, damaged, or destroyed ecosystem can be considered restoration. Restoration can be 
active or passive. Treatments that move ecosystem components toward desired conditions are 
considered restoration, as are removal of impacts. Allowing natural processes to move ecosystem 
components toward desired conditions can also assist in the recovery of an ecosystem. 
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Concern Statement #522: The Forest Plan should clarify what historic patterns of vegetation means 
and consider using the terms “pre-settlement conditions” and “historical range of natural 
variability” as more appropriate benchmarks for management. (75-71, 75-73, 75-75, 75-77, 75-79, 
75-82) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment and to clarify what is meant 
when a plan component refers to historic vegetation conditions. See the definition for “historic vegetation 
conditions” in the Glossary. 

Concern Statement #523: The Forest Plan should include an objective for treatments to enhance 
aspen and recruitment. (75-81) 

Response: No change has been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. The Forest Plan 
includes an objective to restore at least 1,000 acres of aspen and maple. See FW-TerrERU-O-1. 

Concern Statement #524: The Forest Plan should allow the use of desirable, non-native plant 
materials to support restoration activities when native plant materials are either unavailable or 
cost-prohibitive. (75-68) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The guideline addressing the 
use of native species to support restoration activities has been adjusted to apply to all terrestrial ERUs and 
to acknowledge that use of desirable, non-native plant materials may be allowed where native plant 
materials are unavailable, cost-prohibitive, insufficient to address site-specific problems, and the non-
native plant materials do not impede re-establishment of native species. See FW-TerrERU-All-G-3. 

Concern Statement #525: The Forest Plan should not limit the landscape application of a variety of 
restoration tools, such as those being used by the Four Forest Restoration Initiative. (82-4) 

Response: No change has been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. The Forest Plan 
does not limit the size of landscape restoration efforts, nor does it limit restoration tools that could be 
used. 

Concern Statement #526: The Forest Plan should include specific vegetation, range condition, and 
invasive species direction for the Beaver Creek area. (99-8) 

Response: The topics of vegetation, range condition, and invasive species have been addressed in 
forestwide direction. For guidance on vegetation conditions, see the plan components in the forestwide 
direction for All Ecosystems, Riparian Areas, and Terrestrial Ecological Response Units. For guidance on 
invasive species, see the plan components in the forestwide direction for Invasive Species. Direction in 
the Verde Valley Management Area, which includes the Beaver Creek area, also addresses watershed 
condition, riparian function, native and invasive species. See MA-VerdeV-DC-1, G-1. 

Concern Statement #540: The Forest Plan should retain all protections for native species. (769-1) 

Response: In addition to existing law, regulation, and policy related to the protection of native species, 
the Forest Plan provides a comprehensive framework for the protection of native species. For examples, 
see FW-Eco-DC-1 and 4, FW-Water-DC-6, FW-Water-G-6, FW-Rip-Strm-G-1, FW-Rip-Wtlnds-DC-1 
and 2, FW-Rip-Spr-DC-2, FW-Rip-Spr-G-3, FW-Rip-RipType-DC-2 and 6, FW-Rip-RipType-G-2, FW-
TerrERU-All-G-3, FW-TerrERU-DC-DC-2 and 4, FW-TerrERU-Grass-DC-1 and 2, FW-TerrERU-IC-
DC-1, 2, and 3, FW-TerrERU-DC-3, 4 and 9, FW-TerrERU-AspMpl-DC-1, FW-TerrERU-MC-All-DC-2, 
FW-TerrERU-MC-MCA-DC-1, FW-TerrERU-SF-DC-1, FW-TerrERU-AT-DC-1 and 2, FW-TerrERU-G-
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1, FW-WFP-DC-1, 2, 3, 4, 9, and 10, FW-WFP-G-3, FW-Invas-DC-1, FW-Invas-G-1 and 2, FW-Graz-G-
7, FW-RdsFac-G-9, FW-Rec-Dev-G-2, and FW-Scenic-DC-1. 

Concern Statement #543: The Forest Plan should explain how northern goshawk post-fledging 
family areas (PFAs), foraging areas, and nest areas differ from the general forest conditions 
described in the ponderosa pine desired conditions. (86-35) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The desired condition that 
describes the differences in the Ponderosa Pine ERU depending on the type of habitat it provides for 
northern goshawk has been edited to better describe the forest conditions associated with PFAs, foraging 
areas, and nest areas. See FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-12. 

Concern Statement #547: The Forest Plan should include guidance on the grassland conditions that 
are beneficial for pronghorn fawning. (64-30) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. A management approach has 
been added to the Grasslands ERU section reminding forest managers that: 

Species-specific wildlife needs are addressed on a site-specific basis and considered during 
project-level planning and implementation. For example, where they occur, pronghorn typically 
benefit from grasses and shrubs greater than 11 inches in height to provide fawns protection from 
predators during the fawning season (AZGFD 2011). This habitat consideration is, however, 
dependent in large part on weather and site capability. Optimal fawning habitat conditions may 
not always be achievable due to variable environmental conditions (e.g., winter snowfall and 
spring precipitation). Project specialists work together to determine achievable conditions that 
would optimize wildlife habitat at the site level, and give consideration to follow-up monitoring 
that could assess how well such conditions have been met. 

The Forest Plan contains additional direction that is beneficial to pronghorn fawning. See FW-ConsWat-
DC-2, FW-TerrERU-Grass-DC-8, and FW-WFP-G-13. 

Concern Statement #554: The Forest Plan should ensure that aspen and maple restoration efforts 
are not undertaken in utility corridors. (69-2) 

Response: In addition to desired conditions for aspen and maple, the Forest Plan includes a desired 
condition relating to the legal mandates for vegetation clearing in utility and energy transmission 
corridors. See FW-TerrERU-AspMpl-DC-1, 2, and 3 and FW-SpecUse-DC-2. A project proposing to 
pursue aspen or maple restoration within a utility corridor, would need to be consistent with the Special 
Uses desired condition or it would require a plan amendment. It is highly unlikely that the Forest would 
use its limited restoration budget on efforts to restore or enhance aspen or maple in areas like utility 
corridors where the vegetation is being actively managed. 

Concern Statement #555: The Forest Plan should include direction for coordination of prescribed 
fire activities with utility fire liaisons. (69-6) 

Response: The Forest Plan includes a management approach in the Fire Management section that 
reminds forest managers to: 

Coordinate with other jurisdictions such as communities, service providers (infrastructure), and 
Federal, State, county, and local entities regarding prevention, preparedness, planned activities, 
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and responses to wildland fires. Notify the above regarding the upcoming and ongoing fire season 
and any prescribed fire activity. 

Concern Statement #591: The Forest Plan should include a desired condition that addresses the 
cultural importance of the Alpine Tundra ERU. (86-41) 

Response: The Forest Plan has information and plan direction that recognizes the cultural importance of 
the Alpine Tundra ERU. The General Description and Background for the Alpine Tundra section of the 
Forest Plan states that the Alpine Tundra ERU is probably the most significant cultural area on the 
Coconino NF for many tribes in the Southwest. The San Francisco Peaks Management Area, which 
includes all of the Alpine Tundra ERU on the Forest includes a desired condition that states the San 
Francisco Peaks provide a traditional cultural and religious setting for many American Indian tribes and 
are recognized as sacred to these tribes. See MA-Peaks-DC-1. The General Description and Background 
for the San Francisco Peaks Management Area recognizes that most of this management area is within the 
San Francisco Peaks Traditional Cultural Property. 

Concern Statement #603: The Forest Plan should recognize that aspen and maple reproduction and 
suckering create uneven-aged structure. (75-80) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. A separate section for aspen 
and maple has been added to the Terrestrial Ecological Response Units section. One of the desired 
conditions for aspen and maple notes that where they naturally occur, all age classes are present in groups 
or patches. See FW-TerrERU-AspMpl-DC-1. 

Concern Statement #609: The Forest Plan objective to treat 1,000 acres of aspen and maple should 
be increased to treat more aspen at a faster rate. (64-40) 

Response: No change has been made in response to this comment. The objectives in the Forest Plan are 
not designed to entirely resolve departures from desired conditions or to resolve them as quickly as 
possible. Rather, the objectives are measurable results designed to maintain or move the Forest toward 
desired conditions. Objectives are based on anticipated budget and staffing and can be exceeded, should 
the opportunity arise. See the discussion on objectives in the Plan Content section in chapter 1 of the 
Forest Plan for additional information on objectives. 

Concern Statement #611: The Forest Plan should better recognize aspen patches as a desired 
component in the Mixed Conifer Aspen ERUs. (75-78) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. A new section has been 
created to address aspen and maple. A desired condition in this new section addresses these concerns. See 
FW-TerrERU-Aspen-DC-1. 

In addition, aspen has been added to a desired condition for Mixed Conifer with Aspen. See FW-
TerrERU-MC-MCA-DC-5. 

Concern Statement #626: The objectives for vegetation treatment in the Forest Plan should be 
adjusted. As worded, it appears that the Forest intends to treat the expressed acreages every year, 
which would lead to some areas being treated 3 to 5 times every 10 years. (34-2) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. As worded, it was possible to 
interpret the objective to mean that the acres listed would be treated annually, not spread out over 
10 years. The objectives have been adjusted to clarify that acres of treatment would occur during each 10-
year period over the life of the plan, not annually for 10 years. See FW-TerrERU-Grass-1, 2, and 3, FW-
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TerrERU-PJ-O-1, 2, and 3, FW-TerrERU-AspMpl-O-1, FW-TerrERU-PP-1, 2, and 3, and FW-TerrERU-
MC-MCFF-O-1, 2, and 3. 

Concern Statement #634: The Forest Plan should adjust the pinyon juniper with grass objective to 
include prescribed fire in addition to naturally ignited wildfires. (75-69) 

Response: No change has been made in response to this comment. It is true that attaining this projected 
treatment level would depend on the location of ignitions, conditions at the time of ignition, and resources 
at risk. However, given historical levels of natural ignitions in the Pinyon Juniper with Grass ERU, it is 
projected that over a 10-year period it is likely that this objective will be met relying on naturally ignited 
wildfires. Furthermore, prescribed fire in the ERU would not be prohibited because it is not expressly 
included in an objective. 

Concern Statement #640: The Forest Service should consider an alternative that quantitatively 
assesses vegetation to ensure continued ecosystem function and sufficient forage for native 
ungulates and domestic livestock. (64-6) 

Response: The Coconino NF considered this alternative, but did not analyze it in detail in the 
environmental impact statement because the desire to have functioning landscapes, including enough 
vegetation for ecosystem functioning and forage for native ungulates and domestic livestock, is provided 
for by plan components for vegetation in the other alternatives that were considered in detail. Plan 
components in the sections on Livestock Grazing and Wildlife, Fish, and Plants also provide for forage 
and ecosystem functioning. Specialists determined that quantitative analysis as requested is not practical 
at the forest plan level because climate, site conditions, the number and types of wildlife (such as 
pronghorn, elk, mule deer, and white-tail deer), utilization, types of forage (grass, forbs, shrubs), and 
season of use by wildlife of those sites can vary annually and on a longer term basis. Furthermore, agency 
policy exists for evaluating the range conditions, drought, and determining permitted levels of livestock 
grazing on the Forest and so would provide for adequate ecosystem function. 

Concern Statement #687: The EIS should provide a scaled analysis of the current status and 
projected future structure, composition, extent and distribution of old growth and compare effects 
of alternatives. (84-76) 

Response: In the Forest Plan, old growth is addressed as a component of vegetation structure within each 
forested and woodland ERU, and within riparian forests. This older component includes size and age 
classes and specific habitat features (i.e., old trees, dead trees (snags), downed wood (coarse woody 
debris)) rather than old growth as a unique vegetation type of its own. The scale in which old forest 
structure develops differs depending on the ecology of each forest type. For frequent fire forest types, old 
forest structure characteristically develops at the fine scale (sub-stand), and infrequently at the midscale 
(stand scale). For infrequent fire forest types, old forest structure characteristically develops as mid-scale 
patches (stand scale), patterned in the footprints of previous high-severity fires. 

Analyses on the distribution, extent, and components of vegetation structure using the Vegetation 
Dynamics Development Tool (VDDT) model did make this comparison by alternative for current and 
future timeframes. Results are summarized in the Vegetation and Fire section of the environmental impact 
statement and detailed in the Vegetation and Fire Specialist Report (USDA Forest Service 2016). 
Vegetation structural states representing late developmental or “climax” forest for each ERU were 
modeled. Some old trees and other old-growth components are also included at the fine scale within the 
younger structural states modeled in VDDT. This analysis was conducted at the forestwide level, which 
includes aggregations of all three scales set forth in the plan. A more detailed analysis of existing old 
growth is not required. 
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During plan implementation and project design, the Coconino NF conducts analyses using a variety of 
sources of forest succession and vegetation structural data that inform and consider the existing spatial 
extent, distribution, and structural qualities of old growth at different scales when comparing existing 
conditions to desired conditions. 

Concern Statement #692: The Forest Service should disclose benefits and potential liabilities of 
using prescribed fire at broad spatial scales to reduce risk, provide ecosystem services, and regulate 
greenhouse gas emissions. (84-95) 

Response: The Vegetation and Fire section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement discusses 
the application of fire on the landscape at broad spatial scales. It compares the existing fire regime 
condition class (FRCC) by alternative to determine the percent of the Forest that would move toward 
desired conditions, thus reducing the risk of uncharacteristic wildfires and discusses the impacts to 
vegetation structure. It also outlines how the alternatives vary in their emphasis of treatments near 
wildland-urban interface, thus reducing the hazards from uncharacteristic wildfires. Other sections in 
chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement (e.g., Watersheds and Water, Wildlife, Fish, and Plants, 
Livestock Grazing, Forest Products, Scenic Resources) describe the effect of fire on resources that 
provide ecosystem services. 

As discussed in the Air Quality section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement, limits to 
smoke emissions (including greenhouse gases such as carbon dioxide) from prescribed fires are imposed 
by the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality. The Air Quality section also acknowledges that the 
Forest coordinates with Arizona Department of Environmental Quality on the management of wildfires 
and may use emission reduction techniques to mitigate their impact on air quality. 

The Climate Change section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement discusses how 
mechanical and prescribed fire treatments can help regulate greenhouse gas emissions. This section 
includes information on how thinning and prescribed burning can result in reduced carbon dioxide 
emissions when compared to a wildfire. The reductions in carbon dioxide emissions are even greater on 
subsequent treatments. 

Concern Statement #699: The Forest Service should provide information on current and historic 
levels of aspen and state the specific number of acres of aspen that are desired on the Forest. (64-41) 

Response: There is no exact information available to the Forest regarding the estimated historic number 
of acres of aspen on the Coconino NF, nor does the Forest have an estimate of current acres of aspen. 
However, it is acknowledged that historically there were many more acres of aspen than are present today. 
The Coconino NF, like the rest of the West, has seen a dramatic decline in aspen. This decline is 
attributable to altered fire regimes and heavy browsing by ungulates combined with fires, insect 
defoliators, drought, and the inability of aspen regeneration to survive browsing. This has resulted in 
conversion of aspen to coniferous forest (Fairweather and others 2007, USDA Forest Service 2009).  

Aspen are not a separate ERU, but a shade-intolerant component of the Ponderosa Pine, Mixed Conifer, 
and Spruce-Fir ERUs. Aspen are adapted to disturbances like fire and windthrow, and represent an early 
successional stage in these ERUs. As with the ERUs in general, the Forest Plan does not specify a certain 
number of acres of aspen that would be desirable on the Forest. Rather, the Forest Plan includes a desired 
condition for aspen to shift across the landscape as a result of succession and disturbance. See FW-
TerrERU-AspMpl-DC-2. This is consistent with aspen's role in the Ponderosa Pine, Mixed Conifer, and 
Spruce-Fir ERUs. Other plan components address the reasons aspen has declined. Desired conditions seek 
to return the Ponderosa Pine, Mixed Conifer, and Spruce-Fir ERUs to their natural fire regimes. See FW-
TerrERU-DC-3, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCFF-DC-5, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCA-DC-7, and FW-TerrERU-SF-
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DC-5. A guideline in the Aspen and Maple section directs aspen to be protected from excessive herbivory 
using methods such as fencing that protect regeneration and recruitment. FW-TerrERU-AspMpl-G-1. 
While these components do not express the exact number of acres of aspen that would be desired on the 
Forest, they will ensure that management actions on the Forest lead to conditions that will allow aspen to 
move toward more historic levels.  

Additional information on aspen is available in the Vegetation and Fire Specialist Report included in the 
project record. 

Concern Statement #712: The Forest Service should explain why mechanical treatment is necessary 
to restore the Pinyon Juniper Grassland Ecological Response Unit instead of just allowing fire to 
play its natural role in maintaining conditions. (32-1) 

Response: The environmental impact statement contains information that explains why mechanical 
treatment may be necessary to the Pinyon Juniper Grassland Ecological Response Unit (ERU) instead of 
just allowing fire to play its natural role in maintaining conditions. The Vegetation and Fire section in the 
environmental impact statement includes information about the fire regime and return interval for the 
Pinyon Juniper with Grass ERU and explains that this ERU has pronounced departures in composition 
and structure that are the result of fire exclusion. These departed attributes do not allow for the natural fire 
disturbance cycle and create a risk of uncharacteristic wildfire occurring in the ERU. Once reference 
conditions have been restored, it will be appropriate to allow fire to resume its natural role in this ERU 
(moderate surface fire spread, limited torching, and low tree mortality (in mostly smaller stems)). See the 
discussion on Pinyon Juniper with Grass in the Affected Environment section for Vegetation and Fire in 
the environmental impact statement for additional information. 

Concern Statement #718: The Forest Service should consider the effect of activity-created fuels on 
fire hazard. Disclose how much slash may remain on the ground after logging in different 
vegetation types. Look at slash fuels and treatment options on fire hazard and ecosystem resilience, 
particularly on steep slopes where prescribed fire may not be used due to operability constraints. 
Provide plan guidance for management of activity-created fuels. (84-85) 

Response: The Forest Plan provides a programmatic framework that guides site-specific actions, but does 
not authorize, fund, or carry out any project or activity. Because the Forest Plan does not authorize or 
mandate any site-specific projects or activities (including ground-disturbing actions), there can be no 
direct effects. However, there may be implications, or long-term environmental consequences, of 
managing the forests under this programmatic framework. The environmental impact statement addresses 
this implication and the Forest Plan provides direction on how site-specific projects should address 
activity-created fuels. 

The environmental impact statement acknowledges that mechanical treatment can create undesirable 
levels of activity-created fuels. For this reason, most acres that are mechanically treated would be 
subsequently treated with prescribed fire and maintained with repeated fire treatments over the years. See 
Assumptions for Vegetation and Fire in appendix C of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. Exactly 
how much slash may remain on the ground after a treatment and how that will affect fire hazard in the 
treated area will depend on the project area, including steep slopes, and the vegetation that is being 
treated. Anticipated results of this nature would be determined and disclosed as part of a project-level 
analysis and decision.  

The Forest Plan addresses activity-created fuels in several ways. The Forest Plan provides desired 
conditions for coarse woody debris in many of the ERUs. Where mechanical treatment is most likely to 
occur (Pinyon Juniper, Ponderosa Pine, Mixed Conifer Frequent Fire, and Mixed Conifer with Aspen 
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ERUs), the Forest Plan describes the desired amount of coarse woody debris in tons per acre. See FW-
TerrERU-PJ-DC-2, 7, and 12, FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-5, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCFF-DC-3, and FW-
TerrERU-MC-MCA-DC-6. In addition to these desired conditions, the Forest Plan has a guideline 
specific to pinyon juniper ERUs that would design slash treatments to improve herbaceous vegetation 
growth, watershed condition, and soil productivity. See FW-TerrERU-PJ-G-3. Another guideline manages 
slash to minimize impacts from Ips beetles (which would protect Mexican spotted owl habitat) and to 
provide habitat for small mammals which Mexican spotted owl feed on. See FW-Veg PP-G-6. Finally, 
additional guidelines recognize that some slash piles are desirable and provide guidance on the 
circumstances when these activity-created fuels should be maintained. See FW-TerrERU-PJ-G-4, FW-
TerrERU-PP-G-7, and FW-TerrERU-MC-G-1. 

Concern Statement #719: The Forest Service should limit fuel treatments in mixed conifer to the 
driest sites (i.e., south and west aspects) where fire suppression is most likely to have caused long-
term change in forest composition and structure, consistent with the principles described above. 
Such treatments should focus on reducing the density of small stems (i.e., less than 16 inches dbh) of 
shade-tolerant species that comprise “ladder fuels,” and emphasize increasing canopy base height 
at stand scales. The objective of such treatments should be to disrupt vertical sub-canopy fuel 
continuity so that surface fires are less likely to initiate crown fires. (56-58) 

Response: The decision to restore an area and what techniques might be appropriate would be made at 
the project level based on site-specific conditions, not at the forest plan level. Site-specific conditions 
would include current and desired vegetation conditions, aspect, topography, accessibility, fire or 
disturbance history, threats, and other resource values. 

Concern Statement #728: The Forest Service should not create exclosures on aspen, but should use 
burning as a restoration strategy with a focus on areas above 9,000 feet in elevation. (21-2) 

Response: The Forest Plan provides the framework for projects to select the most effective treatment 
(mechanical, prescribed fire, or a combination of the two or a physical barrier that would deter herbivory) 
to move toward desired conditions for the various ERUs. Decisions to treat, and how to treat, aspen 
ecosystems are based on site-specific analysis and made at the project level. 

Concern Statement #731: The Forest Service should ensure that crown bulk density calculations 
and estimates have professional and scientific integrity and are developed with site-specific 
information based on field observations. The Forest Service should also assess fuel treatment effects 
on the likelihood of crown fire initiation and spread, by considering: (1) surface fuel density and 
arrangement; (2) canopy base height; (3) local topography; and (4) weather patterns. (84-83, 84-84) 

Response: The Forest Plan is a programmatic document that describes broad trends. Projects that propose 
specific actions are analyzed at the project level and would include a site-specific analysis by a fire and 
fuels specialist when appropriate. The relevant site-specific report would include an assessment of the 
composition and spatial arrangement of combustible material across the project area as well as the effects 
of any proposed fuel treatment. 

Concern Statement #734: The Forest Service should conduct a landscape-scale assessment of forest 
restoration needs and target restoration on areas most likely to benefit from active intervention. 
(84-69) 

Response: The Coconino NF's forest plan revision effort resulted in a landscape-scale assessment of 
forest restoration need at a broad scale. In chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement being prepared 
for this effort, the Vegetation and Fire section and the Riparian section identify restoration needs by 
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describing the disparity between reference and desired conditions for each ERU and riparian area on the 
Forest.  

To address these disparities, the Forest Plan includes objectives for treatment in specific ERUS and 
riparian areas. See FW-TerrERU-Grass-O-1, 2, and 3, FW-TerrERU-PJ-O-1, 2, and 3, FW-TerrERU-
AspMpl-O-1, FW-TerrERU-PP-O-1, 2, and 3, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCFF-1, 2, and 3, FW-Rip-Wtlnds-O-
1, and FW-Rip-Spr-O-1. Objectives are not targets, but projections, and they may not be fully achieved 
based on a variety of factors. The objectives in the Forest Plan are not designed to entirely resolve 
departures from desired conditions or to resolve them as quickly as possible. Rather, objectives are 
measurable results designed to maintain or move the Forest toward desired conditions. Objectives are 
based on anticipated budget and staffing and can be exceeded, should the opportunity arise. See the 
discussion on objectives in the Plan Content section in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan for additional 
information on objectives. 

The decision to restore an area and what techniques might be appropriate (e.g., active or passive 
restoration) would be made at the project level based on site-specific conditions, not at the forest plan 
level. Site-specific conditions would include current and desired vegetation conditions, fire or disturbance 
history, threats, and other resource values. The decision on whether wildland fire is the appropriate tool 
for use at a particular time and place is decided at the time of natural ignition. Wildland fire may be a tool 
in areas where mechanical treatments are not appropriate, such as in wilderness. Considerations in 
deciding whether wildland fire is an appropriate tool could include, but are not limited to, fuel loading, 
proximity of wildland-urban interface, threats to life and property, fire regime, capacity to manage the 
fire, and weather. 

Concern Statement #740: The Forest Service should not group montane grassland and subalpine 
grasslands together as one resource; they are two separate things. (20-2) 

Response: The Forest agrees that Montane/Subalpine Grasslands Ecological Response Unit consists of 
two separate subtypes. Both the Forest Plan and the environmental impact statement recognize that these 
are distinct subtypes. For example, the Forest Plan includes a description of the montane portion and the 
subalpine portion of this ecological response unit in the General Description and Background for the 
Grasslands section. Further recognizing the distinction between these two grassland subtypes, the Forest 
Plan also includes a desired condition that addresses the soil structure and water infiltration rates that are 
characteristic of montane grasslands. See FW-TerrERU-Grass-DC-6. 

Like the Forest Plan, the environmental impact statement groups the discussion on these two subtypes 
together, but provides information specific to one subtype or the other as appropriate. The unique features 
of the montane and subalpine grassland subtypes are discussed in the Affected Environment for the 
Vegetation and Fire section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement. Likewise, where 
appropriate, the environmental impact statement describes where there are differences between these 
subtypes in condition and effects. For example, the environmental impact statement reports that montane 
grasslands currently has a high departure from desired conditions for soil condition/productivity while 
subalpine grasslands have a low departure from desired conditions. See the Soils section in chapter 3 of 
the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 

Concern Statement #748: The Forest Service should include avalanche abatement as a risk factor 
for the Alpine Tundra Ecological Response Unit. (56-201) 

Response: In response to this comment, the General Description and Background for the Alpine Tundra 
ERU section has been adjusted in the Forest Plan.  
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Concern Statement #759: The Forest Service should not describe the reference condition of 
ponderosa pine as having low severity fire. Research suggests that large portions of the ponderosa 
pine forest in northern Arizona were characterized by mixed severity fire, with significant amounts 
of weather-driven, high-severity fire. (56-36) 

Response: No change was made in response to this comment. In the environmental impact statement, 
reference conditions for ponderosa pine are characterized as primarily open, all-aged forests with a 
widespread herbaceous understory. Its composition and structure was maintained by frequent, low-
intensity fires and endemic levels of insects and disease. 

Ponderosa pine is classified as fire regime I, which is defined as a 0- to 35-year fire frequency with low 
(surface fires most common) to mixed severity (less than 75 percent of the dominant overstory vegetation 
replaced) fires. The 2009 Ecological Sustainability Report supported this range of fire frequencies with 
numerous references (USDA Forest Service 2009). Research has shown the fire regime in southwestern 
ponderosa pine had a frequent fire return interval of low-intensity and low-severity surface fire (Dietrich 
and Swetnam (1998), Fulé et al. (1997), Fulé et al. (2003), Swetnam (1990), Swetnam and Baison (1996), 
Swetnam et al. (1999), Van Horne and Fulé (2006)). It is also supported by a 110-page General Technical 
Report on an assessment of forest ecosystem health in the Southwest, and an 85-page report by the Nature 
Conservancy (Smith 2006).  

Within Fire Regime I, up to 25 percent of fire in ponderosa pine could be high severity (stand 
replacement). This recognizes that fire severity can be variable and that mixed to high severity fire can be 
an aspect of ponderosa pine, however surface fires were most common. This 25 percent is within the 
range of the 15 to 65 percent (but not at the high end of range) high severity fire referred to by the 
commenters. 

The fire severity discussion within Odion et al. (2014) combines ponderosa pine and mixed confer forests 
as though they were one forest type. Mixed conifer forests do indeed experience mixed severity fires and 
ponderosa pine primarily experiences low severity fire. So, it is not surprising that when considered in 
combination and across a vast geographic area (where regional differences occur), fire severity would 
exhibit the variability described in the comment. However, the comment is specifically about ponderosa 
pine forests and the Forest Plan is specific to the Coconino NF, so the citation is inappropriately broad 
and not specific enough be relevant. 

The commenters reference several articles that support their assertion that mixed severity fires, with 
significant amounts of wind-driven high severity fires were characteristic of ponderosa pine (Odion et al. 
2014, Odion and Hanson 2006, Williams and Baker 2012). Much of the current science disagrees with 
Williams and Baker. Their article was refuted by Fulé et al. (2013). Fulé et al. has 18 co-authors, 
including many leading researchers in fire ecology in the Southwest. Fulé et al. 2013 and Fulé 2014 
describe errors in the Williams and Baker 2012 study related their use of tree size distributions to 
reconstruct past fire severity and extent and the use of a qualitatively different fire severity classification. 

Concern Statement #767: The Forest Service should consider how aggressive treatments in mixed 
conifer forest, particularly at relatively mesic locations (e.g., north aspects and riparian zones – wet 
mixed conifer forest) could degrade Mexican spotted owl habitat and hamper recovery of this 
species. (56-59) 

Response: No change has been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. The Forest Plan is 
programmatic in nature and does not make decisions on specific mechanical treatment techniques to be 
used in specific situations. Furthermore, the Forest Plan does not include any objectives to conduct 
vegetation treatments in Mixed Conifer with Aspen ERU. While this does not mean that no vegetation 
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treatments will occur in this ERU, it does demonstrate that the Forest is not emphasizing treatment in this 
ERU over the life of the Forest Plan. With regard to vegetation treatments in general, a management 
approach in the All Terrestrial ERU section reminds forest managers: 

Fire is essential for ecosystem function and for maintaining or moving toward desired conditions 
in ecosystems where fire is the primary natural disturbance. Primary natural disturbances in 
Desert Communities, Alpine Tundra, and riparian areas do not include fire, but rather include 
flooding, precipitation, temperature, wind, avalanches, and ultraviolet radiation. When used as a 
tool, fire can effectively restore forest structure when used alone or when combined with 
mechanical treatments. Mechanical treatments may be costly, so the capacity to implement such 
treatments across the landscape may be limited. Strategic placement and design of mechanical 
treatments increases their effectiveness in protecting values at risk. 

However, decisions to treat, and how to treat, mixed conifer with aspen will be based on site-specific 
analysis and made at the project level. The effects of a proposed treatment would be analyzed in the 
project-level environmental analysis. 

The Forest Plan provides the framework for projects to select the most effective treatment (mechanical, 
prescribed fire, or a combination of the two) to move toward desired conditions for the various ERUs. 
This framework provides direction for more than just vegetation. Treatments in mixed conifer would also 
be guided by direction in the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section. For example, the Wildlife, Fish, and 
Plants section includes a desired condition for habitat conditions to contribute to the survival and recovery 
of listed species, allow for repatriation of extirpated species, and contribute to the delisting of species 
under the Endangered Species Act. See FW-WFP-DC-2. Another desired condition in this section 
addresses the composition, structure and function of ERUs and associated physical elements (e.g., 
canyons, cliffs, caves, karst, talus slopes, rock piles, specific soil types, springs, wet areas, and other 
special features) and seeks to provide functioning habitat and refugia to support populations of federally 
listed species. See FW-WFP-DC-5. A Wildlife, Fish, and Plants guideline requires habitat management 
objectives and species protection measures from approved recovery plans to be applied to activities 
occurring within federally listed species’ habitat to promote recovery of the species. See FW-WFP-G-1. 
Another guideline requires the use of fire suppression techniques that minimize habitat and disturbance 
impacts where there are federally listed and Southwestern Region sensitive species, consistent with public 
and firefighter safety. See FW-WFP-G-9. Furthermore, direction for all riparian areas provides direction 
for properly functioning riparian ecosystems and corridors, stabilization and protection of riparian areas, 
maintenance of habitat and ecological functions, and establishment of aquatic management zones to 
protect water quality and avoid detrimental changes. See FW-Rip-All-DC-1, 2, 3, 5, G-2, 3. 

Considered together, the direction in the Forest Plan ensures that vegetation treatments conducted in 
mixed conifer forests will be designed to account for and protect Mexican spotted owl habitat and 
promote the recovery of the species. 

Concern Statement #773: The Forest Service should review the information at 
http://www.pinenut.com/growing-pine-nuts/pinon-pinyon-chaining.shtml that suggests that it is 
inappropriate to manage pinyon pine as an invasive species. (24-1) 

Response: The information the commenter referred to has been reviewed. While interesting, it is not 
applicable to decisions being made in the Forest Plan. The Forest Plan recognizes pinyon pine as a native 
species and provides desired conditions to manage it within its historic range of variability.  
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The Forest Plan includes objectives to improve or restore various acreages of grasslands on the Forest. 
These objectives could result in mechanical or prescribed fire treatments that involve the removal of 
pinyon pine from areas that were historically grasslands. The purpose of these treatments would be to 
address conditions that are the result of interrupted fire intervals due to human intervention. One of these 
conditions may involve pinyon pine encroaching into a grassland because the natural fire interval has 
been interrupted.  

Watershed 
Concern Statement #16: Desired conditions in the Watershed section of the revised plan should be 
modified to only reflect that watersheds provide habitat for animal and plant communities. The 
portion of the desired condition that refers to natural processes should be removed because natural 
processes are already covered in the first desired condition. (86-1) 

Response: As part of an effort to better integrate plan direction, this sentence was removed from the 
Watersheds desired conditions and direction associated with habitat was merged into one of the Wildlife, 
Fish, and Plants desired conditions. See FW-WFP-DC-1. Direction on the natural processes associated 
with watersheds is retained in FW-Water-DC-2. 

Concern Statement #17: The Forest Service should provide more focused plan direction on 
watersheds that provide water to the Inner Basin, Upper and Lower Lake Mary, and the C.C. 
Cragin Reservoir. (78-1, 82-1, 82-2, 82-13, 82-20, 100-1, 100-2, 100-3) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to these comments. Separate management areas 
have been identified for the Inner Basin, C.C. Cragin watersheds and the Lake Mary watersheds. These 
management areas include sections on General Description and Background, Desired Conditions, 
Guidelines, and Management Approaches that expand on forestwide guidance and complement this 
unique management scenario. Desired conditions promote a low risk of substantial damage from 
uncharacteristic fire and recreation to water supply, infrastructure, and water quality. See MA-InBsn-DC-
4, MA-LkMary-DC-1, and MA-CCCrg-DC-1. Guidelines in the Lake Mary Watersheds and C.C. Cragin 
Watersheds Management Areas would reduce the threat of uncharacteristic wildfires, flooding, and 
sedimentation to maintain water quality and quantity, and would maintain roads and trails to prevent 
erosion and sedimentation and to protect existing infrastructure. See MA-LkMary-G-1 and 2, and MA-
CCCrg-G-1 and 2. A desired condition in the Inner Basin Management Area would also maintain roads 
and trails to prevent erosion and sedimentation and to protect existing infrastructure and limit dispersed 
recreation to day-use traffic, by foot or bicycle, to maintain water quality and watershed function. See 
MA-InBsn-G-4 and 7. 

In addition, a desired condition in Wildland-urban Interface would protect property and reduce fire 
hazard, intensity, and severity to water supply and infrastructure. See FW-WUI-DC-2. 

A Management Approach recommends continuing collaboration with the Lake Mary Technical Advisory 
Group for the purpose of protecting and improving water quality and quantity in the domestic water 
supply and the downstream Walnut Creek riparian area. Another Management Approach recommends 
cooperation with the City of Flagstaff and National Park Service to develop study proposals and projects 
designed to evaluate best management practices, reservoir modifications, and/or operational criteria to 
address the objectives of maintaining the quality of the water supply and increasing the likelihood of 
flood flows and improvement of the inner-canyon environment in Walnut Canyon National Monument 
(per the Stipulation Between The City of Flagstaff and the United States on Behalf of the National Park 
Service and the Forest Service). 
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A management approach in the C.C. Cragin Watersheds Management Area recommends coordination 
with the Salt River Project, National Forest Foundation, Town of Payson, the Bureau of Reclamation, 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Arizona Game and Fish Department, Arizona Elk Society, the local 
community, and other stakeholders to proactively improve the health and resiliency of the C.C. Cragin 
Watersheds Management Area. 

Concern Statement #42: In the revised plan, the Forest Service should provide information as to 
how the numbers of watersheds (or other resources) to be improved that were included in the 
objective in the Watersheds section (see Draft Revised Plan FW-Wtrshd-O-1) were chosen and 
provide information on how the objective is specific, measurable, attainable/achievable, relevant, 
and timely. (86-4, 86-5) 

Response: As discussed in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan, activities specified in objectives are intended to 
help make progress toward achieving desired conditions and represent just some of the outcomes or 
actions expected to accomplish movement toward desired conditions. Objectives are projections based on 
recent trends, current and anticipated staffing levels, and anticipated budgets. Objectives represent an 
anticipated and realistic program of work and were developed through conversations with program 
managers, staff officers, and decision makers on the Forest. For the objective in question, improving five 
to seven 6th code watersheds was selected because it was anticipated that foreseeable projects on the 
Forest like the Four Forest Restoration Initiative would lead to restoration activities that would improve 
that number of watersheds. In other words, the Watershed objective did not envision discrete and distinct 
watershed restoration projects whose sole purpose was to achieve this objective. Rather, this objective 
was relying upon other anticipated activities that would be conducted to pursue other objectives, such as 
the objectives associated with the Ponderosa Pine ERU. Because the Watershed objective was determined 
to be redundant of other plan objectives, this objective was removed from the Forest Plan. The intent of 
emphasizing priority 6th code watersheds, however, is still carried forward in the Forest Plan in FW-
Water-G-2. 

Concern Statement #51: The Springs desired condition (see Draft Revised Plan FW-Aq-Spr-DC-2) 
should be adjusted to remove the terms “historic levels” and “healthy.” Historic levels may not be 
realistic in the face of recurring droughts and springs would be healthy if the necessary soil, water, 
and vegetation attributes are functioning at or near potential. (86-18) 

Response: The desired condition has been adjusted to address your comments. The word “healthy” is no 
longer being used as a description of condition. The reference to “historic levels” has also been removed. 
See FW-Rip-Spr-DC-1. 

Concern Statement #56: The Forest Service should arrange desired conditions for resources, such 
as Watersheds, by scale, as was done in the Vegetation section of the plan. (44-1) 

Response: Having plan direction by scale can be useful. Forest Plan direction has direction by scales 
when there is sufficient information to do so or when the topic lends itself to that arrangement. 
Watersheds are an example of a resource in which using scales is challenging. Even though watersheds 
are divided and sub-divided by hydrological unit code (HUCs) nationally, the direction in the Watershed 
and Water section applies to all scales regardless of size unless indicated otherwise. Different aspects of 
watersheds are listed individually (Stream Ecosystems, Riparian Areas, Riparian Forest Types) as are 
individual ERUs. Collectively, the direction in each one of these sections would guide management in 
watersheds. 
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Concern Statement #57: The Forest Plan should explain how desired conditions in the Watershed 
section will result in improvement in watershed conditions in light of the persistence of less than 
desired conditions and insufficient funding to address underlying issues. (74-65) 

Response: The desired conditions for watersheds, like the desired conditions for all other resources, will 
guide how activities and uses authorized under the Forest Plan are designed and authorized. Desired 
conditions are aspirational and it is acknowledged that they may only be achievable over a long time 
frame. There is no specific date by which they are to be achieved. The assumption is that activities will be 
approved and projects will get proposed to address a variety of site-specific needs including less than 
desired conditions on the ground. There is also an assumption that there will be funding to plan and 
implement some level of projects, although to an unknown extent. Because there is wall-to-wall coverage 
of watersheds on the Forest, any project will occur within a watershed. All projects need to be consistent 
with desired conditions for other resources and most vegetation and burning projects could be beneficial 
for watersheds. The rate of improvement in individual watersheds can be derived from question 18 in the 
monitoring strategy, which focuses on priority 6th code watersheds. 

However, as described in the Plan Content section in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan, projects and site-
specific activities “must be consistent with desired conditions....” The following information has been 
added to the discussion on desired conditions in the Plan Content section to clarify the ways site-specific 
projects can demonstrate consistency with desired conditions: 

To be consistent with the desired conditions of the plan, a project or activity, when assessed at the 
appropriate spatial scale described in the plan (e.g., landscape scale), must be designed to meet one or 
more of the following conditions: 

• Maintain or make progress toward one or more of the desired conditions of a plan without 
adversely affecting progress toward, or maintenance of, other desired conditions; or 

• Be neutral with regard to progress toward plan desired conditions; or 

• Maintain or make progress toward one or more of the desired conditions over the long term, even if 
the project or activity would adversely affect progress toward or maintenance of one or more 
desired conditions in the short term; or 

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

Applying these conditions to project-level decisions will ensure that projects and activities the Forest 
undertakes will move watersheds in less than desired conditions toward desired conditions or maintain 
desired conditions in other watersheds. In this manner, as more decisions are made that are consistent 
with these desired conditions through projects designed specifically to restore desired conditions in a 
watershed to unrelated projects that have the potential to impact watersheds, , watershed conditions 
should cumulatively improve. 

Concern Statement #59: The Forest Plan should provide direction for developed water sources to be 
adequately distributed across the landscape and maintained to meet wildlife needs. (75-46) 

Response: Several desired conditions and guidelines have been incorporated into the Forest Plan to 
address your comment. See FW-ConstWat-DC-1 and 2 and FW-ConstWat-G-2. Another desired condition 
in the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section recognized the potential necessity of human-made habitats to 
support wildlife. See FW-WFP-DC-8. 
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Concern Statement #60: The Forest Plan should adjust the grassland guideline related to making 
natural waters available to pronghorn to include all water sources, not just natural water sources, 
to be available to pronghorn during the fawning season. (75-64) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted to include more than natural waters. See FW-WFP- DC-1, 
FW-WFP-G-5, FW-ConstWat-DC-2, and FW-Graz-G-6. Natural waters is included in FW-WFP-DC-1, 
which strategically addresses various aspects of species habitat requirements. 

Concern Statement #61: The Watersheds desired condition that addresses recharge areas for 
designated and eligible wild and scenic river segments (see Draft Revised Plan FW-Aq-Wat-DC-7) 
is unnecessarily restrictive and should be broadened to apply to other river segments. (75-47) 

Response: This desired condition has been adjusted to incorporate your suggestion; it is no longer 
restricted to wild and scenic rivers. See FW-Water-DC-6. 

Concern Statement #62: The Forest Service should work with the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department and USFWS to identify ecologically sensitive watersheds. (75-48) 

Response: The Forest Service uses the Watershed Condition Framework to identify priority watersheds. 
The Forest Service coordinates with Arizona Game and Fish Department as part of the Framework 
process. 

Concern Statement #77: The Forest Plan should include standards in the Watersheds and Water, 
Streams, Wetlands, Constructed Waters, and Springs sections, including standards that may repeat 
requirements that already exist in law, regulation, and policy, or explain why standards are not 
needed for water resources. (86-2) 

Response: No standards have been added to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. As the 
commenter suggests, there are laws, regulations, and policies outside of the Forest Plan that provide 
requirements and guidance related to the management of these resources. However, the Forest Plan 
generally does not repeat law, regulation, and policy. Direction on these other sources of information is 
listed in the Watersheds and Water, Constructed Waters, Riparian Areas section in appendix D of the 
Forest Plan.  

While standards have not been added, there are guidelines in the sections on Watersheds and Water, 
Constructed Waters (which includes reservoirs), All Riparian, Stream Ecosystems, and Riparian Forest 
Types. As described under Plan Content in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan, guidelines guide management 
activities and provide specifications that a project or activity would adopt unless there is a compelling or 
defensible reason to vary from the guideline. The intent of a guideline needs to be met although deviation 
from the explicit provisions of the guideline is permitted without a plan amendment. Deviation from the 
explicit provisions of a guideline, if it is meeting the intent of the guideline, must be documented in the 
project record. Projects that deviate from a guideline’s intent must be accompanied by a plan amendment 
that would allow for the deviation.  

Concern Statement #82: The Forest Plan should include direction on drinking water for 
municipalities in the Watersheds section. (82-12) 

Response: The Watersheds and Water section includes a desired condition and a guideline regarding 
water quality and supporting identified designated beneficial uses. This plan direction strategically 
addresses drinking water for municipalities and a myriad of other designated beneficial uses that rely 
upon water quality. See FW-Water-DC-7 and FW-Water-G-5. 
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Concern Statement #83: The Forest Plan should include a reference to municipal watershed 
infrastructure in Watershed guideline FW-Wtrshd-G-1. (82-14) 

Response: This guideline has been changed to a management approach and was adjusted to incorporate 
your suggestion. In addition to roads, bridges, and power corridors, water supply has been added to the 
list of examples of community infrastructure. See the FW-Water-Management Approach which states: 

To enhance the protection of human health and safety, consider watershed treatments such as 
vegetation thinning, prescribed burning, and channel stabilization where protection of people, 
structures, and community infrastructure (e.g., roads, bridges, power corridors, and water supply) 
in and associated with the wildland-urban interface (WUI) are at risk. 

Concern Statement #84: The Forest Plan should seek to retain water quality in watersheds that 
contain recharge areas for municipal water sources. (82-16) 

Response: One of the desired conditions in the Watersheds and Water section has been adjusted to 
recognize the connection between water quality, water, quantity, and the timing of water flows and water 
sources for municipalities. See FW-Water-DC-6. A separate desired condition addresses your suggestion 
that water quality be retained at levels that support designated beneficial uses. See FW-Water-DC-7. 

Concern Statement #91: The Forest Plan should include specific watershed and soil direction for 
the Beaver Creek area. (99-7) 

Response: The topics of water volume, turbidity, and soil erosion have been addressed in forestwide 
direction. See FW-Water-DC-2, 3, 5, 6, and 7 and FW-Water-G-4. See also plan components in the 
forestwide direction for All Riparian Areas and Stream Ecosystems. 

Although a Beaver Creek Management Area has not been identified as part of the Plan, in response to 
your comments, the Verde Valley Management Area plan components were reviewed, edited, and 
augmented. For example, a desired condition has been added to the Verde Valley Management Area that 
guides management of watersheds to reduce the risk of uncharacteristic flooding and sedimentation, 
including in the Beaver Creek watershed. See MA-VerdeV-DC-1. 

Concern Statement #114: The Forest Service should restore the small plant community to improve 
soil and watershed conditions. (64-52) 

Response: The Forest Plan represents one part of the Coconino NF's effort to improve vegetation, soil, 
and watershed conditions on the Forest. The Forest Plan provides a framework that will guide decisions 
on projects and activities on the Forest. Projects and activities that are implemented and authorized under 
the Forest Plan will need to demonstrate consistency and compliance with plan components. Designing 
projects and activities to be consistent with the desired conditions in the Forest Plan will ensure that 
management decisions under the plan will maintain or improve the vegetation, soil, and watershed 
conditions on the Forest. 

References to promoting and restoring the small plant community, and the understory, are located in 
numerous locations in the plan. Some examples include FW-TerrERU-Grass-DC-1, 2, 4, G-2; FW-
TerrERU-PJ-DC-4; FW-TerrERU-AspMpl-DC-1; FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-10; FW-TerrERU-MC-MCFF-
DC-4; and FW-TerrERU-Grass-O-1, 2, and 3. 

Concern Statement #364: The Forest Service should adjust the information in the EIS to reflect that 
the East Clear Creek Watershed is currently being managed under the East Clear Creek 
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Watershed Recovery Strategy and should describe how management would differ under the 
wildlife habitat management areas proposed in Alternative C. (86-55) 

Response: The information in the environmental impact statement has not been adjusted in response to 
this comment, because some aspects of the East Clear Creek Watershed Recovery Strategy have already 
been implemented and are considered part of existing condition. For example, site-specific decisions 
associated with the Buck Springs grazing allotment are reflected in the grazing suitability analysis. See 
chapter 4 of the revised plan and appendix C in the environmental impact statement. In addition, ongoing 
activities associated with the strategy would be consistent with the current land management plan as 
amended and would be common to all alternatives. For most resources, the consequences of alternative C 
are similar to the consequences of alternative B (modified) except for those features that are unique to 
alternative C, such as management areas that emphasize human-related disturbance (formerly entitled 
"Wildlife Habitat Management Areas). These consequences are discussed in chapter 3 of the 
environmental impact statement and are in addition to ongoing activities. The consequences of alternative 
C's old growth language are discussed both in alternative B (modified) and alternative A. 

Water Resources 
Concern Statement #72: The Forest Plan should emphasize healthy watersheds and protection of 
water supplies through proactive management of these resources. (82-27) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been developed to integrate the management of resources on the Forest. 
Water is recognized as a very valuable resource on the Forest, and there are many plan components that 
are designed to ensure that forest management and activities on the Forest are conducted in a manner that 
maintains or improves this resource. In addition, three management areas specifically focus on water 
supply, the maintenance of water quality, groundwater recharge, and precipitation infiltration, and a low 
risk of uncharacteristic fire. The management areas are the Inner Basin, Lake Mary Watersheds, and C.C. 
Cragin Watersheds. See MA-InBsn-DC-1-4; MA-LkMary-DC-1 and G-1, 2; MA-CCCrg-DC-1 and G-1, 
2. A management approach in the C.C. Cragin Watersheds Management Area reminds managers to 
coordinate with the Salt River Project and other stakeholders to improve the health and resiliency of the 
watersheds. It reads: 

Coordinate with the Salt River Project, National Forest Foundation, Town of Payson, the Bureau 
of Reclamation, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Arizona Game and Fish Department, Arizona Elk 
Society, the local community, and other stakeholders to proactively improve the health and 
resiliency of the C.C. Cragin Watersheds Management Area. 

Concern Statement #66: The Plan should manage riparian ecosystems for ecological function and 
integrity and to support the recovery of fish and wildlife species. (56-15, 84-41) 

Response: The Forest Plan has numerous desired conditions that relate to the ecological integrity and 
function of riparian areas, stream banks, flow regimes, and other features of aquatic habitat. See FW-Eco-
DC-3; FW-Water-DC-1-7, FW-Rip-All-DC-1-5; FW-Rip-Strm-DC-1-4; FW-Rip-Wtlnds-DC-1, 2; FW-
Rip-Spr-DC-1-5; FW-Rip-RipType-DC-1-6; FW-WFP-DC-4, 5, 6. 

Guidelines that specifically apply to functioning aquatic and riparian ecosystems include: FW-Water-G-1-
6; FW-Rip-All-G-2; FW-Rip-Strm-G-1; FW-Rip-Spr-G-1-4, FW-Rip-RipType-G-1, FW-WFP-G-3, and 
FW-RdsFac-G-5 and 9. 
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In addition, there are objectives in the plan to restore wetlands, springs, non-functioning and function-at-
risk riparian areas, and stream habitat. See FW-Rip-Wtlnds-O-1; FW-Rip-Spr-O-1, FW-Rip-All-O-1, and 
FW-WFP-O-4. 

In regards to areas near the edge of perennial water, an aquatic management zone is required to protect 
water quality and to avoid detrimental changes in water temperature or chemical composition, blockages 
of streamcourses, or sediment deposits that would seriously and adversely affect water conditions, fish 
habitat, or connected downstream cave, karst, and lava tube resources. As a general starting point, the 
zone width in riparian areas ranges from 100 to 150 feet on each side of the streamcourse or riparian area 
depending on erosion hazard (See FW-RipAll-G-3). A management approach for All Riparian Areas 
recommends project-level analysis to determine whether the zone should be wider or narrower. It reads: 

Consider Table 1 as a general starting point for determining the width of the aquatic management 
zone relative to erosion hazard. Aquatic management zones may be wider or narrow than 
suggested in Table 1 and would be decided at the project level. Considerations for the size and 
shape of an aquatic management zone include amount and type of material on the ground, width 
and slope of the zone, soil type or hydrologic soil group, orientation of stream or river to the sun, 
connection of stream to impaired or non-attaining waters, presence of threatened or endangered 
species, condition of the riparian area, adjacent land use, and threat of contamination from 
pollutants or chemicals. Significant topographic changes, such as abrupt canyon edges may be 
used as boundaries for aquatic management zones, as long as activities beyond the canyon walls 
do not negatively influence the functioning of the aquatic management zone. 

Because non-riparian streamcourses could also negatively affect perennial waters, an aquatic management 
zone is also required for non-riparian, intermittent streamcourses to reduce sedimentation, maintain 
functioning of the channel within its floodplain, and maintain downstream water quality and riparian 
habitat and function. This management zone would also avoid detrimental changes in water temperature 
or chemical composition, blockages of streamcourses, or sediment deposits that would seriously and 
adversely affect water conditions, fish habitat, or connected downstream cave, karst, and lava tube 
resources. See FW-Rip-Strm-G-2. Stream Ecosystems has a management approach similar to the one in 
All Riparian Areas, but in addition, it mentions consideration of ephemeral streamcourses that might 
influence downstream water quality. In addition, a site-specific aquatic management zone would be 
required for new projects and management activities around reservoirs to protect water quality and to 
avoid detrimental changes in water temperature or chemical composition, blockages of streamcourses, or 
sediment deposits that would seriously and adversely affect water conditions or aquatic habitat. See FW-
ConstWat-G-1. 

Also, desired conditions in Wildlife, Fish and Plants support properly functioning ecosystems, which in 
turn support sustainable populations of native plant and animal species distributed throughout their 
potential natural range, and the recovery of listed species, and these conditions maintain species diversity 
and metapopulations. See FW-WFP-DC-1 and 2. 

Concern Statement #26: The Forest Plan should specifically address the use of reclaimed water on 
the Forest. Those plan components should apply to existing authorizations for snowmaking at the 
Arizona Snowbowl, as well as new decisions. (50-3, 56-29, 56-45, 56-91, 84-60, 103-1) 

Response: The Forest Plan includes plan components that will guide new decisions on projects and 
activities that consider the use of reclaimed water on the Forest. For example, the revised Forest Plan 
includes desired conditions for watersheds to be functioning properly and to exhibit high geomorphic, 
hydrologic, and biotic integrity within their inherent capability. See FW-Water-DC-1 and 2. A desired 
condition for the Alpine Tundra ERU seeks to maintain the attributes and processes that contribute to the 
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ecological diversity and habitat for native biota in the ERU. See FW-TerrERU-AT-DC-1. Decisions on 
where and when to allow the use of reclaimed water are made at the project level based on site-specific 
information. New decisions on the use of reclaimed water will need to be consistent with these desired 
conditions and all of the other guidance in the Forest Plan. 

Past decisions are outside the scope of the Forest Plan. The effects of the existing authorization for the 
Arizona Snowbowl to conduct snowmaking with reclaimed water on alpine tundra and the species and 
cultural values associated with alpine tundra were analyzed in the decision to authorize that use of 
reclaimed water and snowmaking. 

Concern Statement #27: The Forest Plan should include direction describing how the Forest will 
pursue and manage water rights. (56-31, 74-60, 74-62, 84-62, 86-11) 

Response: The language relating to maintenance and procurement of instream water rights has been 
adjusted in the Water section in response to your suggestion. Maintenance of existing water rights is 
addressed in FW-Water-DC-6, which states:  

Water quality, water quantity and the timing of water flows support ecological functions, habitat 
for aquatic and riparian species, and water sources for municipalities. Water quality, water 
quantity, and the timing of flows are sustained at levels that retain the biological, physical, and 
chemical integrity of associated systems and benefit survival, growth, reproduction, and 
migration of native species.  

Procurement of instream water rights is addressed in FW-Water-G-3, which states:  

Instream flow water rights should be procured for those streams without instream water rights to 
ensure that sufficient flow is provided for aquatic species, habitat, and recreation. 

In addition to FW-Water-G-3, there are multiple management approaches in the Water section that 
identify priorities and expectations for the Water program in the future. These management approaches 
remind forest managers to: 

• File for water rights on appropriable waters following State procedures. Complete all 
documentation required for the adjudication process in the Little Colorado and Gila River (Verde 
watershed) specified by the courts. 

• Prioritize streams for water right filing based on risk of diversion and subsequent onsite loss of 
water, and habitat for threatened and endangered aquatic species. Complete required stream gaging 
and file applications on priority streams. Gaging, filing, and any associated adjudication are 
completed as budgets allow.  

• Participate in State water rights adjudications and settlement discussions for negotiating water 
rights settlements outside of extended adjudication. 

• Secure water rights through purchase or severance and transfer when additional sources are needed. 

• Consider water rights during project planning and implementation. 

• Maintain and annually update an inventory of all water rights on the forest. 

Concern Statement #28: The Forest Plan should include additional plan direction to protect 
riparian areas and soil and water resources as required by the National Forest Management Act, 
the agency's planning regulations at 36 CFR 219.27 (e) and (f), the Endangered Species Act, and the 
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National Environmental Policy Act. Furthermore, the Forest Plan should retain the following 
standards and guidelines from the 1987 plan: 

• Manage riparian areas to protect the productivity and diversity of riparian-dependent 
resources by requiring actions within or affecting riparian areas to protect and, where 
applicable, improve dependent resources. Emphasize protection of soil, water, vegetation, and 
wildlife and fish resources prior to implementing projects.  

• Give preferential consideration to resources dependent on riparian areas over other 
resources. Other resource uses and activities may occur to the extent that they support or do 
not adversely affect riparian-dependent resources. 

(74-66, 84-40) 

Response: The Forest Plan contains direction related to riparian areas, water, watersheds and riparian 
dependent and aquatic species as required by the National Forest Management Act and the agency’s 
planning regulations for forest plans prepared under the 1982 Planning Rule found at 36 CFR 219.27 (e) 
and (f). While there are no plan standards for riparian areas or soil and water, there are numerous desired 
conditions, objectives, and guidelines in a variety of places in the Forest Plan that are intended to 
maintain or improve riparian and aquatic habitats, and soil and water resources. Plan direction for riparian 
areas, which include stream ecosystems, wetlands, springs, and riparian forest types, is included in the 
Riparian Areas section. While there are no standards for management of riparian areas, the plan direction 
in the Riparian Areas section provides comprehensive direction for these areas. Plan objectives in 
Wetlands, Springs, Wildlife, Fish and Plants would also lead to improvement in riparian areas and 
streams. See FW-Rip-Wtlnds-O-1, FW-Rip-Spr-O-1, and FW-WFP-O-4. 

Soil and water guidelines would implement and monitor best management practices for all activities with 
the potential to impair water quality to control and manage nonpoint source pollution and to maintain 
water quality, quantity, and timing of flows, and to prevent or reduce accelerated erosion. See FW-Soil-G-
1 and FW-Water-G-4. Buffers, called aquatic management zones, would be identified and maintained in 
riparian areas to avoid detrimental changes that would seriously and adversely affect water conditions, 
fish habitat, or connected downstream cave, karst, and lava tube resources. See FW-Rip-All-G-3. Aquatic 
management zones would also be established in non-riparian, intermittent streamcourses to maintain 
channel functioning, downstream water quality, riparian habitat, and function. See FW-Rip-Strm-G-2. 

Some of the desired conditions and guidelines that promote resiliency, hydrologic and biotic integrity, 
natural processes, base flow, riparian communities, groundwater recharge, and species diversity include 
FW-Water-DC-1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7; FW-Water-G-3 and 6; FW-Rip-All-DC-1, 2 and 5, FW-Rip-Strm-DC-1, 
2, 3, and 4 and FW-Rip-Strm-G-1, FW-Rip-Wtlnds-DC-1 and 2, FW-Rip-Spr-DC-1 through 5, and FW-
Rip-Spr-G-1, 3, and 4, FW-Rip-RipType-DC-1, 2, 4, 5, 6, and FW-Rip-RipType-G-1, 3, and 4, FW-WFP-
DC-3, 4, and 5, FW-Invas-DC-1 and 2, FW-Invas-G-1 and 2, FW-Graz-G-4, 5, and 7, FW-RdsFac-G-5 
and 9, FW-Rec-All-G-2, and FW-Rec-Disp-G-5. 

Connectivity along streams, across floodplains and valley bottoms, between surface and subsurface flows, 
and between vegetative communities is supported by desired conditions in Watersheds and Water, All 
Riparian Areas, Riparian Forest Types, and Wildlife, Fish and Plants. See FW-Water-DC-4, FW-Rip-All-
DC-3 and G-2, FW-Rip-RipType-G-2, and FW-WFP-DC-6. 

Additional direction related to the management of riparian areas and soil and water resources is included 
in law, regulation, and policy. In general, because existing law, regulation, and policy already articulates 
additional guidance related to riparian areas and soil and water resources that the Forest must comply 
with, the direction from those authorities is not repeated in the Forest Plan. However, as a reminder of 
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these other obligations, appendix D in the Forest Plan lists many of these other authorities. For example, 
references to FSM 2880 and FSM 2540 are included in the Watersheds and Water, Constructed Waters, 
Riparian Areas section in appendix D of the Forest Plan. 

This forest plan revision effort and preparation of the environmental impact statement have been 
conducted in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act. Furthermore, the Act does not 
require the inclusion of any particular plan direction to protect riparian areas and soil and water resources. 

The standards and guidelines referred to in the concern statement do not appear in the Coconino NF 1987 
forest plan, and therefore, could not be retained as suggested. 

Concern Statement #29: The Forest Plan should include appropriate standards and other planning 
tools that adequately protect riparian zones, including considering many of the issues and planning 
tools described in alternative D of the environmental impact statement associated with the 2012 
planning rule. (74-67) 

Response: The Final Rule and Record of Decision for the 2012 Planning Rule provides a detailed 
description explaining why alternative D in the Programmatic Environment Impact Statement was not 
selected. Among those reasons were the high cost of planning and monitoring associated with the 
alternative and the recognition that some of the direction would not be appropriate to all National Forest 
System units. 77 Fed. Reg. 21,162, 21,171 (April 9, 2012) The Final Rule and Record of Decision 
disclosed that Modified Alternative A from the Programmatic Environment Impact Statement was used to 
promulgate the land management planning regulations for the 2012 Planning Rule. The Coconino NF’s 
forest plan revision effort is being conducted under the 1982 Planning Rule. Accordingly, the Forest is not 
required to prepare the Forest Plan to comply with an alternative that was not selected for a planning rule 
that does not apply. 

Nonetheless, the revised Forest Plan includes plan components that protect watersheds and riparian areas. 
See plan direction in the Watersheds and Water and Riparian Areas sections. For example, while the 
revised Forest Plan may not require the establishment of “riparian conservation areas” as discussed in 
alternative D in the Programmatic Environment Impact Statement for the 2012 Planning Rule, it does 
include guidelines to identify and maintain aquatic management zones. Aquatic management zones are 
buffers for all riparian areas and for non-riparian, intermittent streamcourses, to reduce sedimentation, 
maintain channel functioning within its floodplain, and maintain downstream water quality and riparian 
habitat and function. See-Rip-All-G-3 and FW-Rip-Strm-G-2. In addition, soil and water guidelines 
would implement and monitor best management practices for all activities with the potential to impair 
water quality, to control and manage nonpoint source pollution, and to maintain water quality, quantity, 
and timing of flows, and to prevent or reduce accelerated erosion. See FW-Soil-G-1 and FW-Water-G-4. 
The Forest Plan does not identify key watersheds such as in alternative D in the Programmatic 
Environment Impact Statement for the 2012 Planning Rule, but it has a guideline to focus watershed 
restoration and maintenance, and vegetation treatment on priority 6th code watersheds to ensure that 
ecosystem processes, resilient vegetation conditions, and natural disturbance regimes are functioning 
properly. See FW-Water-G-2.  

Spatial connectivity between upland and aquatic habitats is promoted in the Forest Plan, similar to 
alternative D in the Programmatic Environment Impact Statement for the 2012 Planning Rule. 
Connectivity along streams, across floodplains and valley bottoms, between surface and subsurface flows, 
and between vegetative communities and upland and aquatic habitats is supported by desired conditions 
in Watersheds and Water, All Riparian Areas, Riparian Forest Types, and Wildlife, Fish and Plants. See 
FW-Water-DC-4, FW-Rip-All-DC-3 and G-2, FW-Rip-RipType-G-2, and FW-WFP-DC-6. 
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Other desired conditions and guidelines in the Forest Plan promote resiliency, hydrologic and biotic 
integrity, natural processes, base flow, riparian communities, groundwater recharge, and species diversity. 
These plan components include FW-Water-DC-1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7; FW-Water-G-3 and 6; FW-Rip-All-
DC-1,2 and 5, FW-Rip-Strm-DC-1, 2, 3, 4 and G-1, FW-Rip-Wtlnds-DC-1, 2, FW-Rip-Spr-DC-1, 2, 3, 4, 
and 5, and FW-Rip-Spr-G-1, 3, and 4, FW-Rip-RipType-DC-1, 2, 4, 5, 6, and G-1, 3, and 4, FW-WFP-
DC-3, 4, and 5, FW-Invas-DC-1, 2 and G-1 and 2, FW-Graz-G-4, 5, and 7, FW-RdsFac-G-5 and 9, FW-
Rec-All-G-2, and FW-Rec-Disp-G-5. 

The Forest Plan includes a Monitoring Plan in chapter 5 that was developed to meet the requirements of 
the National Forest Management Act and the 1982 Planning Rule. To monitor riparian areas on the 
Coconino NF, the Monitoring Plan includes the following questions: 

How much have management activities improved functional-at-risk or nonfunctional stream 
riparian areas and wetlands?  

How much have management activities contributed to the restoration of riparian function to 
springs not in proper functioning condition? 

In addition to these specific questions on riparian conditions, the information included in the evaluation 
reports prepared under the Monitoring Plan would be evaluated to determine if any changes are needed in 
management actions or the plan itself. These evaluations would ask if there have been any unanticipated 
changes in condition, if those changes attributable to climate change, and if modifications were needed to 
account for the changed conditions. See Introduction to Monitoring Strategy in chapter 5 of the Forest 
Plan. Individual projects would also conduct additional monitoring. The monitoring needs for those 
projects would be determined based on the type of project and the resources involved. 

Concern Statement #32: The Forest Plan should recognized the link between forest health and 
water supply. (78-5) 

Response: A desired condition in the Watersheds and Water section has been adjusted to incorporate this 
suggestion. See FW-Water-DC-3. After reviewing the Watersheds and Water guideline, it was determined 
that it would be more appropriate to change it to a management approach. “Water supply” was added to 
the examples of community infrastructure listed in the management approach. The management approach 
states: 

To enhance the protection of human health and safety, consider watershed treatments such as 
vegetation thinning, prescribed burning, and channel stabilization where protection of people, 
structures, and community infrastructure (e.g., roads, bridges, power corridors, and water supply) 
in and associated with the wildland-urban interface (WUI) are at risk. 

“Water supply” is also included in the Wildland-urban Interface section as one of the categories in which 
reduced fire hazard, intensity, and severity would be promoted. See FW-WUI-DC-2. 

Concern Statement #33: The Plan should require buffer zones to protect riparian areas. (80-17, 84-
100) 

Response: The Forest Plan includes direction to identify and maintain buffers, called aquatic 
management zones, in riparian areas (perennial and intermittent streamcourses, lakes, wetlands, and 
springs (which includes low volume springs such as seeps) and their associated riparian vegetation zone) 
to avoid detrimental changes that would seriously and adversely affect water conditions, fish habitat, or 
connected downstream cave, karst, and lava tube resources. See FW-Rip-All-G-3. Aquatic management 
zones would also be established in non-riparian, intermittent streamcourses to maintain channel 
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functioning, downstream water quality, riparian habitat, and function. See FW-Rip-Strm-G-2. In addition, 
aquatic management zones would be identified and maintained for new projects and management 
activities around reservoirs to protect water quality and to avoid detrimental changes in water temperature 
or chemical composition, blockages of streamcourses, or sediment deposits that would seriously and 
adversely affect water conditions or aquatic habitat. See FW-ConstWat-G-1. 

Aquatic management zones generally follow the shape of the streamcourse or riparian area, consider 
topography and climate, and consist of vegetation and vegetative litter. General starting points for aquatic 
management zones in riparian areas range from 100 to 150 feet each side of the streamcourse or riparian 
area depending on whether the erosion hazard is considered slight, moderate, or severe. General starting 
points for aquatic management zones in non-riparian intermittent streamcourses range from 35 to 100 feet 
each side of the streamcourse, depending on the erosion hazard.  

Concern Statement #35: The Forest Service should not manage reservoirs in the same manner as 
wetlands. (85-5, 86-6, 86-16) 

Response: In response to your comment, reservoirs have been moved to a new section of the Forest Plan 
that provides guidance for Constructed Waters. See plan components in the FW-ConstWat section for 
direction on reservoirs and other constructed waters. 

Concern Statement #8: The Forest Plan should declare snowmaking as an incompatible use on the 
Forest to protect the limited water resources in this region, the federally listed endangered San 
Francisco Peaks Ragwort, and the San Francisco Peaks Traditional Cultural Property. (5-8, 14-2, 
56-198, 103-3) 

Response: The Forest Plan does not expressly declare snowmaking as an incompatible use on the Forest. 
However, the Forest Plan does contain several components that provide a framework that can be applied 
to protect the limited water resources in this region, the federally listed endangered San Francisco Peaks 
Ragwort, and the San Francisco Peaks Traditional Cultural Property. 

The Watersheds and Water section includes desired conditions to sustain water quantity (base flows) of 
intermittent and perennial streams within the historic range of variability. See FW-Water-DC-5. Water 
quality and water quantity is desired to be at levels that support ecological functions; habitat for aquatic 
and riparian species; and water sources for municipalities, and, at levels that retain the biological, 
physical, and chemical integrity of associated systems and benefit survival, growth, reproduction, and 
migration of native species. See FW-Water-DC-6. Finally, it is a desired condition for water quality to 
meet or exceed Arizona water quality standards and support identified designated beneficial uses. See 
FW-Water-DC-7. To be consistent with the Forest Plan, a proposed activity must be consistent with these 
desired conditions or a forest plan amendment would be required to authorize the activity. 

The Forest Plan includes a desired condition for habitat conditions to contribute to the survival and 
recovery of listed species and contribute to the delisting of species under the Endangered Species Act. See 
FW-WFP-DC-2. As with the concerns with water quantity and quality, a proposed activity must be 
consistent with this desired condition or a forest plan amendment would be required to authorize the 
activity. 

The Forest Plan also includes a desired condition for traditional cultural properties to be preserved and 
protected for their cultural importance. As with the concerns with water quantity and quality and 
endangered species, a proposed activity must be consistent with this desired condition or a forest plan 
amendment would be required to authorize the activity. 
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Accordingly, the strategic approach used by the Forest Plan provides guidance relevant to the concerns 
expressed in these comments without being overly prescriptive and dismissing an activity without 
considering it at the project level where site-specific information can inform the decision." 

Concern Statement #18: In the revised plan, the Forest Service should modify the General 
Description and Background for springs to clarify that springs are often used simultaneously by 
livestock, by wildlife, and for domestic use, and to list snails, plants, and invertebrates as examples 
of endemic species. (85-11) 

Response: The General Description and Background for Springs has been edited to incorporate your 
suggestions. 

Concern Statement #19: In the revised plan, the Forest Service should adjust the desired condition 
for vegetation in the section on Springs to clarify that vegetation can vary depending on site factors 
such as slope, aspect, and solarization. (85-12) 

Response: The Springs desired condition has been edited to incorporate your suggestions. See FW-Rip-
Spr-DC-2. 

Concern Statement #20: In the revised plan, the Forest Service should revise the footnote associated 
with plan objectives in the section on Springs to read: "Where there is a structure in place to utilize 
water from a spring as a water source, the spring and any immediate associated riparian habitat 
should be protected, by fencing if necessary, and water should be piped out of the riparian area to 
avoid trampling of the riparian area around the spring.” (85-13) 

Response: The language in the footnote in the Springs objective (see FW-Rip-Spr-O-1) has been edited to 
incorporate your suggestions and incorporated into FW-Rip-Spr-G-4. 

Concern Statement #21: The Forest Service should provide additional detail on how to construct 
fences that reduce impacts to wildlife. (85-14) 

Response: The language in the Springs guideline has been edited to incorporate your suggestions. And, 
the guideline was moved to the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section (see FW-WFP-G-5), where it addresses 
all structural improvements that could impact wildlife, not just structural improvements associated with 
springs. 

Concern Statement #24: In the revised plan, the Forest Service should clarify what the phrase “do 
not significantly impact” means in a guideline intended to minimize recreational impacts in 
riparian areas. There is no quantitative measure or standard for what is “significant.” The 
guideline should be written to say no or minimal impact instead. (85-26) 

Response: The language in the Riparian Forest Type guideline has been adjusted in response to your 
suggestion. The revised guideline has been moved to the Riparian Forest Types subsection of the Riparian 
Areas section of the plan. See FW-Rip-RipType-G-3.  

Concern Statement #36: In the revised plan, the Forest Service should adjust the General 
Description and Background for wetlands to clarify that wetlands are often (rather than the term 
‘generally’) disconnected from groundwater. The term “ephemeral wetlands” might be more 
accurate to describe sites like Allan Lake, the Anderson Mesa wetlands, and Roger’s and Duck 
lakes. (85-6) 
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Response: The General Description and Background for the Wetlands section has been adjusted to 
acknowledge that these areas are inundated by surface or ground water. Cienegas are identified as a type 
of spring and are addressed in the Springs section. 

Concern Statement #37: In the revised plan, the Forest Service should adjust the General 
Description and Background for wetlands to clarify that the greatest threat and direct cause of 
wetland loss is the channelization and draining of wetlands as well as the lowering of water tables 
by stream down-cutting and incision. These are greater threats than the disturbances listed in the 
draft plan: grazing, road-building, and stock tank construction. (85-7) 

Response: The General Description and Background for the Wetlands section has been adjusted to 
incorporate your comment regarding channelization and lowering of water tables. 

Concern Statement #38: In the revised plan, the Forest Service should modify the livestock 
watering portion of the first desired condition in the section on Wetlands. The sentence that states 
“Wetlands provide water storage, wildlife habitat, recreation, fisheries, and livestock watering" 
should be modified to read “….and water for livestock grazing” so there is greater consistency with 
desired conditions in the revised plan and regional and national Forest direction and policy. (85-8) 

Response: The reference to “livestock watering” in the General Description and Background for the 
Wetlands section has been removed. 

Concern Statement #39: The Forest Plan should use a generally accepted definition of cienega, such 
as the one developed by Mitsch and Gosselink 2007. Another acceptable option would be to include 
the definition used in the Kaibab National Forest Plan: “The wetland/cienega vegetation 
communities are associated with perennial springs or headwater streams where groundwater 
intersects the surface and creates pools of standing water, sometimes with channels flowing between 
pools.” (85-9) 

Response: In response to the comment, cienega has been added to the Glossary for the Forest Plan, which 
defines cienegas as spring-fed wet meadows and cienega is included in the General Description and 
Background for Springs as a spring type. This is consistent with Stevens and Meretsky (2008). Plan 
components for cienegas have been moved from the Wetlands section to the Springs section. The General 
Description and Background for Springs describes springs as “ surface-linked ecosystems where ground 
water reaches and usually flows from the earth’s surface in complex, and sometimes lengthy, flow paths 
through subsurface structural, geochemical, and geomorphic environments” (from Stevens and Meretsky 
2008) and includes cienegas as a helocrene spring type (one of 10 types on the forest), which emerges 
from low-gradient wetlands; often with indistinct or multiple sources. Management direction for springs 
(which includes cienegas as one of the types) can be found in the FW-Rip-Spring section. 

Concern Statement #40: In the revised plan, the Forest Service should modify guidelines in the 
section for Wetland/Cienega and Reservoirs/Lakes to add “managed herbivory” (i.e., livestock or 
elk) as a tool to restore waterfowl nesting habitat; remove vegetation, and maintain wetland 
conditions that provide open water, cover, and other beneficial habitat for wildlife. (85-10) 

Response: In response to this comment, this guideline was merged with several other plan components to 
create a more strategic guideline that addresses all riparian areas and any activities that could impact their 
natural functions or the habitat they provide. See FW-Rip-All-G-2. 

Concern Statement #44: Under Desired Conditions for Water Quality and Water Quantity, the first 
condition states, “Adequate quantity and timing of water flows are maintained to retain or enhance 
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ecological functions, including aquatic species and riparian vegetation consistent with existing 
water rights and claims.” We recommend removing the word “adequate” unless it is referencing a 
legal or specific definition. Otherwise, the desired condition should be the “quantity and timing of 
water flows….” (86-8)  

Response: As suggested, the word “adequate” was removed from the first sentence in this desired 
condition. See FW-Water-DC-6 for the revised version of this desired condition in the Water section. 

Concern Statement #45: We recommend re-wording desired condition number 3 to state, “Water 
rights are sought and procured and existing instream water rights are maintained to ensure that 
enough water is guaranteed to provide for habitat and other forest needs, over the long term.” (86-
9) 

Response: As recommended, this desired condition was adjusted. However, in its adjusted state, this plan 
component is more appropriate as a guideline that was moved to the Water section. See FW-Water-G-3. 

Concern Statement #46: The Forest Plan should provide a citation to support the guideline that at 
least 80 percent of total streambank linear distance should be maintained. (86-10) 

Response: After reviewing this guideline in response to your comment, the guideline was edited and the 
reference to 80 percent of total streambank linear distance was removed. Furthermore, because this 
guideline applies to streamcourses, it was moved to the Streams subsection in the Riparian section of the 
Forest Plan. See FW Rip-Strm-G-1. 

Concern Statement #47: We recommend re-wording guideline number 5 to simply state “Within 
existing water rights, excess water should be allowed to flow freely back into the existing channel, 
spring, and riparian habitat to maintain and improve water quality, water quantity, and timing of 
flows for aquatic species and associated habitat.” (86-12) 

Response: This guideline has been adjusted to incorporate your suggestion. See FW-Water-G-6. 

Concern Statement #48: In the General Description and Background for Stream Ecosystems, the 
Forest Plan should use the term “functioning” instead of “healthy.”(86-13) 

Response: The General Description and Background section for the Streams subsection has been edited 
and “healthy” has been removed as a description in response to your comment. See General Description 
and Background for Stream Ecosystems in the Riparian Areas section. 

Concern Statement #49: In desired condition number 5, we recommend modifying sentence three to 
state “Flooding creates a mix of stream substrates for fish habitat, and sites for germination and 
establishment of riparian vegetation.” (86-14) 

Response: The desired condition has been adjusted to incorporate your suggestion. See FW-Rip-Strm-
DC-2. 

Concern Statement #68: The Forest Plan should adjust the riparian guideline that addresses 
modifications to riparian vegetation (see Draft Revised Plan FW-Veg-Rip-G-3) to acknowledge that 
vegetation management is necessary and appropriate in utility corridors. (69-3) 

Response: The Riparian guideline has not been adjusted in response to this comment. The Riparian 
guideline referenced in the comment was intended to address potential grazing impacts to riparian areas. 
For that reason, it would be inappropriate and confusing to insert language about vegetation management 
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in utility corridors. To emphasize that this guideline is focused on livestock grazing, it has been moved to 
the Livestock Grazing section. However, the concern relating to vegetation management associated with 
utility corridors near riparian areas is addressed by a Special Uses desired condition that acknowledges 
need and legal mandate to manage vegetation in utility and energy corridors. See FW-SpecUse-DC-2. 

Concern Statement #52: We recommend re-wording desired condition six to state, “Plant cover 
protects the banks, edges, and shorelines of springs. Plant distribution and occurrence is resilient to 
natural disturbances.” (86-19) 

Response: The desired condition has been adjusted to address your suggestion. See FW-Rip-All-DC-5. 

Concern Statement #53: The third guideline for Springs states “Open vegetative conditions in the 
watersheds surrounding springs should be maintained to raise the water table.” It is unclear what 
scale or vegetation type this is referring or what is meant by “open.” In order to avoid issues in 
implementation, we recommend modifying this guideline to clarify when it is being followed and 
when it is appropriate to deviate from it. (86-20) 

Response: The guideline has been adjusted to incorporate your suggestion. See FW-Rip-Spr-G-1. 

Concern Statement #54: One of the identified management approaches for springs is “work with 
partners and stakeholders to develop strategies for restoration of upland watersheds to improve 
spring flows.” Restoration, even as defined in the Draft Revised Plan, is a difficult goal and what is 
considered restoration in many vegetative communities is still not well-understood. It is also 
possible that restoration objectives in upland areas may not improve spring flows (e.g., spring flow 
may be impacted by groundwater pumping in the area). We recommend this management 
approach be modified to reflect the complexity of the issue surrounding upland restoration and 
potential modification of spring flows. (86-21)  

Response: The management approach has been adjusted to address this comment. The adjusted 
management approach no longer speaks solely to restoration of upland watersheds. It can be found in the 
FW-Rip-Spr section and states the following:  

Continue working with partners and stakeholders, including tribes, to inventory, classify, assess, 
and prioritize springs and recharge areas for restoration, and to implement restoration activities. 
Include consideration of rare and endemic species when evaluating springs for restoration. 

The complexity of springs is also reflected in plan components that refer to waterflow patterns, recharge 
rates, discharge, geochemistry, natural solar energy budgets, topography, endemic species, and perched 
water bearing zones. See FW-Rip-Spr-DC-1, 2, 3, and 5, and FW-Rip-Spr-G-1. 

Concern Statement #58: The Forest Plan desired condition for Springs (see Draft Revised Plan FW-
Aq-Spr-DC-1) should be adjusted to characterize springs as providing functioning habitat, not 
healthy habitat. The Forest Plan should also define what desirable non-native species (referenced in 
this desired condition) would occur at springs. (86-17) 

Response: The Springs section in the Forest Plan has been modified to incorporate this concept. The plan 
component has been clarified to indicate that functional soil, water, and vegetative resources are the 
desired condition. See FW-Rip-Spr-DC-1. 

Furthermore, FW-Rip-Spr-DC-2 references native aquatic and riparian species. A guideline would 
prevent the introduction or spread of disease, invasive, or undesirable species. See FW-Rip-Spr-G-3. A 
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definition for desirable non-native species has been added to the Glossary, but the term is no longer used 
in the Springs section. 

Concern Statement #67: The Forest Plan should recognize that vegetation management is necessary 
in around springs that occur within utility corridors. (69-1) 

Response: Adding a plan component to the Springs section as suggested would limit the suggested 
direction to areas with springs. To provide more strategic and comprehensive coverage, one of the desired 
conditions in the Special Uses section was adjusted to acknowledge the legal mandates that apply to 
vegetation clearing for utility and energy transmission. See FW-SpecUse-DC-2. 

Concern Statement #55: The Forest Service should clearly identify existing groundwater policy. The 
Forest Plan should include additional plan direction to protect groundwater resources on the forest, 
to require monitoring (including monitoring of wells on lands surrounding the Forest), and 
coordination on groundwater and surface water preservation. (74-55, 74-56, 74-59, 74-62, 74-64) 

Response: Forest Service Manual direction for groundwater is located in FSM 2880, Minerals and 
Geology, Chapter 2880 - Geologic Resources, Hazards, and Services. In this context, the term “geologic” 
applies to geology and all its subdisciplines, including hydrogeology (subsurface waters). FSM 2880 
references three technical guides: the Technical Guide to Managing Ground Water Resources, 
Groundwater-Dependent Ecosystems: Level I Inventory Field Guide, and Groundwater-Dependent 
Ecosystems: Level II Inventory Field Guide (USDA Forest Service 2007, 2012a and b).  

FSM 2540 provides additional direction for groundwater resources in the context of water developments 
on and off National Forest System (NFS) lands where the NFS has a role in water development or 
transport. This direction requires consideration of ground and surface water interactions where surface 
and groundwater are connected. It further recognizes the importance of groundwater in sustaining aquatic 
and riparian ecosystems. 

In general, because existing law, regulation, and policy already articulates other guidance with which the 
Forest must comply, the direction from those authorities is not repeated in the Forest Plan. As reminders 
of these other obligations, appendix D in the Forest Plan lists many of these other authorities. For 
example, references to FSM 2880 and FSM 2540 are included in the Watersheds and Water, Constructed 
Waters, Riparian Areas section in appendix D of the Forest Plan.  

While most of the Forest's groundwater policy is located in the referenced Forest Service Manuals, the 
Forest Plan contains direction related to groundwater, water flow, and water supply. For example, several 
desired conditions support conditions that facilitate groundwater recharge. See FW-Water-DC-3, FW-Rip-
Strm-DC-3, and FW-Rip-Spr-DC-3. Furthermore, several management approaches in Water and 
Watersheds remind forest managers to:  

• File for water rights on appropriable waters following State procedures. Complete all 
documentation required for the adjudication process in the Little Colorado and Gila River (Verde 
watershed) specified by the courts. 

• Prioritize streams for water right filing based on risk of diversion and subsequent onsite loss of 
water, and habitat for threatened and endangered aquatic species. Complete required stream gaging 
and file applications on priority streams. Gaging, filing, and any associated adjudication are 
completed as budgets allow.  

• Participate in State water rights adjudications and settlement discussions for negotiating water 
rights settlements outside of extended adjudication. 
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• Secure water rights through purchase or severance and transfer when additional sources are needed. 

• Consider water rights during project planning and implementation. 

• Maintain and annually update an inventory of all water rights on the forest. 

• Coordinate with Federal, county, and state organizations and interested stakeholders with respect to 
groundwater and surface water issues including preservation, water quantity and timing of flows. 

The Forest Plan includes a Monitoring Plan in chapter 5 that was developed to meet the requirements of 
the National Forest Management Act and the 1982 Planning Rule. In response to these comments, the 
Monitoring Plan has been adjusted. To monitor demand on water resources on the Coconino NF, the 
Monitoring Plan includes the following question: 

How many water rights have been procured or how many water rights filings have been done (by 
Forest Service and by others)? 

To monitor water flow and water supply in streams on the Coconino NF, the Monitoring Plan includes the 
following question: 

What are surface water trends for Oak Creek, Wet Beaver Creek, and Fossil Creek? 

These streams were chosen because there is ongoing water flow monitoring and due to their ecological 
and social importance. Changes in the trends for base flows or peak flows in these streams could be 
indicators for broader trends on the Forest. Identification of management options in response to base 
flows would be developed at the project level based on site-specific information. 

Finally, the Forest acknowledges the value of USGS's Regional Groundwater-Flow Model of the 
Redwall-Muav, Coconino, and Alluvial Basin Aquifer Systems of Northern and Central Arizona (2011). 
The Forest uses this flow model when evaluating the potential impacts of projects or activities on the 
Forest. As with FSM 2880 and FSM 2540, this flow model is referenced in the Watersheds and Water, 
Constructed Waters, Riparian Areas section in appendix D of the Forest Plan. 

Concern Statement #71: The general description for stream ecosystems (pages 21-22) does a good 
job of pointing out the ecological importance of this ecosystem, and the Desired Conditions are very 
thorough and appropriate, however, given their importance as cited, it seems as if there should be at 
least some basic Objectives, Guidelines, Standards, and or Management Approaches, as there are 
only Desired Conditions. Perhaps this is intentional assuming these are being left to the subsequent, 
related ecosystems, i.e., springs and riparian, but if this is the case, this should be stated, or they can 
be added to this section, and re-stated in subsequent sections. (85-4) 

Response: In response to your comment, the Forest Plan was reviewed and most of the direction on 
stream ecosystems was gathered from other sections of the plan and grouped together in the Stream 
Ecosystems subsection of the Riparian Areas section. For example, guideline FW-Aq-Wat-G-2 was edited 
and moved to FW-Rip-Strm-G-1, and the aquatic management zone direction found in FW-Veg-Rip-All-
G-2 was edited and moved to FW-Rip-Strm-G-2. 

Concern Statement #74: The Forest Plan should include management direction for sinking streams. 
(80-15, 80-16) 

Response: A specific desired condition relating to “sinking streams” has not been added. However, the 
General Description and Background for the Geological Features section has been modified to 
specifically highlight sinking streams and the General Description and Background for the Stream 
Ecosystems section has been modified to direct the reader to the Geological Features section for sinking 
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streams. A guideline requires aquatic management zones to be applied to streamcourses to maintain 
conditions in connected or downstream caves or karst. See FW-BioPhys-Geo-G-8 which reads: 

Aquatic management zones or best management practices should be applied to perennial, 
intermittent, or ephemeral streamcourses, to maintain the chemical, physical, and biological 
conditions of connected or downstream caves, karst, and lava tubes. 

There is also plan direction related to aquatic management zones in the All Riparian and Stream 
Ecosystems subsections of the Riparian Areas section. See FW-RipAll-G-3 and FW-Rip-Strm-G-2. 

Concern Statement #76: The Forest Plan should develop an objective and standard related to the 
Water Quality and Water Quantity desired condition that addresses the sustainability of stream 
water quantity and to the occurrence of peak flows and flood potential within the range of historic 
variability. See Draft Revised Plan FW-Aq-Wat-DC-2. A monitoring program should be developed 
to determine if base flow levels are being maintained and to identify management options when 
base flows are not maintained. (74-63) 

Response: Standards and objectives in the Forest Plan have not been added in response to this concern. 
However, a management approach in Watersheds and Water has been modified to remind managers to: 

Coordinate with Federal, county, and State organizations and interested stakeholders with respect 
to groundwater and surface water issues including preservation, water quantity, and timing of 
flows. 

The Forest Plan addresses base flow, water quantity, peak flows and flooding through a focus on properly 
functioning soil, vegetation, streams, and riparian within watersheds that would support base flow, 
precipitation infiltration and groundwater recharge. There is also a focus on characteristic disturbances. 
See FW-Eco-DC-1-3; FW-Water-DC-1, 3 and G-1; MA-VerdeV-DC-1. 

The natural role of water, and channel and floodplain maintenance is highlighted in the sections on All 
Riparian and Stream Ecosystems. See FW-Rip-All-DC-1 and 2; FW-Rip-Strm-DC-1, 3; and FW-Rip-
RipType-DC-2. 

Desired conditions for properly functioning vegetation occurs in individual ERUs, but the section titled 
All Terrestrial ERUs is comprehensive. See FW-TerrERU-All-DC-1 and 2. 

Other plan components contribute to having sufficient base flow and rapid recovery from disturbances. 
These include procurement of instream flow water rights, monitoring best management practices to 
maintain water quantity, and requiring excess water to remain or be allowed to flow freely into natural 
channels and habitat to maintain and improve water quantity. See FW-Water-G-1, 3, 4, and 6.  

Desired conditions in the Soil section promote properly functioning soils to infiltrate water and contribute 
to suitable hydrologic function; the soil objective focuses on soils that are not functioning properly. See-
FW-DC-2, 3 and FW-Soil-O-1. Water infiltration is also specifically highlighted in grassland and several 
terrestrial ERUs. See FW-TerrERU-Grass-DC-5, 6; FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-2 and 10; FW-TerrERU-MC-
MCFF-DC-4, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCA-DC-4; FW-TerrERU-SF-DC-4; and MA-InBsn-DC-2. 

The monitoring strategy in chapter 5 of the Forest Plan includes a monitoring question regarding the 
surface water trends for Oak Creek, Wet Beaver Creek, and Fossil Creek. These streams were chosen 
because there is ongoing water flow monitoring and due to their ecological and social importance. 
Changes in the trends for base flows or peak flows in these streams could be indicators for broader trends 
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on the forest. Identification of management options in response to base flows would be developed at the 
project level based on site-specific information. 

Concern Statement #78: The General Description and Background for the Stream Ecosystems 
section in the Draft Revised Plan should incorporate the following sentence into the paragraph that 
describes what riparian areas contribute to the ecosystem: “They provide wildlife habitat, increased 
biodiversity, and wildlife corridors, enabling aquatic, riparian, and terrestrial organisms to move 
along river systems and thus avoiding isolated communities.” (85-3) 

Response: This information has been incorporated into the General Description and Background for All 
Riparian Areas. Stream Ecosystems are a subsection of All Riparian Areas. 

Concern Statement #79: In the revised plan, the Forest Service should clarify the distinction 
between a designated municipal watershed and a municipal water supply, and should include 
municipal watersheds under special use authorization in addition to areas that have surface water 
impoundments that provide municipal water, such as C.C. Cragin Reservoir. A reference to C.C. 
Cragin Reservoir should be added to the Upper Clear Creek General Description and the General 
Description and Background for Water Quality, Water Quantity, and Aquatic Systems. (78-2, 82-11, 
82-15, 82-19) 

Response: The General Description and Background section for the Watersheds and Water section has 
been adjusted to address your concern. In recognition of the unique management concerns associated with 
the watersheds that serve the C.C. Crain Reservoir, Upper and Lower Lake Mary, and the Inner Basin, the 
Forest has identified these watersheds as separate management areas. See response to Concern #17 for 
additional information on these management areas. As adjusted, the General Description and Background 
section for the Watersheds and Water section recognizes that the watersheds within the C.C. Cragin 
Watersheds, Inner Basin Watershed, and Lake Mary Watersheds Management Areas contribute water to 
public water systems. 

Concern Statement #80: Upper Lake Mary, the Woody Mountain Well Field, and the Lake Mary 
Well Field should be included in the discussions on municipal watersheds and municipal water 
supplies in the General Description and Background for the Watersheds section in the Forest Plan. 
(78-4) 

Response: References to these areas have been incorporated into the General Description and 
Background sections of the relevant management areas. Upper Lake Mary and the Lake Mary Well Field 
are recognized as sources of water for the City of Flagstaff in the General Description and Background 
section of the Lake Mary Watersheds Management Area. The Woody Mountain Well Field is recognized 
as a source of water for the City of Flagstaff in the General Description and Background section of the 
Pine Belt Management Area. 

Concern Statement #81: The Forest Plan should address water sources for municipalities in the 
Conditions and Trends section in Chapter 1. (82-9) 

Response: This Background section in the Forest Plan is a summary of trends and conditions that were 
identified in the early phases of the planning effort and is accurate as written. Although this section does 
not specifically mention water sources for municipalities or C.C. Cragin, the Forest Plan provides 
direction that addresses water sources for municipalities. See the forestwide direction in the Watersheds 
and Water section and the management area direction in the Inner Basin, Lake Mary Watersheds, and 
C.C. Cragin Watersheds Management Areas. 
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Concern Statement #85: The Forest Plan should recognize that coordination on water quality 
should address more than just the threat of fertilizers to downstream resources on the forest. (82-
17) 

Response: The management approach has been adjusted to incorporate your suggestions. See FW-Water-
Management Approach, which states: 

Collaborate with volunteers, other agencies, private landowners, and other stakeholders on 
education, interpretation, and monitoring relating to water quality, public health, and fish and 
wildlife habitat especially in regards to threats to water quality from leaking septic tank systems; 
threats to water supply and water quality from wildfires; threats to downstream resources from 
the use of fertilizers; and threats to health and resources from improper disposal of diapers and 
other garbage or when state water quality standards have been exceeded. 

Concern Statement #86: Chapter 2. Forestwide Management, page 23 - General Description for 
Wetland/Cienega and Reservoirs/Lakes: add C.C. Cragin as impoundment for municipal water use. 
(82-18) 

Response: Reservoirs and other constructed waters have been reorganized into a new section titled 
“Constructed Waters.” The General Description and Background section of the Constructed Waters 
section lists the 14 reservoirs on the Coconino NNF, including the C.C. Cragin Reservoir. 

Concern Statement #87: The management approach in the Watersheds section of the Draft Revised 
Plan should be adjusted to list the United States Geological Survey (USGS) as one of the entities 
that will be coordinated with on long-term and landscape studies of watershed function. The USGS 
Western Science Center is currently collaborating with the Coronado National Forest to conduct 
relatively inexpensive and effective remote sensing techniques for evaluating hydrological 
conditions at the 4th and 5th HUC code scale. (85-2) 

Response: The management approach has been adjusted to incorporate a reference to the U.S. Geological 
Survey as suggested. See FW-Water-Management Approaches, which states: 

Coordinate with the Rocky Mountain Research Station, U.S. Geological Survey and other research 
organizations on long-term and landscape studies of watershed function. 

Concern Statement #101: The Forest Service should consider an alternative that prohibits new road 
construction, restricts increases in road density in key watersheds, encourages a reduction in road 
density to less than two miles per square mile, and includes management approaches prioritizing 
the removal of roads that are affecting aquatic ecosystem functions. (84-65, 84-103) 

Response: An alternative to forbid new road construction was considered to not be feasible. See “No road 
construction” in the Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Study section in chapter 2 of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. For example, new road construction may be required when access to a 
particular resource or private inholding is needed. New motorized trails may be needed to provide 
motorized recreation opportunities, including destinations and loops. Alternatives B (modified), C, and D 
address the impacts of roads and motorized trails on forest resources. Any new road or motorized trail 
construction would only be authorized following project-level NEPA analysis and would be accomplished 
using best management practices to minimize resource impacts while providing for forest access needs. 

An alternative establishing limits on road density was not considered because road impacts to both 
wildlife and watersheds are more complex than simple road densities and may be equally affected by road 
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design and location, therefore consideration of specifying road densities was eliminated from further 
deliberation in the action alternatives. See “Specification of road densities” in the Alternatives Eliminated 
from Detailed Study section in chapter 2 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement for additional 
information. While alternative A (1987 plan), however, does include standards and guidelines related to 
road densities, all alternatives include language to mitigate road impacts to wildlife and watersheds. For 
example, alternatives B (modified), C, and D contain many components that address sediment that may be 
associated with the management of roads and infrastructure. See FW-Rip-All-DC-1, FW-Rip-All-G-2, 
FW-Rip-Strm-DC-3, FW-Rip-Strm-G-2, and FW-RdsFac-G-2. In addition, chapter 4 of the Forest Plan, 
under Recreation and Transportation Suitability, clarifies that the decisions associated with the Travel 
Management Rule and subsequent updates, designate roads, trails, and areas suitable for motorized 
vehicle use.  

Development of an alternative with management approaches prioritizing the removal of roads that are 
affecting aquatic ecosystem functions is not necessary because such a management approach is already 
included in most of the action alternative. Alternatives B (modified), C, and D include a management 
approach in the Roads and Facilities section that reminds forest managers to prioritize the naturalization 
of decommissioned roads that are affecting aquatic ecosystem functions. It states: 

Factors in prioritizing the naturalization of decommissioned and unauthorized roads include the 
following: 

• Watershed Condition 

♦ Soils that are receiving, or are expected to receive, damage to the extent that soil 
productivity is or will be significantly impaired outside of the road prism. 

♦ Riparian areas (e.g., springs, wetlands, or stream reaches) that are impaired or non-
attaining due to sedimentation or alterations to hydrology related to the road. 

♦ Meadows at the TES montane meadows polygon map unit scale that are likely to be or 
are being damaged. 

♦ Poorly located, designed, or maintained roads connected to downstream impaired or 
non-attaining waters, where potential for increased runoff and sedimentation is high. 

Alternatives B (modified), C, and D reiterate that the process established under the Travel Management 
Rule that identifies roads to remain open and, by default, roads that can be decommissioned. The analyses 
associated with the Travel Management Rule would also address issues associated with legacy roads and 
sedimentation into drainages and key watersheds. 

Water Quality 
Concern Statement #125: The Forest Plan should require the analysis of management effects to 
both water quality and quantity before approval or adoption of any site-specific action. (84-99) 

Response: No change to the Forest Plan has been made in response to this comment. It is not necessary to 
include a general requirement in the Forest Plan to consider management effects to water quality and 
water quantity in every site-specific action. Resources that are potentially affected by a site-specific 
proposal are identified through internal and public scoping. If it is determined that water quality and/or 
water quantity may be impacted by the proposal, then they will be addressed in the environmental 
analysis that is prepared in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act. 
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Concern Statement #88: The Forest Service should require implementation of total maximum daily 
loads (TMDL) recommendations and explain how TMDLs will be implemented. (56-25, 74-21, 84-
56) 

Response: A guideline in the Watersheds and Water section has been adjusted to address these comments. 
The word “considered” has been replaced with “implemented.” See FW-Water-G-5.  

The Forest Plan establishes a framework and strategy for management activities but generally does not 
prescribe specific approaches, such as how to implement a TMDL. Implementation would be worked out 
at the project level. There are several management approaches related to TMDLs to provide input and 
recommend strategies for, and to implement existing TMDLs in Watersheds and Water, and Stream 
Ecosystems. These management approaches remind forest managers to: 

Provide input and recommend strategies for implementation plans as required by Arizona Revised 
Statute 49-234 for existing TMDLs to provide strategies to reduce existing pollutant loads 
identified in TMDLs and to be in compliance with applicable water quality standards for impaired 
waters. 

Coordinate with the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality to monitor and achieve 
acceptable total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) suspended sediment concentration in the Verde 
River. 

Concern Statement #89: In the revised plan, the Forest Service should broaden the definition of 
“ground-disturbing activities” because the current definition is too narrow to fully encompass the 
numerous activities that may disturb soil. (56-26, 84-57) 

Response: The guideline has been adjusted to address your concern that, as defined, the term “ground-
disturbing activities” is too narrow and would not protect water quality. The guideline has been rewritten 
to incorporate your suggestions. See FW-Water-G-4. In addition, the term “ground-disturbing” has been 
removed from the glossary. The definition was too narrowly focused on impacts to archaeological sites 
and did not fully encompass other actions that could impair water quality or impact other resources. 

Concern Statement #104: The guideline in the Sedona/Oak Creek Management Area in the Forest 
Plan that addresses vehicle crossings of Dry Creek (see Draft Revised Plan, MA-SedOak-G-7) 
should be changed to a standard that prohibits vehicle crossings because of concern for water 
quality. (74-101) 

Response: After reviewing this guideline in response to your comment, it was determined that water 
quality concerns are already adequately addressed by forestwide plan direction. See FW-Soil-G-1, FW-
Water-G-4, FW-Rip-Strm-G-2, FW-RdsFac-G-1, 2, 5, and FW-Rec-All-G-2. Because the water quality 
concerns associated with Dry Creek are already addressed by forestwide plan direction, this guideline was 
removed from the Forest Plan. 

Concern Statement #105: The Forest Service should manage roads and infrastructure to reduce 
sediment pollution. (56-18, 84-48) 

Response: The Forest Plan contains many components that address sediment that may be associated with 
the management of roads and infrastructure. See FW-Rip-All-DC-1, FW-Rip-All-G-2, FW-Rip-Strm-DC-
3, FW-Rip-Strm-G-2, and FW-RdsFac-G-2. In addition, chapter 4 of the Forest Plan, under Recreation 
and Transportation Suitability, clarifies that the decisions associated with the Travel Management Rule 
and subsequent updates, designate roads, trails, and areas suitable for motorized vehicle use. The analyses 
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associated with the Travel Management Rule would also address issues associated with legacy roads and 
sedimentation into drainages. 

Concern Statement #106: The Plan should include direction to address E. coli pollution in streams. 
(56-27, 56-28, 84-58, 84-59) 

Response: Arizona Department of Water Resources is responsible for monitoring water quality. Local 
county health departments are responsible for advisories restricting designated uses such as swimming. 
Two Management Approaches were added to the Watersheds and Water section, which state: 

• Collaborate with volunteers, other agencies, private landowners, and other stakeholders on 
education, interpretation, and monitoring relating to water quality, public health, and fish and 
wildlife habitat especially in regards to threats to water quality from leaking septic tank systems; 
threats to water supply and water quality from wildfires; threats to downstream resources from the 
use of fertilizers; and threats to health and resources from improper disposal of diapers and other 
garbage or when state water quality standards have been exceeded. 

• Provide input and recommend strategies for implementation plans as required by Arizona Revised 
Statute 49-234 for existing TMDLs to provide strategies to reduce existing pollutant loads 
identified in TMDLs and to be in compliance with applicable water quality standards for impaired 
waters. 

Restricting access and human use is an action that could be taken if water quality is not in desired 
condition. A decision to implement these type of restrictions would be based on site-specific information 
and analysis.  

The Forest Plan has several plan components relating to water quality including meeting or exceeding 
Arizona water quality standards, improving water quality, and implementing approved total maximum 
daily load recommendations for impaired or non-attaining waters. See FW-Water-DC-7, FW-Water-G-5, 
FW-Rip-All-DC-3 and 4. A guideline in the Oak Creek Management Area would require recreation 
management to maintain water quality. See MA-OakCrk-G-9. Finally, an item in the Monitoring Plan 
would track Forest changes to Arizona Department of Environmental Quality impaired or non-attaining 
list. 

Concern Statement #121: The Forest Service should provide information on the current condition 
of riparian and aquatic ecosystems and associated aquatic species and describe the successes and 
failures of current management. The Forest Service should also discuss the effects of livestock 
grazing, historical pollution from mining activities, motorized recreation, and climate change on 
riparian ecosystems and associated aquatic species. (84-34, 84-37) 

Response: The environmental impact statement includes a summary of the current condition of riparian 
and aquatic ecosystems on the Coconino NF in the Watersheds and Water and Riparian Areas sections in 
chapter 2. Additional information on current conditions is available in the Water Quality, Quantity and 
Watershed Specialist Report (2016), the Riparian Specialist Report (2016), the Analysis of the 
Management Situation (2010), and the Ecological Sustainability Report (2009).  

The environmental impact statement also includes a summary of the current condition of aquatic species 
in the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section in chapter 2. Additional information on the aquatic species 
associated with the riparian and aquatic ecosystems on the Coconino NF is available in the Aquatics 
Species Specialist Report (2016), the Biological Assessment (2016), the Analysis of the Management 
Situation (2010), and the Ecological Sustainability Report (2009). 
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In preparation for forest plan revision, the Coconino NF identified guidance in the 1987 plan that is 
working, new conditions that need to be addressed, and ongoing challenges that could be better addressed. 
This preparatory work is documented in the Analysis of the Management Situation, completed in May 
2010 (USDA Forest Service 2010a). Through the Analysis of the Management Situation the Coconino NF 
identified current ecological and socioeconomic conditions and trends taking place on the Forest and the 
associated “needs for change” to be addressed in the revised plan. The needs for change are grouped 
under three broad revision topics: (1) recreation, (2) forest community interaction, and (3) maintenance 
and improvement of ecosystem health. See the Needs for Change section in chapter 1 of the 
environmental impact statement and the Analysis of the Management Situation for additional information 

The effects of human-related impacts, livestock grazing and motorized recreation, on riparian and aquatic 
ecosystems and associated aquatic species are discussed in the Watersheds and Water, Riparian Areas, and 
Wildlife, Fish, and Plants sections in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement. Additional 
information on the effects to riparian and aquatic ecosystems and associated aquatic species is available in 
Water Quality, Quantity and Watershed Specialist Report (2016), the Riparian Specialist Report (2016), 
the Aquatics Species Specialist Report (2016), and the Biological Assessment (2016). 

The potential consequences of climate change to riparian and aquatic ecosystems on the Coconino NF are 
discussed in the Climate Change section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement. The potential 
consequences of climate change to aquatic species are discussed in the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section 
in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement. 
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Wildland Fire Management 
Concern Statement #96: The Forest Plan should have more information on post-fire restoration of 
critical water supply facilities. (78-6) 

Response: Direction for post-fire restoration is covered under Forest Service Manual and Handbook 
direction for Watershed Protection and Management. See Forest Service Manual 2500 Watershed and Air 
Management Chapter 2520 Watershed Protection and Management and Forest Service Handbook 2509.13 
Burned Area Emergency Response (BAER) Handbook. Post-fire evaluation and recommendations are 
done on a fire-specific basis and not addressed in the Forest Plan. During BAER analysis, critical values, 
resources, and threats are identified. Values (life, safety, property, etc.) and resources (natural or cultural) 
are described in terms of the nature and magnitude of the threat. Water supply facilities could be 
identified as values at risk and emergency treatments could be proposed to alleviate the risk. 

Concern Statement #141: The Forest Service should not equate post-fire logging with restoration 
and should consider the potential environmental impacts of post-fire logging. (84-66, 84-72) 

Response: Whether post-fire salvage logging is characterized as ecological restoration will be determined 
at the project level. The Forest Plan provides desired conditions that will guide future management. If 
post-fire salvage logging is pursued under the Forest Plan, it will need to meet or move toward the desired 
conditions in the Forest Plan. A management approach in the All Ecosystems section reminds forest 
managers: 

Following large or uncharacteristic disturbance events, focus management actions on human 
health and safety, long-term restoration, soil and watershed stabilization, restoration or protection 
of ecosystem processes and resource values. 

Whether the proposed logging meets or moves the project area toward the desired conditions in the Forest 
Plan will be determined at the project level based on impacts and other information disclosed in site-
specific analysis. 

Concern Statement #201: The revised Plan should promote fire for the restoration of grasslands to 
restore their natural composition, structure, and function. (56-48) 

Response: The desired conditions in the revised Forest Plan for grasslands acknowledge that frequent 
surface fires are desirable in all grassland ERUs except for Verde Formation soils. See FW-TerrERU-
Grass-DC-2. Because invasive annual species can influence the spread, intensity, or severity of 
uncharacteristic fire, and increase in response to fire, fire may not always be the most appropriate 
management tool. A desired condition for Fire Management promotes wildland fires burning within the 
historic fire regime of the vegetation communities affected. See FW-Fire-DC-2. The revised plan does not 
prohibit the use of wildfire managed for resource objectives in WUI like the current plan does, and 
promotes the use of naturally ignited fires in fire-adapted ERUs when burning conditions facilitate 
progress toward desired conditions. See FW-TerrERU-All G-2. A desired condition for All Terrestrial 
ERUs promotes natural and human disturbances that provide desired overall plant density, species 
composition and structure, and promotes the restoration of desired disturbance regimes (including fire) 
where practical. See FW-TerrERU-All-DC-2. 
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Concern Statement #203: The Forest Service should stop activities that may cause ecological harm 
and actively use wildland fire to achieve restoration. (56-34, 56-37, 56-39, 84-68) 

Response: The Forest Plan provides a comprehensive framework to guide future decisions on projects 
and activities on the Forest. The Forest Plan includes desired conditions for functioning and resilient 
resources based on a range of historic conditions. The Forest Plan includes other components that ensure 
that projects and activities are designed in a manner that maintains or moves the Forest toward these 
desired conditions and prevents ecological harm. 

In response to this comment, a definition for the term “restoration” has been added to the Glossary. It 
states that restoration is: 

The process of assisting in the recovery of an ecosystem that has been degraded, damaged, or 
destroyed (Society for Ecological Restoration International 2004). Ecological restoration focuses 
on establishing or re-establishing the composition, structure, pattern, and ecological processes 
necessary to facilitate terrestrial and aquatic ecosystem sustainability, resilience, and health under 
current and future conditions. 

The decision to restore an area and what techniques might be appropriate (e.g., active or passive 
restoration) would be made at the project level based on site-specific conditions, not at the plan level. 
Site-specific conditions would include current and desired vegetation conditions, fire or disturbance 
history, threats, and other resource values. The decision on whether wildland fire is the appropriate tool 
for use at a particular time and place is decided at the time of natural ignition. Wildland fire may be a tool 
in areas where mechanical treatments are not appropriate, such as in wilderness. Considerations in 
deciding whether wildland fire is an appropriate tool could include, but are not limited to, fuel loading, 
proximity of wildland-urban interface, threats to life and property, fire regime, capacity to manage the 
fire, and weather. 

The Forest Plan provides desired conditions that will guide future management. A desired condition in the 
Fire section acknowledges the desire for wildland fires to burn within the historic fire regime of the 
vegetation communities affected. See FW-Fire-DC-2. If wildland fire is used as a restoration tool under 
the Forest Plan, it will need to meet or move toward the desired conditions in the Forest Plan. Wildland 
fire may not always be the appropriate tool to achieve restoration in every situation. In areas where fire 
has been removed from the landscape over a long period of time, introducing fire without some level of 
mechanical treatment could result in uncharacteristic fire behavior, which would not meet the desired 
conditions of other resources or programs on the Forest. See FW-Eco-DC-3 and FW-TerrERU-DC-DC-3. 

Concern Statement #316: The Forest Plan should not create more quiet areas, but instead should 
provide for motorized access to respond to wildland fire and to maintain the Forest to reduce the 
potential for wildland fire hazards. (109-2) 

Response: Specific motorized use determinations are done through project-level decisionmaking, 
including the implementation of the Travel Management Rule (36 CFR §212). Motor vehicle use on the 
Forest has been and continues to be addressed through implementation of that rule.  

The Forest Plan has several components that address access for fire management activities. A desired 
condition in the Roads and Facilities section seeks to provide reasonable motorized access to the public, 
city, county, State, and other Federal entities for permissible uses, such as fire management. See FW-
RdsFac-DC-1. A standard included in that section prohibits motor vehicle use beyond the designated 
system of roads, trails, and areas, as defined on motor vehicle use maps. The standard includes an 
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exception for those uses authorized by law, permits, and orders in connection with resource management 
and public safety. See FW-Rec-Disp-S-1. 

Desired conditions for the wildland-urban interface promote safe and efficient suppression and the 
protection of human life and property. See FW-WUI-DC-1 and 2. 

There are also management approaches in Fire Management to facilitate responses to wildland fire and 
address safety concerns and access: 

Coordinate with other jurisdictions such as communities, service providers (infrastructure), and 
Federal, State, county, and local entities regarding prevention, preparedness, planned activities, 
and responses to wildland fires. Notify the above regarding the upcoming and ongoing fire season 
and any prescribed fire activity. 

Coordinate access for initial attack and suppression activities with responsible jurisdictions to 
reduce response times and address public and firefighter safety. 

Concern Statement #495: The Forest Plan should include direction on fire and its role in ecological 
processes. (65-9) 

Response: There are numerous places in the plan that address fire and its role in the ecological process, 
especially for fire-adapted ecosystems: FW-Eco-DC-1, FW-TerrERU-All-DC-2 and G-2, FW-TerrERU-
Grass-DC-2, FW-TerrERU-IC-DC-3, FW-TerrERU-PJ-DC-3, 8, 13, and 14, FW-TerrERU-AspMpl-DC-2, 
FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-3 and 11, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCFF-5 and 8, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCA-DC-4 and 7, 
and FW-TerrERU-SF-4, 5, and 8. 

In addition a management approach in All Terrestrial ERUs reminds managers that: 

Fire is essential for ecosystem function and for maintaining or moving toward desired conditions 
in ecosystems where fire is the primary natural disturbance. Primary natural disturbances in 
Desert Communities, Alpine Tundra, and riparian areas do not include fire, but rather include 
flooding, precipitation, temperature, wind, avalanches, and ultraviolet radiation. When used as a 
tool, fire can effectively restore forest structure when used alone or when combined with 
mechanical treatments. Mechanical treatments may be costly, so the capacity to implement such 
treatments across the landscape may be limited. Strategic placement and design of mechanical 
treatments increases their effectiveness in protecting values at risk. 

Concern Statement #667: The Forest Plan should clarify whether fire suppression of naturally 
ignited wildfires is considered a “decision” that requires consultation under Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act. (86-56) 

Response: Plan language has not been changed in response to this comment; however, the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement will clarify this issue. Acres of naturally ignited fire are included in the 
objectives for some ERUs. The acres of naturally ignited fires represent an estimate of acres in specific 
ERUs that could be burned based on historical use of naturally ignited fires. These acres were used in 
vegetation modelling. Although objectives are plan decisions, consultation on naturally ignited wildfires 
will occur separately from consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on the Forest Plan. 
Naturally ignited wildfires are considered an emergency action that requires expedited consultation and 
consultation occurs on a fire-specific basis. This is guided by 50 CFR 402.05 and direction in Forest 
Service Manual 2671.45f. The approach of the Forest Plan is to not repeat law, regulation, and policy.  
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Concern Statement #688: The Forest Service should assess more than the degree of fire regime 
departure from a narrowly defined historical condition (fire regime condition class) and disclose 
implications of climate change on wildland fire and management options in the future. (84-82) 

Response: The Vegetation and Fire section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement assesses 
other topics (e.g., hazards associated with wildland-urban interface, vegetation structure, and cumulative 
environmental consequences) in addition to the degree of fire regime departure from fire regime condition 
class (FRCC). The degree of departure from natural fire regimes expressed through FRCC is a useful 
approach to evaluate the resiliency of an ecosystem. The Air Quality section in chapter 3 of the 
environmental impact statement assesses air quality related to smoke from wildfires and prescribed fires. 

The environmental impact statement includes a section on Climate Change in chapter 3, which addresses 
both the potential impacts of climate change on the resources on the Forest and the potential impacts of 
forest management activities on climate change. This section acknowledges that climate change may 
result in considerable alterations to natural disturbance regimes and it provides examples of potential 
changes that may occur in the Southwest. This section also recognizes that the desired conditions 
associated with alternatives B (modified), C, and D integrate climate change and focus on resilience. 
These desired conditions would allow different management tools and activities, including the use of 
natural fire, as well as new research to be considered in order to continue making progress toward stated 
desired conditions, even if climate change or other disturbances were to affect forest conditions during the 
life of the Forest Plan. 

Wilderness Resources 
Concern Statement #13: The Forest Service should manage areas with wilderness character to 
protect them from impacts in the future. (5-4) 

Response: The Forest conducted a potential wilderness area evaluation as part of this forest plan revision 
effort. See the Potential Wilderness Area Evaluation Report (USDA Forest Service 2016) for the details 
on this effort. That evaluation was used to identify the potential wilderness areas that should be 
recommended. Alternative B (modified) includes three recommended wilderness areas and alternative C 
includes 13 recommended wilderness areas. These are the areas that were identified with sufficient 
wilderness character to consider recommending them for wilderness designation. Both of these 
alternatives include direction to manage these recommended wilderness areas to maintain their wilderness 
character. See SA-RWild-DC-1 through 6 and SA-RWild-G-1 through 5. These plan components will 
apply to the recommended wilderness areas until Congress decides whether to designate them as 
wilderness. If they are designated as wilderness, the plan components for designated wilderness would be 
applied. See the SA-Wild section of the Forest Plan. 

Concern Statement #139: The analysis in the Soils section in the environmental impact statement 
should acknowledge that areas recommended as wilderness or classified as semi-primitive non-
motorized on the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum provide most protection to impacts on soils 
from roads, motorized trails, and off road OHV traffic. (11-3) 

Response: The analysis in the Soil section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement does 
acknowledge that areas recommended as wilderness or classified as semi-primitive non-motorized 
(SPNM) on the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) provide the most protection to impacts on soils 
from roads, motorized trails, and off road OHV traffic. 

Furthermore, the Water and Watershed section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement goes on 
to say that with current implementation of the Travel Management Rule, existing camping corridors and 
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designated roads are already located in soils with low risk to soil productivity, and away from montane 
meadow soils, riparian areas, and connected waters, and these areas are already protected from OHV 
traffic. A possible increase in camping corridors or road designation would only occur on sites with low 
risk to soil productivity, riparian function, and water quality, and therefore, additional protection offered 
for camping corridors and future roads in recommended wilderness would not better protect soil 
productivity, riparian function, or water quality than if the areas were not recommended. In addition, the 
Recreation and Transportation Suitability table in chapter 4 of the Forest Plan identifies semi-primitive 
non-motorized (SPNM) ROS, recommended wilderness, and designated wilderness as not suitable for 
new motorized areas or permanent roads. Recommended wilderness and designated wilderness are also 
not suitable for temporary roads. Motorized use, mechanized use, and new roads are not allowed in 
designated wilderness. 

Soil conditions in areas recommended as wilderness or classified as SPNM on the ROS would not 
necessarily improve simply through these designations. Some impaired or unsatisfactory soils in areas 
recommended for designation as SPNM may be the result of high tree density or interruptions in fire 
return intervals and not the result of roads and motorized access. Without roads and motorized access in 
these areas, there would be fewer opportunities to conduct mechanical vegetation treatments or safely 
reintroduce fire, allowing impaired or unsatisfactory soil conditions to persist. For example, areas invaded 
by pinyon and juniper would likely continue to erode since vegetative treatments to reduce pinyon and 
juniper basal area and improve herbaceous ground cover would be less likely to occur. Where impaired or 
unsatisfactory soil conditions exist as a result of motorized access, these areas are likely to improve. 
Satisfactory soil condition in areas designated as SPNM would be maintained.  

Where impaired or unsatisfactory soils occur in wilderness areas, these conditions would likely persist, as 
it is very unlikely that treatments would be implemented in wilderness areas that would alter natural 
processes or wilderness character. Satisfactory soil condition in areas recommended as wilderness would 
be maintained.  

The proposed new wilderness areas are currently in areas with very little soil disturbance caused from 
human activities. Off-road motorized travel is already very limited under all alternatives due to 
implementation of the Travel Management Rule, and is generally only allowed on routes designated on 
the motor vehicle use map. Under alternative B (modified), Strawberry Crater addition and Davey's 
recommended wildernesses have no roads open for public or administrative use. The Abineau 
recommended wilderness area would only impact 0.1 mile of road open for administrative use and no 
roads open for public use. The removal of these limited number of miles do not result in an appreciable 
difference to soil condition at the forest level.  

Under alternative C, recommended wildernesses would impact 10.6 miles of road open to the public and 
an additional 5.1 miles of road available for administrative use. No roads are available for public or 
administrative use in Davey's, Abineau, Railroad Draw, Barbershop, and East Clear Creek. The majority 
of roads available for public use or administrative use are in Black Mountain and Cedar Bench with lesser 
amounts in the remaining recommended wildernesses. Impaired or unsatisfactory soil conditions as a 
result of motorized access would likely improve in localized areas within these areas.  

In alternative C, recommended wilderness may not confer additional protections to Barbershop and East 
Clear Creek recommended wildernesses because these areas overlap with existing inventoried roadless 
areas and both areas are designated as eligible wild and scenic rivers. Consequently, soil would be also 
protected from these other designations. Walker Mountain, Hackberry, and Cimarron-Boulder also 
overlap with existing inventoried roadless areas. 
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Concern Statement #265: Some commenters supported or opposed all or some of the recommended 
wilderness areas included in alternatives B and C. Some commenters suggested that additional 
recommended wilderness areas not be included in alternatives B and C be considered. Some 
commenters asked for more information on the rationale that was used to select recommended 
wilderness areas for the alternatives. One commenter suggested that surface and groundwater 
resources should be a factor considered when evaluating the capability of a potential wilderness 
area. (3-1, 4-1, 5-3, 13-3, 17-2, 24-6, 40-1, 48-8, 48-11, 49-3, 56-108, 56-109, 56-110, 56-111, 56-112, 
56-113, 56-114, 56-115, 56-116, 56-117, 56-118, 56-119, 56-120, 66-2, 67-2, 69-28, 69-31, 69-41, 69-43, 
71-2, 71-3, 71-7, 72-7, 74-20, 74-22, 74-23, 74-24-74-25- 74-28, 74-30, 74-31, 74-32, 74-33, 74-34, 74-
35, 74-36, 75-35, 75-36, 75-37, 77-5, 79-3, 79-4, 79-5, 82-3, 94-5, 94-12, 95-1, 1787-1) 

Response: The Forest received comments suggesting that some or all of the potential wilderness areas 
(PWAs) should be included or removed from the alternatives for a variety of reasons. The Forest was also 
asked to explain why some PWAs were included in alternative B as recommended wilderness areas while 
other, apparently similar, PWAs were not included in alternative B. One of the main questions centered on 
why some PWAs with an availability ranking of “medium” were included in alternative B while others 
were not. In response to these comments, the Forest reviewed the wilderness evaluation effort and 
identified ways to respond to these comments. 

The 1987 forest plan is being revised under the 1982 Planning Rule. The process for identifying and 
evaluating PWAs under the 1982 Planning Rule is described in Forest Service Handbook 1909.12 Chapter 
70 (effective date January 31, 2007). Following this process, the Forest prepared a Potential Wilderness 
Evaluation Report and a Wilderness Need Evaluation. These documents were used to determine which 
PWAs should be included in alternatives developed for the forest plan revision effort. The Wilderness 
Evaluation Report and Wilderness Need Evaluation are included in the project record and are available on 
the Coconino NF's website at: http://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=32780. 

The wilderness evaluation process began by inventorying the entire Forest to develop an initial list of 
PWAs. The inventory process is described in appendix A of the Wilderness Evaluation Report (USDA 
Forest Service 2016). The inventory criteria were applied based on local knowledge and judgment 
regarding unique, site-specific conditions of each area being considered for placement on the inventory of 
potential wilderness. This information was gathered using GIS data available at the time of the inventory 
and the knowledge of District and Forest staff concerning inaccuracies in that data and on-the-ground 
experience. This process identified 37 PWAs that were determined to meet the criteria.  

These 37 areas that met the inventory criteria were evaluated for wilderness capability following FSH 
1909.12 Chapter 72.1 (effective date January 31, 2007). The capability ranking identifies the presence of 
wilderness character (Natural, Undeveloped, Outstanding opportunities for solitude and primitive 
recreation, special features and values, and manageability). The presence of non-native species can affect 
the capability ranking. Ten of these areas rated high in capability and were taken forward for further 
analysis into the availability and need analysis because they exhibit the necessary wilderness character. 
Five of these areas that rated medium in capability were taken forward for further analysis into the 
availability and need analysis in response to requests from the public. 

The wilderness characteristics used to determine a capability ranking according to the process described 
in FSH 1909.12 Chapter 72.1 (effective date January 31, 2007) include several factors related to surface 
and groundwater resources. One question asks if the rivers within the wilderness area are in free-flowing 
condition. Another question asks if there are pollutants present that degraded the water within the 
wilderness areas. Additional factors related to surface and groundwater resources were not added to the 
capability analysis. However, the potential effect of recommending an area as wilderness is analyzed in 

http://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=32780
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the Watersheds and Water section in chapter 3 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. That 
analysis concluded that designation of any of the recommended wilderness areas would not improve 
watershed condition and function, because human disturbance in those areas is very limited already due to 
inaccessibility or steep slopes and natural disturbances are for the most part, outside human control. 
Consequently, water and soil resources improvement in the recommended wilderness areas would be very 
minor and not measurable or enough to change watershed function. 

These 15 PWAs were then ranked for availability and need. The availability ranking weighs value of and 
need for the wilderness resource compared to the value of and need for other resources. The need 
rankings are based on the PWA’s potential contributions of wilderness opportunities, in terms of social 
and ecological considerations, to the National Wilderness Preservation System. The Bismarck and 
Whitehorse PWAs were not carried forward because the Arizona National Scenic Trail crosses them; 
designating these areas as wilderness would conflict with the desire to allow mechanized use on this trail.  

Through this process, 13 PWAs were identified. Alternative C proposes to recommend PWAs for a variety 
of reasons discussed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Some commenters questioned the 
reasons offered for the inclusion of these three PWAs and asked the Forest to clarify the rationale. 

To provide a more definitive process for identifying the PWAs to include in the alternatives, the Forest 
developed a 3-step process and re-examined the 13 PWAs that were included in alternatives analyzed in 
detail in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Additional information on this process is available in 
the Public Involvement and Alternative Development section in the Potential Wilderness Evaluation 
Report. 

The first step removed all PWAs that did not have a rating of medium or higher for capability, availability, 
and need. This removed the White Horse, Bismark, Railroad Draw, and Deadwood Draw PWAs, all of 
which were rated low for availability. Applying this screen ensured that the PWAs that were being 
considered for recommendation were not of low quality or burdened with long-term commitments of 
resources for incompatible uses or difficult conflicts if the area were designated as wilderness. 

The second step considered the availability rating. In response to a comment on how the availability 
process resulted in unduly low ratings, the Forest reviewed the process for determining availability. That 
process is described in appendix C of the Potential Wilderness Evaluation Report. That process applies an 
availability rating of medium to a PWA that has two or more resources that have planned or existing uses 
that are not compatible with designated wilderness. The Forest reviewed and confirmed that each PWA 
with a medium availability rating had two or more resources that have planned or existing uses that are 
not compatible with designated wilderness. However, during this review it was observed that some of 
these PWAs had many more than two of such resources. It was also observed that the distribution of these 
resources across a PWA varied widely. 

Taking this information into account, the Forest decided to review the availability rating on every PWA. 
As noted above, a rating of medium is applied to a PWA when it has two or more resources that have 
planned or existing uses that are not compatible with designated wilderness. Still, there can be a 
substantial difference between a PWA with a few incidences of these resources and another PWA with 
many instances of these resources. Furthermore, the weight to be given to these resources can vary based 
on their location within the PWAs. Resources on the periphery may impact the PWA less than resources 
located deeper within the PWA because access to and activities associated with these resources would 
have less impact on the character of the PWA. 

To differentiate between PWAs given an availability rating of medium, the Forest decided to break the 
medium rating into two parts. While both parts would still have two or more resources that have planned 
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or existing uses that are not compatible with designated wilderness, one part would have fewer incidences 
of such resources and those resources would be located closer to the outer edges of the PWAs. The other 
part of the PWAs with a medium availability rating would be the remaining PWAs that had many 
resources that have planned or existing uses that are not compatible with designated wilderness, and/or 
PWAs where those resources were not located near the outer boundaries of the PWA. 

To complete the availability rating step, the Forest removed all PWAs that did not have an availability 
rating of “medium +” or higher. This removed the Cedar Bench, Black Mountain, Cimmaron-Boulder, 
Hackberry, and Tin Can PWAs areas from consideration for alternative B. The purpose of this screen was 
to compensate for the wide range that was established by the medium category for availability. Rather 
than choose all or none of the PWAs with a medium category of availability, this screen provided a 
process to select PWAs that were on the high end of the medium category of availability. Additional 
information on this part of the process is available in the Public Involvement and Alternative 
Development section in the Potential Wilderness Evaluation Report. 

The third step removed the PWAs that were in inventoried roadless areas (IRAs). This removed the 
Walker Mountain, East Clear Creek, and Barbershop PWAs. The purpose of this screen was to retain 
management flexibility in areas that already had comprehensive management direction for resource 
protection. The Forest Plan protects IRAs through application of a desired condition and standard to 
maintain the overall roadless character in IRAs (see SA-IRA-DC-1 and SA-IRA-S-1) and through 
implementation of the 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule. The 2001 Roadless Area Conservation 
Rule (36 CFR Part 294) identifies characteristics including high-quality undisturbed soil, water, and air; 
sources of public drinking water; diversity of plant and animal communities; habitat for threatened, 
endangered, proposed, candidate and sensitive species, and for those species dependent upon large 
undisturbed areas of land; motorized and semi primitive classes of recreation; reference landscapes; 
natural appearing landscapes with high scenic quality; traditional cultural properties and sacred sites; and 
other locally identified characteristics. It includes prohibitions on road construction and reconstruction, 
and timber cutting, sale, or removal. Any proposed management activities require a thorough review of 
potential effects to the roadless characteristics. Continuing to manage these areas as IRAs at this time 
provides desirable flexibility to address issues in these areas (Walker Mountain – barrier to protect Gila 
chub, vegetation treatment; East Clear Creek – removal of aquatic invasive species to protect Little 
Colorado River spinedace and vegetation treatment; Barbershop - removal of aquatic invasive species to 
protect Little Colorado River spinedace) while continuing to manage them for their roadless character. 
Under this management approach, these three areas would likely be more capable of providing wilderness 
values in the future with fewer invasive species and forest structure that better resembles the desired 
conditions. 

After applying these three steps, the remaining PWAs were Strawberry Crater, Abineau, and Davey’s. 
After approving this review process and considering the outcome, the Forest Supervisor and the Regional 
Forester agreed that alternative B should be modified to make the Strawberry Crater, Abineau, and 
Davey’s PWAs the recommended wilderness areas. To reflect this change, alternative B is now referred to 
as alternative B (modified). Alternative C remains unchanged and still recommends Strawberry Crater, 
Abineau, and Davey’s, as well as the 10 other PWAs. The effects of the wilderness recommendations 
under alternatives B (modified) and C are analyzed in the environmental impact statement. Alternatives A 
and D still have no recommended wilderness areas.  

The effects of not including any recommended wilderness areas in alternatives A and D are analyzed in 
the environmental impact statement. 

Concern Statement #322: The Forest Plan should protect large blocks of intact and undeveloped 
land without recommending it for wilderness designation. Increasing wilderness acres as proposed 
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in alternative C could have a significant adverse impact on those who enjoy motorized recreation, 
including wildlife viewing, hunting, geo-caching and other legal responsible uses. Problems with 
wildfire management, maintaining existing infrastructure for utilities, livestock and wildlife, Search 
and Rescue missions and other necessary activities could also suffer under alternative C. By 
comparison, alternative B would serve to identify some additional wilderness while not going 
overboard with alternative C. (71-4) 

Response: The forest plan revision effort includes two alternatives that were analyzed in detail that do not 
propose any recommended wilderness areas. See alternatives A and D in the environmental impact 
statement. Furthermore, all of the alternatives include direction that protects large blocks of intact and 
undeveloped land on the Forest in ways other than making additional wilderness designations. There are 
nine inventoried roadless areas on the Forest totaling about 50,571 acres. Under all alternatives, these 
areas are managed to maintain their overall roadless character under all alternatives. See Inventoried 
Roadless Area section and map 2 in the Forest Plan for additional details on the existing inventoried 
roadless areas.  

Likewise, all of the alternatives include direction that would support adjustments to the lands managed by 
the Forest to provide for a more undeveloped and contiguous land base. The Landownership 
Planning/Land Classification section in alternative A includes direction to consider acquiring and 
disposing of land to increase the undeveloped and contiguous nature of the Forest. See 1987 Plan, pages 
84-88. Alternatives B (modified), C, and D include similar direction. For example, the Land Adjustments 
section expresses a desire for a mostly contiguous land base with a natural-appearing landscape that has 
not lost its wildland character. See FW-LndAdj-DC-1. 

Concern Statement #464: The Forest Plan should not manage wilderness areas solely as a 
recreation designation. (56-107) 

Response: The Forest Plan provides direction in the Wilderness section that reflects both the ecological 
and social value of wilderness. The Forest Plan includes a variety of desired conditions for wilderness 
areas, including retention of primitive character, ecosystems and ecological resources that are functioning 
properly and reflecting natural processes, and ecosystems that are providing a variety of habitats that 
support species diversity. See SA-Wild-DC-1, 2, and 3. Disturbances, including fire and flooding, should 
be able to play their natural role. See SA-Wild-DC-4. All of the standards in the Wilderness section are 
designed to protect these desired wilderness conditions from potential impacts from recreational 
activities. See SA-Wild-S-1 through 5. All of the guidelines in the Wilderness section are designed for the 
same purpose. See SA-Wild-G-1 through 11. 

Concern Statement #465: The Recommended Wilderness Areas in the Forest Plan should not 
include existing utility corridors. (69-24, 69-42, 69-44, 69-47) 

Response: Thank you for pointing out that some of the recommended wilderness areas appeared to 
include existing utility corridors, and we appreciate you sharing geospatial information on this topic. The 
boundaries for the Davey's Recommended Wilderness Area  and the Deadwood Draw have been adjusted 
to ensure that they do not include existing adjacent utility corridors. The analysis on these recommended 
wilderness areas has been edited to conform with the adjusted boundaries. If these areas are designated as 
wilderness, the actual boundaries are determined at that time. 
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Concern Statement #468: The Forest Plan should include additional Recommended Wilderness 
Areas to meet the need for wilderness. (74-18) 

Response: Need is one factor considered when evaluating potential wilderness areas, but no wilderness 
recommendation is based solely on the evaluation of need. Potential wilderness areas were also evaluated 
for availability and capability. For more information on how recommended wilderness areas were 
selected, see the response on the rationale for selecting the recommended wilderness areas included in the 
Forest Plan (see Concern Statement #265 in the Wilderness Resources section of this document). 

Concern Statement #586: The Forest Plan should address motorized intrusions into designated 
wilderness areas. (75-187) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The topic of motorized 
intrusions into wilderness areas is addressed by a desired condition that seeks effective boundary 
management. See SA-Wild-DC-6. Because motorized and mechanized intrusions would be problematic 
for any wilderness area, this desired condition has been written to apply to all wilderness areas on the 
Forest. Some of the information from the desired conditions has been converted into a guideline that 
requires barriers and signs along the Strawberry Crater Wilderness be designed to prevent motor vehicle 
intrusions. See SA-Wild-G-10.  

Concern Statement #637: The Forest Plan should include direction to address visitor use and 
consider control measures for each wilderness area. (74-27) 

Response: The Forest Plan contains direction to address visitor use and consider control measures in 
wilderness areas. As part of the reorganization of the Forest Plan, all plan components associated with 
designated wilderness areas have been grouped into a section in chapter 3 of the Forest Plan titled 
Designated Wilderness Areas. Many of the plan components are designed to apply to every designated 
wilderness area, but some components indicate that they apply to a particular designated wilderness area. 

The Designated Wilderness Areas section includes standards that limit group sizes in all wilderness areas 
to 12 persons and stock animals, and restrict commercial and organizational group activities to those 
activities that promote wilderness values. See SA-Wild-S-1 and 2. Several guidelines in this section also 
address visitor use. Permitted uses are to be designed to maintain or move toward the desired conditions 
for wilderness. See SA-Wild-G-1. Large group activities should not occur in wilderness areas in order to 
maintain visitor experiences consistent with Wilderness Opportunity Spectrum settings (such as solitude). 
See SA-Wild-G-3. The guidelines also indicate that use levels should be managed through permit systems 
or other methods when necessary to prevent wilderness values and opportunities from being 
compromised. See SA-Wild-G-2. Management approaches in the Designated Wilderness Areas section 
remind forest managers to: 

Closely monitor wilderness areas for overuse and unacceptable resource damages to identify 
when onsite management is needed. 

Use levels may be determined by limits of acceptable change studies, range analyses, code-a-site 
inventories, or professional judgment. 

In addition to these components that apply to all designated wilderness areas, the Forest Plan contains 
direction that addresses concerns in particular wilderness areas. Standards in this section prohibit off-trail 
travel during snow-free periods, overnight camping, and use of recreational livestock such as horses, pack 
stock, mules, or llamas in the Alpine Tundra ERU portion of the Kachina Peaks Wilderness. See SA-
Wild-S-3 and 4. Guidelines in this section indicate steps to take to discourage and reduce off-trail travel to 
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protect alpine tundra vegetation in the Kachina Peaks Wilderness and to prevent motor vehicle intrusions 
into the Strawberry Crater Wilderness. See SA-Wild-G-9 and 10. 

Wildfire, insect, and disease control measures are addressed through forestwide direction. A desired 
condition for wildland fires, wherever they may occur on the Forest, is to burn within the historic fire 
regime of the vegetation communities affected. High-severity fires occur where this is part of the 
historical fire regime and do not burn at the landscape scale. See FW-Fire-DC-2. Other desired conditions 
acknowledge that insects and disease can be agents of natural levels of disturbance in ecosystems. These 
desired conditions apply in designated wilderness areas as well as the rest of the Forest. For example, an 
All Ecosystems desired conditions seeks ecosystem conditions that promote endemic levels of disease. 
See FW-Eco-DC-4. Likewise, a Geological Features desired conditions seeks disease in caves and karst to 
be within natural levels. See FW-BioPhys-Geo-DC-3. Many of the Terrestrial ERUs included similar 
desired conditions for natural levels of disturbance, including insects and disease. See FW-
TerrERUAspMpl-DC-2, FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-2, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCFF-DC-4, FW-TerrERU-MC-
MCA-DC-4, and FW-TerrERU-SF-DC-1. A Springs guideline requires projects and activities to be 
designed to prevent the introduction or spread of disease and invasive or undesirable species. See FW-
Springs-G-3. 

Concern Statement #743: The Forest Service process to evaluate potential wilderness areas is 
flawed because it rates inventoried roadless areas as having high potential for wilderness, which 
then requires these areas to be managed as wilderness until Congress decides whether to designate 
the areas as wilderness. (48-18) 

Response: The process for evaluating areas on the Coconino NF for wilderness potential is described in 
the Potential Wilderness Area Evaluation Report (2016). The Forest began the wilderness evaluation by 
conducting an inventory of all areas within the Coconino NF that satisfy the definition of wilderness 
found in section 2(c) of the 1964 Wilderness Act and meet the inventory criteria from the Forest Service 
Handbook. Inventoried roadless areas, along with all other areas on the Forest, were considered during 
this process. Thirty-seven areas were identified through this inventory process. 

Areas that meet the definition of wilderness mentioned above are then considered for capability, 
availability, and need in order to be deemed suitable for recommendation as wilderness. Capability is the 
degree to which an area contains the basic characteristics that make it suitable for wilderness 
recommendation without regard to its availability for or need as wilderness. The determination of 
availability is conditioned by the value of and need for the wilderness resource compared to the value of 
and need for other resources. The need for an area to be designated as wilderness is determined through 
an analysis of the degree to which it contributes to the overall National Wilderness Preservation System.  

After the inventory process was complete, the Forest next considered the capability of these areas. As part 
of the evaluation process, a rating of high, medium, or low was applied to each area. The Forest used this 
part of the process to identify 15 areas to carry forward for evaluation for availability and need. Only five 
of the nine inventoried roadless areas on the Forest were included in this group.  

After considering availability and need, the Forest identified three areas to be recommended wilderness 
areas to be included in alternative B (modified): Strawberry Crater, Abineau, and Davey's. None of these 
areas are inventoried roadless areas. Alternative C includes 13 recommended wilderness areas, which 
includes all or part of 5 inventoried roadless areas. The Forest Plan does provide more protective direction 
for areas that have been identified as recommended wilderness areas, although the management in these 
areas will not be as restrictive as if they were designated wilderness. See plan direction in the 
Recommended Wilderness and Designated Wilderness Areas section in chapter 3 of the Forest Plan. The 
direction for recommended wilderness areas would continue to apply until Congress decides whether to 
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designate one or all of these areas as wilderness. If these areas are designated as wilderness, the plan 
direction for Designated Wilderness Areas would apply. 

Concern Statement #745: The Forest Service should reconsider the Wilderness Needs Evaluation 
prepared for this forest plan revision effort. The Forest Service has other tools to address needs for 
wilderness-like settings, like semi-primitive non-motorized and primitive Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum classifications. Furthermore, ranking areas that provide habitat connectivity, such as the 
Strawberry Crater Potential Wilderness Area, as high ignores the fact that designating the area as 
wilderness will make it difficult to address threats to that connectivity, such as juniper 
encroachment on grasslands. (48-17) 

Response: The Wilderness Needs Evaluation prepared for this forest plan revision effort did consider 
how other areas with wilderness-like settings, such as semi-primitive non-motorized and primitive 
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum classifications, could meet the needs for unconfined outdoor recreation 
experiences. Factor #3 (out of 6) in the Wilderness Need Evaluation considers “the extent to which non-
wilderness lands on the NFS [National Forest System] unit or other Federal lands are likely to provide for 
unconfined outdoor recreation experiences” by looking at lands with a semi-primitive non-motorized and 
primitive Recreation Opportunity Spectrum. This factor also considers inventoried roadless areas. The 
Wilderness Need Evaluation identified 168,546 acres of land within the Coconino NF and 3,382,377 acres 
of land within 100 miles of the Coconino NF that were included in one of these categories. Taking these 
areas with wilderness-like settings into account, the Wilderness Evaluation Report gave all the potential 
wilderness areas a “low” rating for Factor #3. 

The commenter correctly notes that the Strawberry Crater Potential Wilderness Area was given a “high” 
rating under Factor #4, Item #2, which considers primitive conditions that provide benefits in terms of 
habitat connectivity. However, the importance of this rating is balanced against the other five factors that 
are used to evaluate wilderness need. Furthermore, the commenter’s concerns that wilderness designation 
could make it difficult to address threats to habitat connectivity, such as juniper encroachment on 
grasslands, is addressed in a different part of the wilderness evaluation. The Wilderness Evaluation Report 
considers capability, availability, and need in order to determine if an area is suitable for recommendation 
as wilderness. The commenter's concern regarding limitations on management actions such as vegetation 
treatments is addressed in the rating for availability. The Strawberry Crater Potential Wilderness Area was 
given a rating of “medium” because, among other things, the area is need of vegetation treatments. 

The Wilderness Evaluation Report describes how these ratings were used in determining whether to 
include a potential wilderness area as a recommended wilderness area in the proposed revised plan or an 
alternative analyzed in detail in the environmental impact statement. 

Concern Statement #766: The Forest Service should consider how the recommended wilderness 
areas would create more and larger wilderness areas that would result in increased connectivity of 
habitat for top predators, better chance of survival for rare and endangered species, higher 
biodiversity, more watershed protection, closure and naturalization of existing roads, and a better 
wilderness experience for visitors. (11-4, 74-19) 

Response: The Forest considered the potential effects of recommended wilderness areas in the 
environmental impact statement by considering the resources within the recommended wilderness areas 
and the condition of those resources. This approach allowed the Forest to analyze the potential impacts 
based on the resources that are present. However, to address some of the specific points raised in this 
comment, the environmental impact statement has been reviewed and adjusted when necessary.  
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Information on the potential effects of larger, more contiguous wilderness areas on top predators has been 
added to the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement. The 
new information indicates that depending on the species, threats, and habitat requirements, larger and 
more wilderness may benefit top predators. The acreage of designated plus recommended wilderness 
areas is considerably higher in alternative C compared to other alternatives. The spatial arrangement of 
nine of these would result in mostly contiguous designated or recommended wilderness from the Wet 
Beaver Creek Wilderness south to the Matazal Wilderness. Generally, these wildernesses areas are rugged 
and have comparatively few roads and human disturbances. 

Mountain lions are one of the top predators on the Forest. They would benefit from recommended 
wilderness primarily because of the relatively fewer miles of roads; the types of roads that generally occur 
in these rugged areas; the relatively low human disturbance; and the management toward primitive, 
undeveloped characteristics. See SA-RWild-DC-1, 2, G-1, 2, and 3. If these areas are designated as 
wilderness, the area would continue to be managed for primitive characteristics and natural processes. See 
SA-Wild-DC-1, 2, and 3. Both recommended and designated wilderness would support a natural 
assemblage of native species. See SA-RWild-DC-3 and SA-Wild-DC-3. For recommended wilderness, 
human disturbances would largely be as a result of limited motorized administrative and permitted uses, 
mechanized (bike use) on designated trails, and the potential for motorized retrieval of elk under the 2011 
Travel Management Rule decision. See SA-RWild-G-3 and FW-Rec-Trails-DC-11. About 10.6 miles of 
roads designated for public access on the current motor vehicle use map would be affected and these 
miles primarily occur in Black Mountain and Cedar Bench recommended wilderness with smaller 
amounts in Deadwood Draw, Tin Can, Cimmaron-Boulder, and Hackberry. 

In designated wilderness, motorized and mechanized use would not be permitted. Other human 
disturbances would be mitigated with group size limits, permits, signs, cairns, and education. See SA-
Wild-S-1, 2; SA-Wild-G-1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7. In addition, management approaches in designated 
wilderness would remind managers to monitor wilderness for over use, use levels, trespass and intrusions, 
and to utilize patrols, partnerships, and volunteers to assist with wilderness management. 

Mountain lions and their prey species would also benefit from the rugged terrain and diverse vegetation in 
these wildernesses. Lions tend to select for rough terrain, forest, woodland or chaparral cover, lower road 
densities, and avoidance of human disturbance (Mattson 2007, Nicholson et al. 2014, Van Dyke et al. 
1986 a and b). Mountain lions have large home ranges that range from about 13,000 to 207,000 acres for 
resident males, and about 7,000 to nearly 54,000 acres for resident females (Nicholson et al. 2014) so that 
large areas with the above characteristics would be suitable habitat. Lions most frequently crossed 
unimproved dirt roads, the type most likely to be found in recommended wilderness areas, so barriers to 
movement would likely be low (Van Dyke 1986b). The rough terrain and vegetation types would exist 
regardless of wilderness recommendation. 

Mexican gray wolves are another key predator that were historically present on the Forest and one that 
has been reintroduced in the White Mountains of Arizona. Recent regulations allow Mexican wolves to 
naturally disperse and occupy an area of the Forest south of I-40 that is bounded by I-17, Highway 87, 
and Highway 260. Key ecological conditions for the Mexican gray wolf are large area size, adequate prey, 
and security from human exploitation (illegal shooting, vehicular collisions). Recommended wilderness 
areas would provide these key ecological conditions. Similar to mountain lions, Mexican wolves would 
benefit from these recommendations primarily because of the relatively fewer miles of roads; the types of 
roads that generally occur in these rugged areas; the relatively low human disturbance; and the 
management toward primitive, undeveloped characteristics. These characteristics would likely remain the 
same whether these areas were designated or not because of the inherent ruggedness of the areas and 
some of the recommended wildernesses overlap inventoried roadless areas.  
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Information on the potential effects of larger, more contiguous wilderness areas on the protection or 
higher survival for rare species has been added to the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section in chapter 3 of the 
environmental impact statement. Protection or higher survival for rare species depends on species habitat 
requirements, threats, and overlap with wilderness areas. The Biological Assessment indicates that 
standards and guidelines specific to wilderness generally pertain to recreation management and should 
generally be beneficial to protecting habitat for listed aquatic species. Desired conditions include the 
preservation of native species, which would be beneficial. Combined with forestwide guidance, 
wilderness-specific guidance is generally positive for Chiricahua leopard frogs, Mexican spotted owls, 
and Mexican wolves (particularly management of roads that provide access into wolf areas). 

It is not known if the wildernesses recommended in alternative C contain or would protect higher 
biodiversity than if the areas were not recommended. This is because the methods used to identify areas 
as recommended wilderness did not emphasize species richness or the number of endemic species (both 
potential indicators of biodiversity) as primary criteria. It is also compounded by the fact that species are 
unevenly distributed and high species richness may not correlate with large numbers of endemic species 
(Lamoreux et al. 2006). 

The 1987 Forest Plan is being revised under the 1982 Planning Rule. Recommended wilderness areas 
were identified under the 1982 Planning Rule using a process outlined in FSH 1909.12 Chapter 70 
(effective date January 31, 2007). Recommended wilderness areas also need to meet the definition of 
wilderness found in section 2 of the 1964 Wilderness Act. Criteria for recommended wilderness include 
inventory, capability, availability, and need. For more information, see the Potential Wilderness Area 
Evaluation Report (2016), which is available on the Coconino NF's website at: 
http://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=32780. 

The Special Areas analysis in the Riparian section of chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement 
acknowledges that closure and naturalization of existing roads would reduce riparian destruction, erosion, 
and sediment delivery into streams, which collectively decreases riparian fragmentation. However, these 
recommended areas are not expected to offer additional protection of soil, water quality, or watershed 
function because the location of riparian is already inaccessible to human disturbance in most cases. 
Streams in the East Clear Creek and Barbershop recommended wildernesses would benefit from this 
recommendation. 

The Special Areas analysis in the Recreation section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement 
acknowledges that alternative C would add 91,757 acres (less than 1 percent of the Forest) to current 
wilderness management. Although the arrangement of these recommended wildernesses relative to each 
other has not been analyzed, the environmental impact statement acknowledges that this alternative would 
provide the greatest increase in the opportunities for wilderness experience and the largest variety of new 
wilderness opportunities on the Forest. Recommending these areas as wilderness would limit access to 
these areas for motorized and mechanical recreation, which would be displaced to other areas on the 
Forest. Hunting and scouting would be non-motorized in recommended wilderness, which would result in 
reduced hunting access for individuals who are mobility-impaired. Motorized elk big game retrieval 
would continue to occur until congressionally designated as wilderness. A substantial portion of these 
areas have terrain that is not passable by vehicle, and even though big game retrieval might be allowed, it 
is unlikely to occur.  

http://www.fs.usda.gov/project/?project=32780
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Concern Statement #296: The Forest Service should adjust the boundaries on the Strawberry 
Crater, Davey's, and Hackberry potential wilderness areas to remove existing utility corridors. (43-
9, 43-11) 

Response: The boundaries on the Strawberry Crater, Davey's, and Hackberry potential wilderness areas 
(PWAs) have been adjusted to ensure that they do not overlap the rights-of-way for these existing power 
lines. The boundary adjustments were very small and did not affect the evaluations of these PWAs. The 
Strawberry Crater PWA was reduced from 6,611 acres to 6,579 acres. The Davey's PWA was reduced 
from 1,779 acres to 1,739 acres. The Hackberry PWA was reduced from 26,044 acres to 25,836 acres. 

Concern Statement #593: The Forest Plan should require social encounters to be consistent with the 
Recreation Opportunity Spectrum settings for the Kachina Peaks Wilderness. (56-90) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. In general, it is desirable to 
have human contact and social encounters consistent with ROS settings. See FW-Rec- All-DC-4 and SA-
Wild-DC-8. The desired condition in Designated Wilderness has been adjusted to apply to all wilderness 
areas, not just the Kachina Peaks Wilderness, because social encounter inconsistency can be a problem in 
any high use area in any of the Forest's wildernesses. This desired condition still acknowledges that there 
may be inconsistencies in social encounters on Humphrey’s Trail and near the Arizona Snowbowl. 
However, this plan component clarifies that the desire is that these inconsistencies do not detract from the 
overall wilderness character. 

There are provisions in the Designated Wilderness Areas section of the Forest Plan to maintain or protect 
wilderness and cultural values in the Kachina Peaks Wilderness. These include limiting group size, 
restricting overnight camping and recreational livestock use above tree line, and managing use levels 
through permit systems or other methods. See SA-Wild-S-1, 4, G-1, 2, and 3. 

Wildlife, Fish, and Plants 
Concern Statement #223: The Forest Plan should include plan components that protect listed and 
sensitive species and ensure species viability. Specifically, the Forest Plan should include: 

• a standard requiring implementation of recovery plans for threatened and endangered 
species, 

• standards and guidelines from recovery plans for threatened and endangered species, such 
as the Mexican spotted owl, 

• standards and guidelines to protect northern goshawk, 
• guidelines to ensure native fish viability, and 
• components to ensure pronghorn viability. 

(56-2, 56-3, 56-5, 64-51, 74-51, 84-15, 84-16, 84-19, 84-20, 84-21, 84-22, 84-23, 84-74, 84-97, 84-105, 
110-2) 

Response: A coarse filter (habitat) and fine filter (species needs) approach was used in the Forest Plan to 
ensure species viability. The Forest Plan also minimizes duplication of law, regulation, and policy and has 
an appendix that includes laws, regulations, Forest Service policy and/or direction, and references best 
management practices and useful, current science at the time of writing of the revised plan. The Wildlife, 
Fish and Plant section in chapter 3 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement describes the coarse 
filter/ fine filter approach, compares the four alternatives in terms of viability, and identifies the specific 
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plan components that are intended to protect at-risk species and maintain or improve the resiliency and 
sustainability of their associated habitats.  

These plan components include desired conditions that define desirable and necessary habitat, standards 
and guidelines that protect habitat and species, and management approaches that suggest management 
techniques and opportunities that are beneficial to species. 

As examples, some of these plan components apply to broad groups of species: 

• The Wildlife, Fish, and Plant section has desired conditions to support sustainable populations of 
native plant and animal species; properly functioning ecosystems; maintenance of species diversity 
and metapopulations; and interconnected habitat. See FW-WFP-1-9. There are two standards in the 
section on Wildlife, Fish, and Plants that would protect listed, proposed, or candidate species as 
well as eagles. See FW-WFP-S-1 and 2. 

• There are a number of guidelines specific to species as well. To improve the status of species and 
prevent Federal listing, management activities should comply with species conservation 
agreements, assessments, strategies, or national guidelines. For example, FW-WFP-G-2. FW-WFP-
G-8 and 9 provide timing restrictions for sensitive species and minimal fire suppression techniques 
for both federally listed and sensitive species. Other protections for sensitive and endemic species, 
raptors, and amphibians occur in FW-WFP-G-10, 11 and 12. 

• There are numerous desired conditions and guidelines that are designed to maintain, protect, or 
enhance the habitat. These are located in each individual Terrestrial ERU and in Watersheds and 
Water, Constructed Waters, Riparian Areas, Livestock Grazing, Mineral Resources, Roads, Special 
Uses, and various management areas. 

• Numerous guidelines would maintain or protect habitat for aquatic species and those associated 
with riparian habitats. See FW-Rip-All-G-2 and 3, FW-Rip-Strm-G-1 and 2, FW-Rip-Spr-G-1 
through 4, and FW-Rip-RipType-G-1 through 4. Guidelines in the Invasive Species section would 
also improve and protect native species habitat. See FW-Invas-DC-1, G-1 and 2.  

Other plan components target specific species and their habitats. For example:  

• Mexican spotted owl - The Forest Plan includes guidelines that require adherence to approved 
recovery plans, species conservation agreements, assessments, strategies, or national guidelines. 
See FW-WFP-G-1 and 2. By referencing these types of documents, instead of listing specific 
direction from these documents in the Forest Plan, the Forest Plan will be able to remain current 
with these documents as they are revised over time. The Forest Plan would not contain outdated 
direction. Mexican spotted owls are specifically mentioned in FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-1, 7, and 13, 
FW-TerrERU-MC-All-DC-1 and 3, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCFF-DC-11. Dwarf mistletoe and oak, 
which are nest and roost sites for owls, as well as valuable for other wildlife species, are 
specifically mentioned in FW-TerrERU-PP-14 and 15 and FW-TerrERU-MC-MCFF-DC-12.  

• Northern goshawk – The Forest Plan specifically addresses northern goshawks in several areas. See 
FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-1, 3, and 12, FW-TerrERU-MC-All-DC-1, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCFF-DC-5 
and 9, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCA-DC-8, FW-TerrERU-SF-DC-8, and FW-TerrERU-WFP-G-14.  

• Pronghorn - The Forest Plan includes a variety of plan components that specifically address 
potential impacts and threats to pronghorn. The Constructed Waters section includes a desired 
condition for earthen stock ponds and wildlife waters to be accessible to wildlife, especially during 
key periods, such as pronghorn fawning or during times of stress such as drought. See FW-
ConstWat-DC-2. The Grassland Ecological Response Units section describes vegetation conditions 
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that would be beneficial for pronghorn. See FW-TerrERU-Grass-DC-4 and 8. Management 
approaches in the Grassland Ecological Response Unit section remind forest managers to: 

Coordinate with Arizona Game and Fish Department and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
on objectives for wildlife conservation, education, habitat restoration, and improvements, 
particularly regarding pronghorn, prairie dogs, and black-footed ferrets. 

and that: 

Species-specific wildlife needs are addressed on a site-specific basis and considered 
during project-level planning and implementation. For example, where they occur, 
pronghorn typically benefit from grasses and shrubs greater than 11 inches in height to 
provide fawns protection from predators during the fawning season (AZGFD 2011). This 
habitat consideration is, however, dependent in large part on weather and site capability. 
Optimal fawning habitat conditions may not always be achievable due to variable 
environmental conditions (e.g., winter snowfall and spring precipitation). Project 
specialists work together to determine achievable conditions that would optimize wildlife 
habitat at the site level, and give consideration to follow-up monitoring that could assess 
how well such conditions have been met. 

• Finally, guidelines in the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section require projects and developments to be 
designed to provide for safe passage and to have appropriate timing restrictions related to 
pronghorn. See FW-WFP-G-5, 6, and 8. 

Concern Statement #698: The Forest Service should clarify that one of the elements common to all 
alternatives is to provide and maintain healthy fish and wildlife populations. (75-132) 

Response: No change has been made in the Forest Plan in response to this comment. The concept of 
healthy fish and wildlife populations is embedded in desired conditions for wildlife, fish, and plants. 
These desired conditions support sustainable populations of native plant and animal species, properly 
functioning ecosystems and habitat that provide necessary physical and biological habitat components for 
the needs of associated native species, and keeping common species common. See FW-WFP-DC-1, 2, 3, 
4, and 5. In addition, guidelines would prevent or reduce the likelihood of introduction or spread of 
disease. See FW-WFP-G-3 and 12. Finally, there are desired conditions that promote that invasive species 
be managed so as to be absent or at levels that do not affect sustainability of native and desirable non-
native species; do not disrupt the natural fire regime; and do not disrupt ecological composition, structure, 
and function. See FW-Invas-DC-1 and G-1. 

Concern Statement #489: The Forest Plan should require suites of species to be surveyed to identify 
trends in ecosystems. (56-7) 

Response: Surveying suites of species is one way to identify trends in ecosystems. The Monitoring 
Strategy and Plan included in chapter 5 of the Forest Plan was developed to address the Forest's 
obligation to conduct monitoring under the 1982 Planning Rule provisions, while considering Forest 
staffing and budget levels over the life of the Forest Plan. Whenever possible and appropriate, the Forest 
has sought to use existing data collection efforts to answer the monitoring questions, which is intended to 
reduce the cost (both in dollars and in personnel) for monitoring. These existing data are used to answer 
monitoring questions that can also identify trends in ecosystems rather than creating a new surveying 
requirement that is not within the foreseeable budget for the Forest. For example, the Monitoring Plan 
uses the Forest Activity Tracking System (FACTS) database to identify the acres treated in each ERU to 
determine if management activities have contributed to maintaining or making progress toward desired 
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conditions related to vegetation structure for the Semi-desert Grassland and Pinyon Juniper with Grass 
ERUs. See monitoring question #3 in table 15 in the Forest Plan. 

Concern Statement #758: The Forest Service should provide information on how the population of 
all species has changed over time and provide proof that human interference in the forest affects 
(either positively or negatively) or has affected the plants, fish, and animals of the forest. (55-2) 

Response: Providing information on how the population of all species has changed over time is outside 
the scope of the forest plan revision effort; however, detailed information for forest planning species is 
located in the environmental impact statement, including conservation status and an estimate of occupied 
and suitable habitat. The purpose of the forest plan revision effort is to update the Forest Plan where 
needed, considering new or changed conditions, outdated or missing guidance, ongoing challenges, and 
input from employees and external stakeholders. To that end, the Forest assessed the threats and risks to 
numerous forest planning species and their habitat as part of this forest plan revision effort, with a focus 
on uses and activities under the authority of the Forest Service. See the Ecological Sustainability Report 
(2009) and the Analysis of the Management Situation (2010) for additional information on forest planning 
species and their threats. The findings from these documents were then incorporated into the forest plan 
revision process as part of the Needs for Change identified in chapter 1 of the environmental impact 
statement. The phrase “Human interference” was not specifically used in these documents, however, 
similar language was used. The intent was to be more specific regarding identification of threats (such as 
disturbance during the breeding season) when possible so links between species or habitat threats and 
Forest Plan language would be clearer.  

The consequences of how well plan language in the different alternatives addresses threats to plants, fish, 
and animals and their habitat are discussed in the environmental impact statement and the underlying 
specialist reports and assessments prepared during the forest plan revision effort. The sources of 
information used in the preparation of these documents are cited and referenced as is appropriate for these 
documents. 

Concern Statement #533: The Forest Plan should include objectives that benefit wildlife and fish 
species other than those identified as threatened, endangered, or sensitive. (75-94) 

Response: No change has been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. While two of the 
objectives focus on threatened, endangered, and sensitive species, actions taken in pursuit of these 
objectives could also be beneficial for other wildlife and fish species. See FW-WFP-O-1 and 2. Two other 
objectives seek to restore or enhance areas of terrestrial wildlife and stream habitat, which could be 
beneficial for other wildlife and fish species. See FW-WFP-O-3 and 4. Objectives associated with the 
various ERUs may also benefit wildlife species. Site-specific NEPA would be done in an interdisciplinary 
fashion before implementing those objectives, and wildlife, fish, and plant input would be incorporated in 
the final decision before objective implementation. Finally, forest restoration activities are not limited to 
those listed in the objectives, so other restoration actions can be undertaken as opportunities arise. 

Concern Statement #341: The Forest Plan should include stronger direction to increase chances of 
survival for young wildlife, active roosts, nests, and dens. (85-19) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. This plan component has been 
moved to the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section and combined with other plan direction related to 
disturbance to wildlife. Timing restrictions in the Forest Plan specifically apply to federally listed species, 
golden eagles, bald eagles, Southwestern Region sensitive species, and pronghorn to promote recovery, 
preclude listing, and to address pronghorn for which there have been population concerns over the years. 
See FW-WFP-S-2 and FW-WFP-G-8. In addition, the Geological Features section has a guideline that 
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requires that caves and abandoned mines be managed to protect bats from disturbance. See FW-BioPhys-
Geo-6. Caves can be used by bats during sensitive time periods such as raising their young or hibernating 
when they are particularly sensitive to disturbance; or caves can be used by bats roosting in colonies such 
that a relatively large number of bats could be disturbed by one disturbance. 

The Forest Plan is intended to give managers flexibility in how species and their habitat are protected, 
maintained, and enhanced. The Forest Plan does not preclude managers from using timing restrictions as 
a means to achieve or move toward desired conditions in the Forest Plan, such as to keep common species 
common and to maintain or improve habitat for species populations and their habitat over the long term. 
See FW-WFP-DC-2 and 8. Although not specifically prescribed, timing restrictions could also be used as 
a tool to maintain or improve habitat for native species; protect raptors from disturbance; or to protect or 
provide for narrowly endemic species, or those with restricted distributions. See FW-WFP-G-3, 10, and 
11.  

Concern Statement #281: The Forest Service should coordinate with other State and Federal 
agencies when developing plan components for sensitive species in the Forest Plan as required by 
the 1982 Planning Rule. (74-52) 

Response: The Coconino NF has coordinated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Arizona 
Game and Fish Department during the development of the Forest Plan.  

Concern Statement #366: The Forest Plan should include the pronghorn protections contained in 
the current plan, including the grassland guidance from Management Area 27 of the current forest 
plan, to protect pronghorn populations and emphasize pronghorn habitat. (56-54, 56-100, 64-36) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been modified in response to this comment. The current plan and the 
revised Forest Plan have similar plan components for pronghorn except in many cases, the direction has 
been expanded to forestwide in the revised Forest Plan. Both plans: 

• have pronghorn as a management indicator species for grassland. 

• have guidelines to promote safe access to water and safe passage through fences. See FW-WFP-
DC-5 and 6 and FW-ConstWat-DC-2. 

• promote open structure in grasslands and an understory mix that provides food and cover for 
pronghorn except the direction in the revised Forest Plan applies forestwide instead of being limited 
to Management Area 27 in the current plan. See FW-TerrERU-Grass-DC-4 and 8. 

• improve and expand pronghorn habitat except the revised Forest Plan has objectives for improving 
habitat forestwide instead of only one management area. See FW-TerrERU-Grass-O-1, 2, and 3. 

• would design new road and trail locations to meet species life history requirements, maintain access 
to adjoining habitat, and maintain habitat for dispersal and migration. The revised Forest Plan 
direction is forestwide. See FW-WFP-G-6 and 13. 

Both plans would coordinate with Arizona Game and Fish Department on hunting recommendations 
except the management approach in the revised Forest Plan in the section on Wildlife, Fish, and Plants 
applies forestwide: 

Coordinate with the Arizona Game and Fish Department regarding the State Wildlife Action Plan 
as well as hunting recommendations for various wildlife populations that would lead to 
maintenance and improvement of habitat elements such as vegetation, aspen, riparian, and soil 
condition and productivity. 
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The revised Forest Plan would promote pronghorn survival and successful reproduction through timing 
restrictions forestwide. It also has desired conditions for the Anderson Mesa Management Area that 
promote sustainable pronghorn populations that can move freely and easily access winter range. See FW-
WFP-G-8; MA-AMesa-DC-1, 3. 

Concern Statement #696: The Forest Plan should include a desired condition to achieve a 
pronghorn ratio of 40 fawns per 100 does. (64-32) 

Response: No change to the Forest Plan has been made in response to this comment. The management 
authority for pronghorn is vested by law with the Arizona Game and Fish Department. Fawn to doe ratios 
(fawn:doe) are set by Arizona Game and Fish Department and are outside of the Forest Service mission. 
The Forest Service cooperates with Arizona Game and Fish Department on the management of pronghorn 
and pronghorn habitat.  

Concern Statement #736: The Forest Service should identify grassland juniper as a risk factor for 
pronghorn because there is a desired condition for openings between trees for All Pinyon Juniper 
Types (see Draft Revised Plan FW-Veg-PJ-All-DC-2) to be connected to provide sufficient sighting 
distance to facilitate pronghorn movement. (24-2) 

Response: The Draft Environmental Impact Statement acknowledged that the invasion of juniper and 
shrub species into grasslands is a risk factor for pronghorn. See page 274 of Volume I of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement. This information was not in the Supplemental Wildlife Viability Report 
dated November 2013. However, as noted in the Preface of the Supplemental Wildlife Viability Report, 
the information and analysis for pronghorn is included in its entirety in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, whereas the Supplemental Wildlife Viability Report contains additional information that is not 
in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.  The acknowledgement of this risk factor is being carried 
forward into the Final Environmental Impact Statement and the final Wildlife Viability Report. 

This risk factor also continues to be addressed by the Forest Plan.  The concept connectivity of habitat has 
been expanded to apply to more than just the Pinyon Juniper ERUs.  This concept is now expressed in the 
All Terrestrial ERUs section in a desired condition for vegetation and stream ecosystems to be connected 
based on natural patterns.  See FW-TerrERU-All-DC-3.  A guideline in the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants 
section also addresses this topic by requiring importation wildlife movement corridors and pronghorn 
habitat to be generally free of impediments to movement.  See FW-WFP-G-6. 

Concern Statement #409: The Forest Plan should not rely on the habitat-proxy approach to ensure 
species viability, but instead should use estimated numbers and distribution of reproductive 
individuals to insure its continued existence is well distributed in the planning area. The 
distribution of habitat needs to be better articulated in the analysis. The type of habitat, quality and 
quantity of habitat needed by individual species needs be better supported. Cumulative effects over 
space and time, including competition of non-native species and habitat conditions on non-federal 
lands needs to be included. (56-1, 84-26, 84-27, 84-29, 84-30, 84-107) 

Response: The analysis of species viability was conducted as directed in accordance with National Forest 
Management Act (36 CFR § 219.19) that defines a viable population as: 

“one which has the estimated numbers and distribution of reproductive individuals to insure its 
continued existence is well distributed in the planning areas.” 

The Act goes on to say: 
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“In order to insure that viable populations will be maintained, habitat must be provided to 
support, at least, a minimum number of reproductive individuals and that habitat must be well 
distributed so that those individuals can interact with each other.” 

This species viability analysis is not population viability analysis, which is the probability of a population 
persisting for a biologically meaningful timeframe and which often seeks to identify a minimum number 
of individuals for population persistence. 

Because National Forest Management Act regulations require providing habitat for species viability 
within the planning area, focus of this evaluation is on habitat provided on National Forest System land. 
Surrounding private lands may contribute to, or hinder, maintenance of species viability on National 
Forest System land, but are not relied upon to meet regulation requirements. For this reason, habitat 
abundance was assessed based on conditions found on National Forest System land. Habitat distribution, 
however, was assessed considering the condition of intermixed ownerships and conditions, which may 
affect the interactions of species among suitable habitat patches on National Forest System lands. 
Additional information has been added to the Final Environmental Impact Statement to better articulate 
the analysis of species viability. 

In evaluating species viability, a coarse filter/fine filter approach was used. Each evaluated species was 
associated with its primary habitat (the coarse filter), which could be an ERU or riparian area, and 
primary threats to the habitat were identified. This was based on known species locations, consultation 
with species experts, and/ or literature review. An estimation was made as to the amount of occupied 
habitat as well as the amount of potentially suitable habitat for each species. Each species was described 
as to its known rarity and species with restricted ranges were identified. Threats to the habitat constitute a 
threat to the species. The quality and quantity of the habitat was summarized based on findings in the 
reports from other specialists such as the Vegetation Report, Soil Report, and Riparian Report, or from 
other professional sources. Fine filter species-specific threats (such as disease) were also identified. This 
coarse filter/fine filter process was used to help develop and refine desired conditions, standards, and 
guidelines for the revised plan. Species-specific plan direction was developed where needed for threats 
which the Forest Service could impact through management and for which the Forest Service has 
jurisdictional control. Management approaches were generally developed to address threats for which the 
Forest Service does not have complete jurisdiction. However, the coarse filter/fine filter approach does 
not assume that habitats are a proxy for viability, nor is the viability analysis process a habitat proxy. In 
addition, there is no National Forest Management Act requirement to spatially demonstrate adequate 
habitat for each species, and the Vegetation Dynamics Development Tool (VDDT) modeling is not 
spatially explicit. 

Other wildlife specialist reports assessed some of these species relative to requirements based on their 
status (e.g., federally listed, Southwestern Region sensitive species, management indicator species, etc.). 
For example, federally listed species were also analyzed in a biological assessment to comply with the 
Endangered Species Act and Forest Service policy.  

Cumulative effects, including non-native species and conditions on non-National Forest System lands, are 
considered as part of the viability analysis.  Habitat distribution and quality is considered in species 
viability analysis as one of the primary steps in viability assessment. Habitat distribution considers the 
condition of intermixed ownerships and conditions, which may affect the interactions of species among 
suitable habitat areas on national forest lands. Lands in other ownership within or surrounding the Forest 
may contribute to, or hinder, maintenance of species viability on national forest land.  Invasive non-native 
exotic species are identified as threats for several species including lowland leopard frogs and northern 
leopard frogs. These threats are addressed in the analysis and also included as part of a cumulative effects 
analysis. For example, the cumulative effects section for northern leopard frogs acknowledges that 
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external factors such as decreasing precipitation and aquifer recharge from climate change, and decreased 
recharge from groundwater pumping in nearby communities could degrade habitat quality of the riparian 
habitat and negatively influence viability regardless of management effects. Invasive or non-native 
species on lands in other ownerships, such as crayfish or bullfrogs, can prey on or compete with this 
species or degrade this species habitat resulting in less hiding cover for eggs and tadpoles, lowering 
reproductive success, and reducing the size or number of populations. 

Concern Statement #419: The Forest Plan should not broadly prohibit the transfer of aquatic 
species between watersheds because it is unduly restrictive of management authority vested in the 
Arizona Department of Game and Fish. (75-95) 

Response: This guideline has been removed from the Forest Plan as suggested by the commenter. The 
concern regarding habitat for and transfer of aquatic species is appropriately addressed in other plan 
components. See FW-WFP-DC-1, FW-WFP-G-3, FW-Invas-G-1, and two management approaches in the 
Invasive Species section, which remind forest managers to: 

Coordinate with stakeholders and the public to reduce, minimize, or eliminate the potential 
introduction, establishment, spread, and impact of non-native invasive species and to monitor the 
effectiveness of project design features. 

Encourage the prevention of accidental introduction and spread of invasive species carried by 
contaminated vehicles, equipment, personnel, or materials (including plants, wood, plant/wood 
products, water, soil, rock, sand, gravel, mulch, seeds, grain, hay, straw, animal feeds, or other 
materials). 

Concern Statement #538: The Forest Plan should recognize that some barriers to movement by 
aquatic species can be desirable to protect native aquatic species, or can be harmful and that 
barrier removal should be evaluated. (75-87) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The topic of situational 
desirability of barriers in streams to restrict passage of aquatic species that can be harmful to native 
aquatic species is addressed in a separate desired condition in the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section. See 
FW-WFP-DC-9. A management approach in Wildlife, Fish, and Plants has been adjusted to remind 
managers to coordinate with agencies regarding the establishment or removal of fish barriers. It reads: 

Coordinate with the Arizona Game and Fish Department, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the 
statewide Native Fish Conservation Team regarding maintenance of habitat for listed and native 
species; reintroductions, introductions, or transplants of species; control or eradication of non-
native species; and the management of sport and native fishes, including the identification of 
refugia for native fish and the establishment or removal of fish barriers. Coordination includes 
referencing current agency recommendations for improving wildlife habitat such as guidelines for 
wildlife-friendly fencing. 

Concern Statement #548: The Forest Plan should address disease and non-native fish to meet the 
Forest's obligations under the Endangered Species Act and other laws, as well as desired conditions, 
standards, objectives, guidelines, and management practices that relate to species, water quality, 
recreational uses that relate to threats to native fish. (74-53, 75-96) 

Response: The Forest Plan addresses the native fish species and the concerns related to disease and non-
native species through a variety of strategic and specific plan components. Broad plan components 
describing desired habitat conditions, including the presence of non-native fish and disease have been 
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included in the All Ecosystems section. See FW-Eco-DC-1 and 4. Desired conditions in the All Riparian, 
Streams, and Springs sections seek to provide habitat for all species on the Forest. See FW-Rip-All-DC-3, 
FW-Rip-Strm-DC-2, and FW-Rip-Spr-DC-5. The Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section includes additional 
direction on desired habitat conditions, including habitat for species listed under the Endangered Species 
Act and aquatic species. See FW-WFP-DC-1, 2, 3, 4, and 6. Consistency with these desired conditions is 
required when implementing decisions under the Forest Plan. See the Guiding Future Projects, Program 
Plans, and Assessments section in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan. A variety of guidelines throughout the 
Forest Plan require projects and activities to be designed and managed to maintain or move toward these 
desired conditions. 

The Forest Plan places an emphasis on native species, addressing them in many plan components. For 
example, see FW-Eco-DC-1 and 4, FW-Water-DC-6, FW-Water-G-6, FW-Rip-Strm-G-1, FW-Rip-
Wtlnds-DC-1 and 2, FW-Rip-Spr-DC-2, FW-Rip-Spr-G-3, FW-Rip-RipType-DC-2 and 6, FW-Rip-
RipType-G-2, FW-WFP-DC-1, 2, 3, 4, 9, and 10, FW-WFP-G-3, FW-Invas-DC-1, FW-Invas-G-1 and 2, 
FW-Graz-G-7, FW-RdsFac-G-9, FW-Rec-Dev-G-2, and FW-Scenic-DC-1. 

The Forest Plan also contains plan components that address non-native species. The Forest Plan 
recognizes that some non-native species may be present and in balance with properly functioning 
ecosystems. See FW-Eco-DC-4. A Wildlife, Fish, and Plants component recognizes that barriers to 
passage can be desirable to physically separate native and non-native species. See FW-WFP-DC-9. A 
Wildlife, Fish, and Plants management approach reminds forest managers to: 

Coordinate with the Arizona Game and Fish Department, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the 
statewide Native Fish Conservation Team regarding maintenance of habitat for listed and native 
species; reintroductions, introductions, or transplants of species; control or eradication of non-
native species; and the management of sport and native fishes, including the identification of 
refugia for native fish and the establishment or removal of fish barriers. Coordination includes 
referencing current agency recommendations for improving wildlife habitat such as guidelines for 
wildlife-friendly fencing. 

Several components also address the management of invasive species for the benefit of native species. 
See FW-Invas-DC-1. A management approach in the Invasive Species section reminds forest managers to: 

Coordinate with stakeholders and the public to reduce, minimize, or eliminate the potential 
introduction, establishment, spread, and impact of non-native invasive species and to monitor the 
effectiveness of project design features. 

Finally, the management of disease in aquatic systems is addressed in several guidelines. See FW-Rip-
Spr-G-3 and FW-WFP-G-3 and 12. 

Concern Statement #613: The Forest Plan should require coordination with the Arizona 
Department of Game and Fish prior to the removal or mitigation of any aquatic barriers. (75-88) 

Response: The Forest Plan is, by design, strategic in nature and does not identify the removal or 
mitigation of any particular aquatic barrier on the Forest. Removal or mitigation of a specific aquatic 
barrier is a project-level decision that would be made based on site-specific information and analysis, and 
therefore, is not a forest plan-level decision. However, the Forest Plan addresses this concern through a 
management approach that reminds forest managers to: 

Coordinate with the Arizona Game and Fish Department, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the 
statewide Native Fish Conservation Team regarding maintenance of habitat for listed and native 
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species; reintroductions, introductions, or transplants of species; control or eradication of non-
native species; and the management of sport and native fishes, including the identification of 
refugia for native fish and the establishment or removal of fish barriers. Coordination includes 
referencing current agency recommendations for improving wildlife habitat such as guidelines for 
wildlife-friendly fencing. 

Concern Statement #616: The Forest Plan should adjust the Dispersed Recreation management 
approach relating to cooperation with the Arizona Game and Fish Department on the stocking of 
fish to emphasize the use of native fish in stocking efforts. (56-200) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The management approach 
from the Dispersed Recreation section mentioned in the comment has been divided into two management 
approaches. One of the management approaches was moved to the All Recreation section. It addresses 
coordination for fishing access and reminds forest managers to: 

Coordinate with the Arizona Game and Fish Department to provide fishing access to meet goals 
and objectives of the Arizona Cold Water Fisheries Strategic Plan. 

The topic relating to the stocking of fish (including native fish) is addressed in a forestwide Wildlife, Fish, 
and Plants management approach, which reminds forest managers to: 

Coordinate with the Arizona Game and Fish Department, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the 
statewide Native Fish Conservation Team regarding maintenance of habitat for listed and native 
species; reintroductions, introductions, or transplants of species; control or eradication of non-
native species; and the management of sport and native fishes, including the identification of 
refugia for native fish. 

Concern Statement #417: The Forest Plan should have plan components specifically related to the 
management of ponderosa pine forest structure that contributes to nesting, fledging and foraging 
habitat for northern goshawk. (84-25) 

Response: Northern goshawks and structure specific to their foraging areas, nesting areas, and post-
fledging areas is incorporated into the desired conditions for the Ponderosa Pine, Mixed Conifer Frequent 
Fire, Mixed Conifer with Aspen and Spruce Fir ERUs and a guideline in the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants 
section. See FW-TerrERU-PP-DC-12, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCFF-DC-9, FW-TerrERU-MC-MCA-DC-8, 
FW-TerrERU-SF-DC-10, and FW-WFP-G-14.  

Concern Statement #443: The Forest Plan should clearly identify the management prescriptions 
that will be applied to recreation events in northern goshawk habitat to ensure consistent 
application. (67-4) 

Response: The Forest Plan has not been adjusted to create particular management prescriptions that 
would be applied to all recreation events that occur in northern goshawk habitat. The Forest Plan is 
designed to provide strategic guidance for project-level decisions that involve recreation events and 
northern goshawk habitat. For example, the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section includes a standard that 
requires timing restrictions on projects and activities that have the potential to negatively affect federally 
listed species, bald eagles, and golden eagles. See FW-WFP-S-2. A Wildlife, Fish, and Plants guideline 
includes a similar requirement for Southwestern Region sensitive species (which includes northern 
goshawks) and pronghorn. See FW-WFP-G-8. The identification of a specific timing restriction is made at 
the project level based on site-specific information related to the project or activity (including the timing, 
duration, extent, and intensity of the proposed activity) and how it relates to the species in question. The 
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best available information and science would be used to develop timing restrictions to reduce impacts to 
and disturbance of sensitive species. Some literature suggests that recreation disturbance can negatively 
impact reproductive success in northern goshawks such as Morrison and others (2011), Kruger (2002), 
and Gaines et al (2003). 

Concern Statement #721: The Forest Service should provide documentation to support the 
assertion that Mexican spotted owl's population is stable. (46-1, 84-32) 

Response: The Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement 
includes information on the Existing Condition Population Trend for Mexican spotted owl. Two sources 
were used to determine the population trend for the Mexican spotted owl. The information sources 
include an article by Seamans et al published in the journal Conservation Biology in 1999 and 
information in the Management Indicator Species Status Report for the Coconino National Forest 
completed in 2013. Based on this information, the existing condition population trend may “stable to 
declining.” The environmental impact statement has been updated to acknowledge the population 
monitoring currently being conducted by the Southwestern Region of the Forest Service. 

The Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section considers the effects of the different alternatives on the population 
trend. Based on the projected improvement in habitat, combined with implementation of other aspects of 
the recovery plan, the population trend should improve from “stable to declining” to “stable” under all 
alternatives. 

Concern Statement #639: The Forest Service should develop and analyze an alternative that focuses 
on Mexican spotted owl and its critical habitat. The alternative should: (1) implement existing 
standards and guidelines from the current plan, (2) limit new road construction in protected 
activity centers (PACs), (3) incorporate fuel treatment concepts to minimize risk of stand-replacing 
fire in PACs including large tree retention, management of surface fuels and sub-canopy forest 
structure, and spatial orientation of treatments, and (4) apply fuel treatment modeling in Mexican 
spotted owl habitat conducted by Northern Arizona University Forest Ecosystem Restoration 
Analysis. (84-24) 

Response: Alternative A in the environmental impact statement retains plan direction from the 1987 plan 
and focuses on Mexican spotted owl and its critical habitat, as suggested in the comment. The analysis of 
alternative A considered implementation of existing standards and guidelines from the current plan; 
limiting new road construction in protected activity centers; large tree retention; and management of 
surface fuels and sub-canopy forest structure to minimize risk of stand-replacing fire in PACs. 

Methodologies for fuel treatment modeling and spatial orientation of treatments would be determined by 
the responsible official on a site-specific basis. The Northern Arizona University Forest Ecosystem 
Restoration Analysis may be used, if determined applicable. 

Concern Statement #420: The Wildlife, Fish, and Plants guideline related to use of pesticides, 
insecticides, or other chemicals near bat roosting, foraging, or watering areas (see Draft Revised 
Plan FW-WFP-G-12) should be deleted and replaced with a statement to follow Best Management 
Practices. (75-98) 

Response: This guideline has been adjusted in response to this comment to clarify its intent and scope of 
application. As adjusted, the guideline focuses more on directing projects to consider the potential 
negative impacts of pesticides, herbicides, or chemicals to species and their habitat. See FW-WFP-G-4. 
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Concern Statement #421: The Forest Plan should adjust the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants desired 
condition that addresses human-made or altered habitats (see Draft Revised Plan FW-WFP-DC-1) 
to recognize the role of management intervention to meet conservation objectives. (75-85) 

In FN-Wfp-Dc1 (pp 72-73) the last sentence seems to indicate that all human-made habitat 
alterations may be removed from the CNF in time. We hope this is in reference to non-permanent 
structures. We request this be re-written so as to define what is to be removed. (77-9, 94-9)  

Response: This desired condition has been adjusted in response to the comments. One of the purposes of 
the component is to recognize that human-made or altered habitats may be needed to support species 
populations or meet long-term population goals. The desired condition has been adjusted to clarify this 
purpose. See FW-WFP-DC-8. 

Concern Statement #423: The Forest Plan should recognize that elk provide significant cultural 
value, consumptive and nonconsumptive recreation, intrinsic value, significant economic benefit to 
local communities and businesses, and generate a significant source of revenue for the Department 
that is used for conservation of wildlife, including nongame species. (75-101) 

Response: The Forest Plan recognizes the value of elk to forest users. The Wildlife, Fish, and Plants 
section includes a desired condition that characterizes elk as a charismatic species that residents and 
visitors appreciate and have ample opportunities to experience. See FW-WFP-DC-10. The General 
Description and Background for the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section recognizes that people enjoy the 
wildlife on the Forest for a variety of reasons and acknowledges that elk are one of the nine big game 
species that occur on the Forest. 

Concern Statement #424: The Forest Plan should not refer to elk as a non-native species. (75-100, 
77-10, 86-44, 94-10) 

Response: The desired condition has been adjusted in response to these comments. Elk are no longer 
referenced as a desirable non-native species and are no longer mentioned in the Invasive Species section. 
See FW-Invas-DC-1. 

Concern Statement #633: The Forest Plan should identify elk as a focal species that serves as a 
surrogate for early seral dependent birds and mammals. (77-1) 

Response: The Coconino Forest Plan is under the 1982 Rule provision which does not reference focal 
species. Focal species are an aspect of the 2012 Planning Rule. See 36 CFR Part 219.12 (a) (5) (iii).  

Concern Statement #635: The Forest Plan should increase the amount of early seral vegetation in 
the Pinyon Juniper with Grass, Pinyon Juniper Evergreen Shrub, Ponderosa Pine, and Mixed 
Conifer with Frequent Fire ERUs to improve forage for elk. (77-2) 

Response: The seral stages listed in the tables that were included in the desired conditions for the Pinyon 
Juniper with Grass, Pinyon Juniper Evergreen Shrub, Ponderosa Pine, and Mixed Conifer with Frequent 
Fire ERUs are intended to represent the desired proportion of seral stages of these ERUs at the forest 
scale. The proportions were not adjusted in response to these comments. This table (along with similar 
tables included in the plan direction for other ERUs) has been moved to appendix F of the Plan and the 
tables are now identified as tables 16, 17, 18, and 19. The Introduction for appendix F explains that seral 
stage proportions for modeled states should be assessed at the scale of the entire ERU within a Forest 
boundary or greater. Collectively, the table plus the more detailed text in the plan comprise the desired 
conditions. Seral stage proportions are rarely, if ever, applied at the project level. Because these seral 
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stages only apply at these very broad scales, they should not conflict with variations in seral stages that 
are associated with natural disturbance regimes observed at the project level. 

The desired condition is to have characteristic fire sustain predominantly open pinyon juniper, ponderosa 
pine, and mixed conifer frequent fire ERUs. Predominantly open conditions would support herbaceous 
plants, properly functioning soil, natural disturbance regimes, and all-aged vegetation structure. See FW-
TerrERU-PP-DC-2, 3, 4, 8, 10, and 13. 

Concern Statement #751: The Forest Service should analyze the impact of the imported elk on the 
vegetation and native wildlife on the Coconino NF. (55-4) 

Response: Although the elk that is currently present in northern Arizona is not the native sub-species, it is 
still the same species as the Rocky Mountain elk. The effects associated with elk are described in the 
environmental impact statement, as appropriate. For example, elk are acknowledged as one of the impacts 
that is resulting in Montane Willow Riparian Forest being departed from desired condition. Elk are also 
acknowledged for their impacts to the habitat for species such as Little Colorado spinedace. Additional 
information on the potential effects of elk on the vegetation and other wildlife on the Coconino NF can be 
found in the environmental impact statement. 

Concern Statement #227: The Forest Plan should make reintroduction of Gunnison's prairie dog a 
priority. (64-37) 

Response: The Forest Plan does not make a decision about the reintroduction of Gunnison’s prairie dog. 
Decisions regarding reintroduction of wildlife species are made by the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The Forest Plan does, however, include direction that 
will be beneficial for prairie dog. Desired conditions in the Grassland Ecological Response Units section 
promotes open, connected, and properly functioning grasslands and recognizes the prairie dog’s role in 
influencing vegetation density and vegetation mosaic. See FW-TerrERU-Grass-DC-1, 2, 3, 8. Two 
grassland objectives would restore or enhance prairie dog habitat and a guideline would enhance 
vegetation and soil productivity in grasslands. See FW-TerrERU-Grass-O-2, 3, G-2. A desired condition 
in Wildlife, Fish and Plants maintains and improves habitat for native species and encourages measures to 
prevent or reduce the likelihood of disease (a major threat to prairie dogs). A management approach in the 
Grassland Ecological Response Units section emphasizes coordination with Arizona Game and Fish 
Department and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service particularly for grassland species, such as prairie dogs. 
It states: 

Coordinate with Arizona Game and Fish Department and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on 
objectives for wildlife conservation, education, habitat restoration, and improvements, 
particularly regarding pronghorn, prairie dogs, and black-footed ferrets. 

Management approaches in Wildlife, Fish, and Plants remind managers to use current literature and the 
best available science when making site-specific decisions relevant to project planning and to coordinate 
with the Arizona Game and Fish Department, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the statewide Native 
Fish Conservation Team regarding maintenance of habitat for listed and native species; reintroductions, 
introductions, or transplants of species; control or eradication of non-native species; and the management 
of sport and native fishes, including the identification of refugia for native fish and the establishment or 
removal of fish barriers. Coordination includes referencing current agency recommendations for 
improving wildlife habitat such as guidelines for wildlife-friendlyfencing. 

Concern Statement #529: The desired conditions in the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section of the 
Forest Plan that discuss high-quality hunting and fishing opportunities and opportunities for 
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residents and visitor to experience and learn about the Forest's wildlife, fish, and plant resources 
should be rewritten as management approaches. (56-193) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. The Wildlife, Fish, and Plants 
desired condition relating to the Forest being known for high-quality hunting and fishing opportunities 
has been removed because the concepts were redundant of other plan components or were merged with 
other plan components. See FW-Rec-Disp-DC-5 and FW-WFP-DC-10. A management approach in the 
Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section reminds forest managers to coordinate with the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the statewide Native Fish Conservation Team regarding 
maintenance of habitat for native species and the management of sport and native fishes, including the 
identification of refugia for native fish. It states: 

Coordinate with the Arizona Game and Fish Department, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the 
statewide Native Fish Conservation Team regarding maintenance of habitat for listed and native 
species; reintroductions, introductions, or transplants of species; control or eradication of non-
native species; and the management of sport and native fishes, including the identification of 
refugia for native fish and the establishment or removal of fish barriers. Coordination includes 
referencing current agency recommendations for improving wildlife habitat such as guidelines for 
wildlife-friendly fencing. 

The Wildlife, Fish, and Plants desired condition relating to residents and visitors having ample 
opportunities to experience, appreciate, and learn about the forest’s wildlife, fish, and plant resources has 
been retained, but additional guidance has been added. See FW-WFP-DC-10. As worded, this component 
properly expresses desired conditions, so it has not been converted to a management approach. 

Concern Statement #532: To better protect amphibian populations, the Forest Plan should replace 
the Wildlife, Fish and Plants guideline that states that established protocols should be followed to 
prevent the introduction and spread of a chytrid fungus (Batrachochytrium dendrobatidis) (see Draft 
Revised Plan FW-WFP-G-7) with a standard that mandates compliance with established protocols 
to prevent the introduction and spread of a chytrid fungus. (74-73) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. This guideline was not 
converted to a standard as suggested, but like standards, compliance with guidelines is required unless the 
intent of the guideline can be met in another way. Deviation from the explicit provisions of a guideline, if 
it is meeting the intent of the guideline, must be documented in the project record. See description of 
Guidelines in the Plan Content section in chapter 1 of the Forest Plan.  

The guideline has been adjusted to have broader application on the spread of disease, while listing chytrid 
fungus as an example. See FW-WFP-G-12. The Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section also includes a 
management approach that reminds forest managers to: 

Coordinate with the Arizona Game and Fish Department, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the 
statewide Native Fish Conservation Team regarding maintenance of habitat for listed and native 
species; reintroductions, introductions, or transplants of species; control or eradication of non-
native species; and the management of sport and native fishes, including the identification of 
refugia for native fish. 

Concern Statement #534: The Forest Plan should provide direction for new or reconstructed fences 
to be designed to facilitate the movement of wildlife and prevent injury to wildlife. (56-102, 58-9, 64-
35, 75-97) 
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Response: The guideline related to construction for wildlife-friendly fences has been retained with slight 
editorial adjustments to improve its clarity. See FW-WFP-G-6. Another guideline has been added to the 
Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section that requires structural improvements to be planned and managed to 
provide wildlife with safe use of water and to allow safe passage. See FW-WFP-G-5. These guidelines 
would be applicable to any new decisions on fence construction and/or modification of existing fencing. 
In addition, a sentence has been added to a management approach in Wildlife, Fish, and Plants to remind 
managers to reference current agency recommendations for improving wildlife habitat. It reads: 

Coordinate with the Arizona Game and Fish Department, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the 
statewide Native Fish Conservation Team regarding maintenance of habitat for listed and native 
species; reintroductions, introductions, or transplants of species; control or eradication of non-
native species; and the management of sport and native fishes, including the identification of 
refugia for native fish. Coordination includes referencing current agency recommendations for 
improving wildlife habitat such as guidelines for wildlife-friendly fencing. 

Concern Statement #690: The Forest Service should provide additional detail on the corridors 
identified by the Arizona Department of Game and Fish of concentrated wildlife habitat critical to 
the migratory patterns of multiple species that have been identified in a wildlife connectivity 
assessment. Furthermore, the Draft Environmental Statement incorrectly states that the 
Department has an office in Yavapai County. (75-152) 

Response: In the Forest Plan, the General Description and Background in the section on Wildlife, Fish, 
and Plants specifically mentions some existing wildlife movement corridors within the forest boundary. A 
management approach reminds managers to:  

Work with the Arizona Game and Fish Department, Arizona Department of Transportation, 
Arizona Wildlife Linkages Working Group, and others to identify linkages and barriers to wildlife 
movements and to mitigate such threats during project design.  

The environmental impact statement has been adjusted in response to this comment. The Wildlife, Fish, 
and Plant section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement has a discussion about wildlife 
movement corridors. The reference to a Yavapai County office for the Arizona Department of Game and 
Fish has been removed.  

Concern Statement #535: The Forest Plan should include bald eagles in list of species to be 
protected by direction on timing restrictions. (86-43) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. Bald eagles have been added 
to the list of species identified in this component. To provide a more clear direction for listed species, bald 
eagles and golden eagles, part of this plan component has been converted into a standard. See FW-WFP-
S-2. 

Concern Statement #537: The Forest Plan should include a list of desirable non-native species. (75-
83) 

Response: The Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to this comment. A list of desirable non-native 
species has not been added to the Forest Plan, but a definition for the term “desirable non-native species” 
has been added to the Glossary. It acknowledges that these species have high positive social or economic 
value. 
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Concern Statement #557: The Forest Plan should recognize that some utility actions of a hazardous 
or emergency nature cannot be conducted within timing restriction parameters. (69-12) 

Response: This guideline has been adjusted to refer to “timing restrictions” instead of “seasonal timing 
restrictions.” This change provides greater flexibility for projects to design timing restrictions based on 
site-specific information, such as the activity and species involved. For example, depending on the 
activity and potentially impacted species, a restriction on activities during a particular time of day may be 
sufficient instead of a restriction on an entire season. This guideline has also been adjusted to provide 
greater protection for listed species. This was achieved by separating the guideline into a standard that 
addresses listed species and a guideline that applies to Southwestern Region sensitive species and 
pronghorn. See FW-WFP-S-2 and FW-WFP-G-8.  

A management approach has been added to the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section to remind forest 
managers that: 

The application of seasonal timing restrictions is site-specific and may vary depending on 
variables such as species, weather, timing of activity relative to species life cycle, or duration, 
frequency, and type of activities that are occurring in the species’ habitat. Other variables to be 
considered could include the duration, extent, and intensity of the proposed activity, or the type of 
activity itself, such as emergency or safety-related actions versus non-emergency activities. The 
best available information and science is utilized to develop seasonal restrictions to reduce 
impacts to disturbance sensitive species. 

Despite these changes, the application of timing restrictions would still occur on a site-specific basis. 

Concern Statement #704: The Forest Service should acknowledge that the Coconino NF will soon 
be determined essential for the full recovery of the endangered Mexican wolf. (56-194) 

Response: In 2015, after the distribution of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) published a Final Rule that revised the geographic area and regulations for the 
experimental population (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2015). The 2015 Final Rule identifies the 
Mexican Wolf Experimental Area (MWEPA) in portions of Arizona and New Mexico. Within the 
MWEPA, three zones are defined. All of the Coconino National Forest south of I-40 is within Zone 2 of 
the MWEPA. Within Zone 2, Mexican wolves are allowed to naturally disperse into and occupy, and 
translocations of wolves may occur.  

The USFWS is implementing a phased approach to the management of wolves within the MWEPA in 
western Arizona. Phase 1 will be implemented for five years (which began on February 17, 2015). 
Relative to the Forest in Zone 2, this allows for natural dispersal and occupancy onto the Forest, but only 
on the portion bounded by I-40 on the north, Highway 87 on the east, Highway 260 on the south, and I-17 
on the west. Translocations will not occur during Phase 1 onto that portion of the Forest, but could be 
allowed on the portion of the Forest east of Highway 87. If determined to be necessary after a 5-year 
review, Phase 2 would be implemented. On the Forest, natural dispersal and occupancy would be allowed 
throughout the Forest (south of I-40), but translocations would not be allowed west of I-17. If Phase 3 is 
initiated later, both natural dispersal and translocations would be allowed on the Forest south of I-40. 
Given that a large portion of the Coconino lies within the expanded MWEPA in the 2015 Rule, it is 
reasonable to expect there to be an increasing presence of transitory and resident Mexican wolves on the 
Forest over the course of the Forest Plan. 

This new information has been incorporated into the analysis in the Wildlife, Fish, and Plant section in 
chapter 3 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 



Draft Land and Resource Management Plan 

Coconino National Forest 
258 

Concern Statement #720: The Forest Service should adjust the analysis related to new power lines 
and transmission corridors in areas that could contain roosting, nesting or foraging habitat for bald 
and golden eagles. The analysis in the Golden and Bald Eagles section in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement suggests that new power lines and transmission corridors would not occur in 
areas that could contain roosting, nesting or foraging habitat for bald and golden eagles. It is for 
new transmission lines to be sited to avoid known eagle roosts. (43-8, 69-46, 82-26) 

Response: No change has been made in response to this concern. The Coconino NF acknowledges that it 
is standard practice for new transmission lines to be sited to avoid known eagle roosts while siting a new 
transmission line. However, the point of the analysis in Golden and Bald Eagles section in the 
environmental impact statement that raised these concerns is not about avoiding eagle roosts or foraging 
habitat. Rather, the analysis is suggesting that the plan component that seeks to have new utility corridors 
avoid research natural areas, geological and botanical areas, and environmental study areas would be 
beneficial to any roosting, nesting or foraging habitat for bald and golden eagles in those areas. The 
Forest Plan still contains a guideline that would require new utility corridors to avoid these areas. See 
FW-SpecUse-G-10. 

Concern Statement #726: The Forest Service should clarify or remove the management approach in 
alternative C that mentions specific management areas for bears. (75-154) 

Response: No change has been made in response to this comment. Alternative C includes a management 
approach that reminds forest managers that: 

Areas managed for old growth, bear, and Mexican spotted owls should be the same. 

This management approach is part of alternative A (the 1987 forest plan). It has been carried forward into 
alternative C as part of that alternative's proposal to retain the old growth direction from the 1987 forest 
plan. The management approach is designed to remind forest managers that bears and Mexican spotted 
owls use areas with old-growth components as habitat. This management approach suggests that when a 
project involves old growth, bear habitat, and/or Mexican spotted owl habitat, these resources be 
addressed in overlapping areas when possible, not in discrete and separate areas. The management 
approach is not intended to suggest that specific management areas need to be created for old growth, 
bear, or Mexican spotted owl. That would be a plan decision, not a suggestion included in a management 
approach. 

Concern Statement #733: The Forest Service should acknowledge that the Arizona Department of 
Game and Fish is only responsible for populations of big game species. (64-49) 

Response: No change has been made in response to this comment. The Arizona Department of Game and 
Fish is charged with management authority of both game and nongame wildlife species in the state of 
Arizona. 

Concern Statement #737: The Forest Service should provide documentation for the assertion that 
dispersed recreation activities such as hiking and camping, camping in developed campgrounds, 
and motorized travel can disturb the western yellow-billed cuckoo during its breeding season. (35-1, 
37-1) 

Response: In response to this comment, the Final Rule to list the western yellow-billed cuckoo was 
reviewed to verify the statements in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement that dispersed recreation 
activities such as hiking and camping, camping in developed campgrounds, and motorized travel can 
disturb the species during the breeding season.  
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According to the Final Rule published by the USFWS, recreation activities can pose threats to proposed 
critical habitat for this species (USFWS 2014). These threats include recreation in the form of off-
highway vehicle use within the riparian zone, habitat degradation from recreation activities, and 
destruction of riparian habitat by uncontrolled wildfires caused by recreation activities. In the Wildlife, 
Fish, and Plant section in chapter 3 of the environmental impact statement, recreation has been removed 
as a fine filter threat to the species on the forest. USFWS identified recreational shooting as an activity 
that can affect the species, but not to the level of being a threat to its continued existence. This section has 
also been adjusted to discuss the potential impacts of recreation to individual cuckoos or breeding pairs 
(rather than the species on the Forest as a whole). The environmental impact statement also discusses the 
impacts of recreation (and other threats) to habitat for this species. 

Concern Statement #739: The Forest Service should revise information provided on the California 
floater and should not indicate that invasive animal species are a threat to the host fish. (37-2) 

Response: No change to the environmental impact statement was made in response to this comment. The 
life cycle of California floaters includes a parasitic larval stage during which it is dependent upon a host 
fish, usually a member of the Gila genus, for food and dispersal. The Xerces Society focuses on 
conservation of invertebrates, not vertebrates like the host fish. The environmental impact statement states 
in several locations that threats to Gila species include predation by, and competition with invasive 
animals, as well as parasites and diseases introduced via non-native aquatic species. Gila species include 
headwater chub, roundtail chub, and Gila chub. References used include U.S. Department of Interior Fish 
and Wildlife Service 2005b and 2011b in the References section of the environmental impact statement.  

Concern Statement #418: The Forest Plan should include an objective to complement the guideline 
in the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section of the Forest Plan that addresses seasonal timing 
restrictions for a variety of species (see Draft Revised Plan, FW-WFP-G-4). The objective should 
provide concise, time-specific statements of measurable results, such as, “Within three (3) years of 
plan approval, implement seasonal timing restrictions for threatened, endangered, and sensitive 
species; bats; and Golden eagles to protect known nests, roosts, and other special features from 
habitat alteration and/or disturbance from management activities to avoid disruption of species or 
their habitats that could affect survival or successful reproduction.” (74-71) 

Response: No change has been made to the Forest Plan in response to this comment. As a guideline, this 
plan component will be applied immediately to projects and activities developed under the revised Forest 
Plan. Restating the guideline as an objective could actually dilute its effectiveness by allowing up to 
3 years for implementation.  

Concern Statement #25: In the revised plan, the Forest Service should add “riparian” or “riparian 
habitat” to desired conditions in the section on Wildlife, Fish, and Plants because of the importance 
of this habitat to wildlife. (85-35) 

Response: Several of the desired conditions in the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section have been edited to 
address your suggestion that there should be more explicit references to riparian habitat. FW-WFP-DC-3 
specifically mentions riparian areas and the necessary physical and biological habitat components that 
they provide. A desired condition related to riparian habitat in the Stream subsection of the former Water 
Quality, Water Quantity, and Aquatic Systems section has been moved to the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants 
section. See FW-WFP-DC-4. Finally, information related to habitat associated with stream ecosystems 
that was located in another desired condition in the Stream subsection of the former Water Quality, Water 
Quantity, and Aquatic Systems section has been moved to the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section and 
combined with one of the previous desired conditions in that section. See FW-WFP-DC-6. 



Draft Land and Resource Management Plan 

Coconino National Forest 
260 

Concern Statement #23: In the revised plan, the Forest Service should provide an example of an 
action in the objectives in the Wildlife, Fish, and Plant section. See FW-WFP-O-1. (85-36) 

Response: The language in the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants objective (FW-WFP-O-1) has been adjusted in 
response to your suggestion to provide an example of an “action.” The following sentence has been added 
to the objective: “An example of an activity could be thinning a Mexican spotted owl protected activity 
center to reduce the risk of uncharacteristic fire and to improve habitat conditions for prey species.” 

Concern Statement #224: The General Description and Background for Wildlife, Fish, and Plants 
section in the Forest Plan should be corrected to note that desert sucker is listed as “other,” and not 
as a sport fish in the Arizona Game and Fish Department regulations. Also, headwater chub, a 
native sport fish, also occurs in Fossil Creek. (75-84) 

Response: The General Description and Background for the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section of the 
Forest Plan has been adjusted in response to your comment. Desert chub are no longer included in the 
discussion of “sport fish” and the presence of headwater chub in Fossil Creek has been acknowledged. 

Concern Statement #225: The Forest Plan should combine several Wildlife, Fish, and Plan desired 
conditions (see Draft Revised Plan FW-WFP-DC-6 and 7) because these components are redundant. 
(75-86) 

Response: These desired conditions have been merged in response to this comment. See FW-WFP-DC-6. 

Concern Statement #244: The Forest Plan should clarify if the guideline in the Wildlife, Fish, and 
Plants section that recommends right-of-way fences to be located 1/8 mile from roads (see Draft 
Revised Plan, FW-WFP-G-10) applies to existing or upgraded roads even if right-of-way easements 
are not wide enough to allow for this distance. Would a plan amendment still be required if this 
guideline could not be met? (83-4) 

Response: This guideline has been reworded to remove the one-eighth mile distance and allow for site-
specific designs that allow safe passage for wildlife prone to movement restrictions. See FW-WFP-G-5. 

Concern Statement #354: The General Description and Background in the Wildlife, Fish, and 
Plants section of the Forest Plan should be adjusted by inserting “primarily” before “dependent,”, 
i.e., species are primarily dependent…as some species with adequate habitat (grey wolf, northern 
leopard frog, etc.,) may have healthy habitat but are persecuted or subjected to disease, or other 
non-habitat factors. (85-33) 

Response: General Description and Background for the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section has been edited 
as suggested. 

Concern Statement #356: The Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section in the Forest Plan should include a 
management approach that specifically mentions coordinating/collaboration with Arizona Game 
and Fish Department on the implementation of the State Wildlife Action Plan. These plans apply to 
the management and conservation of wildlife on all jurisdictions, private and public. (85-37) 

Response: A management approach in the Wildlife, Fish, and Plants section has been adjusted in 
response to this comment. It states: 

Coordinate with the Arizona Game and Fish Department regarding the State Wildlife Action Plan 
as well as hunting recommendations for various wildlife populations that would lead to 
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maintenance and improvement of habitat elements such as vegetation, aspen, riparian, and soil 
condition and productivity. 
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