






























Subject FW: WWW Mail: Roadless areas in Lincoln

From Ramos, Jason M -FS

To Cole, Linda S -FS

Sent Thursday, March 17, 2016 12:32 PM

Came in on the General Comments

-----Original Message-----
From:  
Sent: Tuesday, March 08, 2016 5:24 PM
To: FS-Lincoln_General_Comments <Lincoln_General_Comments@fs.fed.us>
Subject: WWW Mail: Roadless areas in Lincoln

To whom it may concern:
I think the loss of roadless areas within the Lincoln National Forest over the last 30 plus years should be 
reexamined. The areas I am most familiar with are Dark Canyon, Wilmeth Canyon and sections of the 
ridges and side canyons that are part of that area. I think Wilmeth Loop (T5700) should be closed to all 
motorized traffic and in fact be a roadless area. Also, the last few miles of Bensen Ridge (FR223) would 
be a better recreational area if closed to all motorized traffic and be a road less area. This would provide 
a better environment in these areas for both hiking and hunting. Thanks for your consideration
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From: Judy Calman
To: FS-Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision Comments
Cc: Joelle Marier
Subject: Assessment comments for Forest Plan Revision
Date: Friday, July 29, 2016 5:15:21 PM
Attachments: Pre-Assessment comments.pdf

Hi there, please accept these initial comments from the New Mexico Wilderness Alliance on
the Forest Plan Revision. This letter focuses on the preparation of a wilderness inventory, but
we will submit more comprehensive comments during the next comment period. Thanks so
much, and happy Friday.

Judy Calman
Staff Attorney
New Mexico Wilderness Alliance
142 Truman St. NE #B-1
Albuquerque, NM 87108
505-843-8696
http://www.nmwild.org

"Unless someone like you cares a whole awful lot, nothing is going to get better, it's not" ~~Dr.
Seuss

mailto:judy@nmwild.org
mailto:lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us
mailto:joelle@nmwild.org
http://www.nmwild.org/



 


 


July 29, 2016 


Lincoln National Forest 
ATTN: Forest Plan Revision Team  
3463 Las Palomas Road 
Alamogordo, NM 88310 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
Thank you for accepting comments from the public in the initial stages of the Lincoln National Forest 


(LNF) Plan Revision. We look forward to reviewing additional documents and providing more input as 


the process moves forward. These comments are focused mainly on the LNF’s requirement to inventory 


its land for wilderness characteristics as part of the planning process, and to make a management 


decision within the plan about whether or not to preserve those characteristics for possible permanent 


protection by Congress.  


Wilderness Inventory Process 


The 2012 planning rule requires the agency to “identify and evaluate lands that may be suitable for 


inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System and determine whether to recommend any 


such lands for wilderness designation” whenever it revises a forest plan1.  Chapter 70 of the planning 


directives outlines a four-step planning process that forests will follow when recommending wilderness 


areas. The first of the four steps is an inventory of all lands that may have wilderness characteristics. The 


principal inventory criteria are the area’s size and the absence of roads or other substantially noticeable 


improvements. The first step culminates with the release of a final wilderness inventory. The agency 


then moves to the second step where the unit will evaluate the wilderness characteristics of each area 


identified in the inventory. The third step of the process is an analysis of alternative wilderness 


recommendations as part of the forest plan EIS, and the fourth step is a decision by the Forest 


Supervisor about which areas, if any, to recommend for wilderness designation. 


Chapter 70 of the Forest Service Handbook 1909.12 sets out a four-step process for the agency to satisfy 


its obligation to “[i]dentify and evaluate lands that may be suitable for inclusion in the National 


Wilderness Preservation System [NWPS] and determine whether to recommend any such lands for 


wilderness designation” through a plan revision.  The agency must: (1) inventory all lands that may be 


suitable for inclusion in the NWPS; (2) evaluate the wilderness characteristics of each inventoried area 


using the criteria in section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act of 1964; (3) analyze some or all of the evaluated 


areas in the applicable NEPA document; and (4) decide which areas to recommend for inclusion in the 


                                                           
1 36 C.F.R. § 219.7(c)(2)(v). 







NWPS. Chapter 70 requires the agency to provide opportunities for public engagement at each of the 


four steps. 


We encourage LNF to look at the inventory criteria developed by other forests in New Mexico, and to 


look at the public input received by those forests in response to that criteria. Specifically, we hope LNF 


will remember that when conducting wilderness inventory, it should not remove or reject areas for 


things which are not defensible in Chapter 70 and accompanying guidance. LNF retains discretion to re-


draw boundaries of wilderness inventory units in order to remove substantially noticeable human 


impacts. Certain impacts, like fences and evidence of ranching, are not considered substantially 


noticeable. We look forward to seeing the inventory criteria LNF develops, and to seeing its Draft 


inventory maps.  


Ecological Value of Undeveloped Lands 


Undeveloped lands provide numerous ecological benefits. They safeguard biodiversity, enhance 


ecosystem representation, facilitate connectivity (Loucks et al. 2003; USDA 2001; Crist and Wilmer 2002; 


Wilcove 1990; The Wilderness Society 2004; Strittholt and Dellasala 2001; DeVelice and Martin 2001), 


and provide high quality or undisturbed water, soil, and air resources (Anderson et al. 2012; Dellasalla et 


al. 2011). They also serve as ecological baselines to facilitate better understanding of our impacts to 


other landscapes (Arcese and Sinclair 1997).  


Forest Service roadless lands, in particular, are heralded for their conservation values. Those values are 


described at length in the preamble of the Roadless Area Conservation Rule (RACR)2 and in the Final 


Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the RACR3.  They include: high quality or undisturbed soil, 


water, and air; sources of public drinking water; diverse plant and animal communities; habitat for 


threatened, endangered, proposed, candidate, and sensitive species and for those species dependent on 


large, undisturbed areas of land; primitive, semi-primitive non- motorized, and semi-primitive motorized 


classes of dispersed recreation; reference landscapes; natural appearing landscapes with high scenic 


quality; traditional cultural properties and sacred sites; and other locally identified unique 


characteristics (e.g., uncommon geological formations, unique wetland complexes, exceptional hunting 


and fishing opportunities).  


Numerous articles in the scientific literature similarly recognize the contribution of roadless and 


undeveloped lands to biodiversity, connectivity, and conservation reserve networks. For example, 


Loucks et al. (2003) examined the potential contributions of roadless areas to the conservation of 


biodiversity, and found that more than 25% of IRAs are located in globally or regionally outstanding 


ecoregions4 and that 77% of IRAs have the potential to conserve threatened, endangered, or imperiled 


                                                           
2 66 Fed. Reg. at 3245-47. 
3 Final Environmental Impact Statement, Vol. 1, 3–3 to 3–7, available at 
http://www.fs.usda.gov/roaddocument/roadless/2001roadlessrule/finalruledocuments.  
4 Loucks et al utilize an ecosystem ranking system developed by Ricketts et al. (1999) found at Ricketts, T. H., E. 
Dinerstein, D. M. Olson, C. J. Loucks, W. Eichbaum, D. DellaSala, K. Kavanaugh, P. Hedao, P. T. Hurley, K. M. Carney, 
R. Abell, and S. Walters. 1999. Terrestrial ecoregions of North America: a conservation assessment. Island Press, 
Washington, D.C., USA. (“Ricketts et al. (1999) classified the biological importance of each ecoregion based on 
species distribution, i.e., richness and endemism, rare ecological or evolutionary phenomena such as large-scale 
migrations or extraordinary adaptive radiations, and global rarity of habitat type, e.g., Mediterranean-climate 
scrub habitats. They used species distribution data for seven taxonomic groups: birds, mammals, butterflies, 
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species. Arcese and Sinclari (1997) highlighted the contribution that IRAs could make toward building a 


representative network of conservation reserves in the United States, finding that protecting those 


areas would expand eco-regional representation, increase the area of reserves at lower elevations, and 


increase the number of large, relatively undisturbed refugia for species. Crist and Wilmer (2002) looked 


at the ecological value of roadless lands in the Northern Rockies and found that protection of national 


forest roadless areas, when added to existing federal conservation lands in the study area, would: 1) 


increase the representation of virtually all land cover types on conservation lands at both the regional 


and ecosystem scales, some by more than 100%; 2) help protect rare, species-rich, and often-declining 


vegetation communities; and 3) connect conservation units to create bigger and more cohesive habitat 


“patches.” 


Roadless lands are also responsible for higher quality water and watersheds.  Anderson et al. (2012) 


assessed the relationship of watershed condition and land management status, and found a strong 


spatial association between watershed health and protective designations. Dellasalla et al. (2011) found 


that undeveloped and roadless watersheds are important for supplying downstream users with high-


quality drinking water, and that developing those watersheds comes at significant costs associated with 


declining water quality and availability. The authors recommend a light-touch ecological footprint to 


sustain healthy watersheds and the many other values that derive from roadless areas.  


The Forest Service, National Park Service, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service recognize that protecting 


and connecting undeveloped areas is an important action agencies can take to enhance climate change 


adaptation. For example, the Forest Service National Roadmap for Responding to Climate Change (2011) 


establishes that increasing connectivity and reducing fragmentation are short- and long-term actions the 


agency should take to facilitate adaptation to climate change5.  The National Park Service also identifies 


connectivity as a key factor for climate change adaptation, along with establishing “blocks of natural 


landscape large enough to be resilient to large-scale disturbances and long-term changes.” The agency 


states that “[t]he success of adaptation strategies will be enhanced by taking a broad approach that 


identifies connections and barriers across the landscape. Networks of protected areas within a larger 


mixed landscape can provide the highest level of resilience to climate change.6”  Similarly, the Climate 


                                                           
amphibians, reptiles, land snails, and vascular plants (Ricketts et al. 1999). Each category was divided into four 
rankings: globally outstanding, high, medium, and low. The rankings for each of the four categories were combined 
to assign an overall biological ranking to each ecoregion. Ecoregions whose biodiversity features were equaled or 
surpassed in only a few areas around the world were termed "globally outstanding." To earn this ranking, an 
ecoregion had to be designated "globally outstanding" for at least one category. The second-highest category, or 
continentally important ecoregions, were termed "regionally outstanding," followed by "bioregionally 
outstanding" and "nationally important" (Ricketts et al. 1999).”) 
5 Forest Service, FS-957b, National Roadmap for Responding to Climate Change at 26 (2011), available at 
http://www.fs.fed.us/climatechange/advisor/roadmap.html. 
6 National Park Service, Climate Change Adaptation, http://www.nps.gov/subjects/climatechange/adaptation.htm 
(last visited Dec. 23, 2014). See also National Park Service, Climate Change Response Strategy (2010), available at 
http://www.nature.nps.gov/climatechange/docs/NPS_CCRS.pdf (Objective 6.3 is to “Collaborate to develop cross-
jurisdictional conservation plans to protect and restore connectivity and other landscape-scale components of 
resilience.”). 







Adaptation Strategy adopted by a partnership of governmental agencies including the U.S. Fish and 


Wildlife Service calls for creating an ecologically-connected network of conservation areas7.   


The 2012 planning rule’s substantive ecological sustainability provision sanctions this reserve design and 


landscape connectivity approach, requiring the Forest Service to formulate “plan components, including 


standards and guidelines, to maintain or restore [the] structure, function, composition, and 


connectivity” of terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems and watersheds, taking into account stressors such 


as climate change8.  


The LNF’s Chapter 70 wilderness inventory will culminate with the release of a series of maps that will 


identify areas across the forest that are largely unroaded and undeveloped. These areas should include 


both IRAs and other roadless lands. Some of these Chapter 70 inventoried lands will be carried forward 


and recommended for wilderness in one or more alternative in the EIS. Others, however, will not be 


recommended for wilderness. As detailed above, roadless lands provide tremendous ecological benefits. 


For those non-IRA lands that are identified in the wilderness inventory but that are not recommended 


for wilderness, we request that the LNF analyze the impact of not protecting these lands and allowing 


them to fall into the general forest matrix. Conversely, the analysis should consider the extent to which 


these lands contribute to meeting the rule’s substantive requirement to “maintain or restore ecological 


integrity of terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems and watersheds in the plan area” taking into account 


“structure, function, composition, and connectivity.9”   


Further, the benefits of conserved and connected undeveloped lands on the LNF apply with force in light 


of climate change. What are the environmental impacts from climate change on wildlife and the ability 


for wildlife to move across the landscape? What role does the LNF play in conserving these connections? 


What role can wilderness, recommended wilderness, IRAs, Chapter 70 inventoried lands, and other 


conservation management areas play in making these connections and facilitating this movement? We 


request that the LNF attempt to answer these questions in the DEIS. 


Socio-Economic Values of Undeveloped Lands 


In addition to its ecological values, protected areas, including wilderness, are important because they 


contribute to people’s social and economic well-being. When analyzing the impacts of recommending 


areas for wilderness, we request that the agency include important socio-economic considerations, 


                                                           
7   See National Fish, Wildlife and Plants Adaptation Partnership, Climate Adaptation Strategy at 55-59 (2012), 
available at http://www.wildlifeadaptationstrategy.gov/strategy.php. Relevant goals and strategies include:   
Goal 1: Conserve habitat to support healthy ¬fish, wildlife, and plant populations and ecosystem functions in a 
changing climate.  
Strategy 1.1: Identify areas for an ecologically-connected network of terrestrial, freshwater, coastal, and marine 
conservation areas that are likely to be resilient to climate change and to support a broad range of ¬fish, wildlife, 
and plants under changed conditions.  
Strategy 1.2: Secure appropriate conservation status on [high priority areas] to complete an ecologically-connected 
network of public and private conservation areas that will be resilient to climate change and support a broad range 
of species under changed conditions.  
Strategy 1.4: Conserve, restore, and as appropriate and practicable, establish new ecological connections among 
conservation areas to facilitate ¬fish, wildlife, and plant migration, range shifts, and other transitions caused by 
climate change. 
8 36 C.F.R. § 219.8(a)(1). 
9 Ibid. 







including the positive impacts, of wilderness. We offer peer-reviewed information about some of these 


impacts that we ask the agency to consider when conducting its impact analysis.  


Wilderness in New Mexico is under-represented compared to other states. 


New Mexico comparatively has less designated wilderness than other western states.  Consider the 


following statistics:  


• Nationally, designated wilderness represents just over 18% of all National Forest System 


acres. In Region 3, designated wilderness represents about 13% of all National Forest 


System acres.  


• For wilderness acres in the region to achieve the national average would require the 


addition of about one million acres.  


• Only 2% – or 1,695,596 acres – of New Mexico’s total land base is protected as federally 


designated wilderness by all federal land management agencies, the smallest amount of the 


eleven western states. 


• The LNF’s current forest plan has 0 acres recommended for wilderness.  


Participation in outdoor, nature-based recreation is steady or on the rise. 


Recreational surveys show that Americans are participating in increasing numbers in recreational 


pursuits that natural areas such as wilderness provide. According to Cordell (2008a), both the total 


number of Americans and the total number of days annually in which we participate in nature-based 


recreation have grown since 1994. In particular, viewing, photographing, and studying nature (e.g., 


wildlife and birds), have grown strongly (see Table 1); primitive camping and backpacking days increased 


12% and 24%, respectively, between 2000 and 2008 (Cordell 2008a).  


In addition, a significant percentage of Americans participate in outdoor recreation. For instance,  


• Across the country, an estimated 35% of Americans, both urban and rural residents, 


participated in birding between 2004 and 2007 (Cordell 2008b) 


• More than 90 million U.S. residents participated in some form of wildlife-related recreation 


in 2011. Participation is up 3% from five years earlier. The number of Americans who hunted 


or fished rose from 33.9 million in 2006 to 37.4 million in 2011. (USFWS 2011)  


• Americans take between 16 and 35 million trips to wilderness each year on their own or 


with a guide to hike, backpack, camp, climb mountains, ride horses, ski, raft, canoe, take 


pictures, view wildlife, or stargaze (Cordell 2005).  


Specific to New Mexico and the Southwest region, recent surveys demonstrate that New Mexicans are 


very active in the outdoors: 


• Forty-three percent, 27% and 17% of New Mexicans report that they day hike, primitive 


camp, and backpack, respectively, compared to 33%, 16%, and 11% of Americans nationally 


(Cordell, 2004). 


• In 2012, 50% of New Mexico voters report that they are regular hikers or campers, and 


more than 1/3 engage in other outdoor activities such as bird watching or boating. Forty-


one percent identify themselves as a hunter or angler (Colorado College, 2013). 







• Two-thirds (67%) of New Mexicans plan to visit a national park in the next year (Colorado 


College, 2013). 


• Despite their high level of outdoor activity, 87% of New Mexico voters say children not 


spending enough time outdoors is a serious problem (Colorado College, 2013). 


Specific to the LNF, the 2012 National Visitor Use Monitoring Report cites the two most popular 


recreational activities on the LNF by far are viewing natural features and hiking/walking with 43% and 


18% of visitors citing these as their main activities, respectively (“activity participation” at 


http://apps.fs.fed.us/nfs/nrm/nvum/results/A03008.aspx/Round2).  This compares to non-wilderness 


compatible activities such as off-highway vehicle riding which 0% of the LNF visitors reported 


participating in as their main activity. 


Wilderness visitation is predicted to continue growing.      


• The number of days Americans visited wilderness and other primitive areas increased 12% 


between 2000 and 2008. The number of participants visiting a wilderness area increased 3% 


in the same time period (Cordell 2008). 


• Bowker predicts that population growth in expanding cities in the West and Southwest in 


particular will result in increased use in wildernesses in the vicinity (Bowker et al. 2006).  


• It can also be expected that population increases in the communities adjacent to the 


National Forests will occur because of their attractiveness in terms of the availability of 


quality outdoor recreation experiences, clean air and water, and a natural setting (USDA 


2005). 


Region 3 of the Forest Service echoes these conclusions in its wilderness evaluation guidance for forest 


planning under the 1982 planning rule, stating10:  


– Increased demand for additional wilderness in New Mexico should be anticipated based on 


population growth during the period of 2000 to 2010, which exceeded the national growth rate. 


– Public demand increases with proximity to Albuquerque as a major population center in the 


New Mexico and the southwest.   


– Some additional public demand for wilderness in the Southwestern Region will occur from the 


influx of people moving to communities in the vicinity of the National Forests.  


– Desirability of the scenic mountainous settings available in the rural communities within and 


adjacent to national forests in the Southwestern Region will attract new retirees and others, further 


contributing to a growth in wilderness visitation.  


– In terms of geographic distribution of wilderness, the Southwestern Region is under-


represented with five percent fewer wilderness acres as compared with the representation nationally. 


Additionally, all quadrants in Arizona and New Mexico are under-represented with the exception of the 


southwest and southeast quadrants in Arizona. The most under-represented quadrants are southeast 


                                                           
10 USDA Forest Service Southwestern Region, Regional Demand for Wilderness, Wilderness Evaluation Guidance for 
Forest Planning. 







and northwest New Mexico, and northeast Arizona which are at 6 percent or less in the number of 


wilderness acres (compared with total federal wilderness acres). 


Economics Benefits of Protected Public Lands 


Based on a wealth of existing rigorous and scientifically validated research, the general rule is that there 


is a neutral-to-positive relationship between the presence and extent of wilderness and other protected 


areas on one hand and the economic performance of local economies and the economic benefits 


available to nearby residents on the other. Here are just a few examples from this body of research:  


• A recent study of the Rio Grande del Norte National Monument found that the expected 


annual economic impacts of National Monument designation could reach $32.2 million, 


which represents an increase of approximately $15 million in regional economic activity. 


Following Monument designation, employment supported would be expected to increase to 


about 591 jobs, an increase of 279 jobs (BBC Research & Consulting 2012).  


• Protected public lands can and do play an important role in stimulating local economic 


growth, especially when combined with access to markets and an educated workforce, and 


are associated with some of the fastest growing communities in the West (Rasker 2006 and 


Rasker et al. 2009). 


• Wilderness designation enhances nearby private property value (Phillips 2004). 


• Wilderness and conservation lands are associated with rapid population, income, and 


employment growth relative to non-wilderness counties (Lorah and Southwick 2003; Lewis, 


Hunt and Plantinga 2002). 


• There is no evidence of job losses associated with wilderness and no evidence that counties 


more dependent on logging, mining, oil and gas suffered job losses as a result of wilderness 


designation in 250 non-urban counties in the Rocky Mountains (Duffy-Deno 1998).  


• The total annual value of retaining the wilderness character associated with inventoried 


roadless areas in New Mexico ranges up to $42 million for maintenance of water quality, 


$24 million for carbon sequestration, $26 million for outdoor recreation, $14 million for 


passive uses, and $1.4 million in enhanced property values. Annual community effects range 


up to 938 jobs and $23 million in personal income. (Berrens, Talberth, Thacher, Hand 2006). 


When analyzing the impacts of recommending areas for wilderness, we request that the agency include 


in its analysis the socio-economic impacts and considerations listed below and explained above, which 


includes the positive impacts of wilderness: 


• the economic benefits of protected lands, including wilderness, 


• the projected increase in wilderness visitation rates, 


• the increased participation in outdoor, nature-based recreation, and 


• the under-representation of designated wilderness in New Mexico when compared to other 


states. 


Specifics Concerns on the Lincoln National Forest 


There are currently over 167,000 acres of Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRA) on LNF land, not including 


designated Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs). Several of these areas border existing 


designated Wilderness, Wilderness Study Areas, and lands with wilderness characteristics on adjacent 







NPS and BLM lands. The proximity and adjacency of these land units provides an opportunity to place 


protection on large, contiguous areas of land and enhance the quality of existing protected areas both 


within the forest and on adjacent public lands managed by other agencies. Without more stringent 


protection, areas which are currently roadless are at risk of becoming developed, a trend which is 


already visible upon inspection of an overlay of current LNF road layers and IRA boundaries.   


For example, the 21,000 acre Guadalupe Mountains WSA links the Carlsbad Caverns Wilderness with the 


Guadalupe Mountains Wilderness in Carlsbad Caverns National Park and Guadalupe Mountains National 


Park, respectively. It also shares a border with two BLM Wilderness Study Areas: Lonesome Ridge WSA 


to the southeast, and Devil’s Den Canyon WSA to the southwest. Permanent protection of this WSA as 


designated wilderness would enhance the wilderness character of adjacent wilderness areas, enhance 


contiguity of protected wildlands in the Guadalupe’s, and ensure this currently wild area is preserved for 


future generations. 


Roadless areas are ideal candidates for future designations since they do not currently provide motor 


vehicle access. Protection of qualifying IRAs, either as Special Management Areas, Research Natural 


Areas, extensions to existing wilderness, or designation as new wilderness areas would ensure 


preservation of quality wildlife habitat including cross-boundary linkages and a diverse range of habitats. 


Protection would also contribute to maintenance of healthy watersheds, support quiet recreational 


experiences, and preserve scenic vistas.  


In addition to existing IRAs, there may be areas on the LNF that have become roadless since the last 


inventory. A thorough and transparent analysis is needed to ensure conservation of these areas is given 


proper consideration in the new Forest Plan. 


Some specific areas on LNF of concern include the following: 


• The area bounded by Russia Canyon on the north, the Sunspot highway on the west, 


Penasco Canyon on the south, and Highway 130 on the east.  Most routes here are cherry 


stemmed, and the area represents the true high country in the Cloudcroft District. 


• The very southwest corner LNF in the vicinity of Bug Scuffle Hill.   


• The area east of Mayhill and south of Highway 130, bounded by the LNF boundary on the 


east and south sides.  This area is almost entirely roadless and trail-less.  Restoration of 


some water development projects in this area would enhance it for wildlife.  A similar area 


exists to the north of Highway 130, near Dry Burnt Canyon. 


• The very southeast corner of LNF south of Lick and Elk canyons.   


We request that the impacts analysis consider the extent to which roadless lands across the LNF, 


including those identified in the Chapter 70 wilderness inventory, contribute to maintaining or restoring 


things like air quality, water quality, ecological communities and endangered species. We request that 


the LNF conduct a general analysis of the impacts that each alternative will have on roadless lands and 


their associated ecological and social benefits listed above. We also request that the impacts analysis 


identify key landscapes where roadless lands are providing these ecological and social benefits, and 


describe the more localized impacts that each alternative will have on the benefits these places provide. 


We will do our best to do some on-the-ground data collection over the next year, and will submit any 


information we compile to LNF. 







Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment at this time, and we will provide additional input in 


the future.  


Sincerely,  


 


Judy Calman 
Staff Attorney 
New Mexico Wilderness Alliance  
142 Truman Street NE #B-1 
Albuquerque, NM 87108 
505-843-8696 x 102  
judy@nmwild.org  
www.nmwild.org  
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From:
To: Berman, Heather -FS
Cc: Sharp, Charles M -FS
Subject: RE: FW: UTV Greater than 50"
Date: Monday, June 13, 2016 2:50:44 PM

Wonderful, you've been a big help. Thank you! 

On June 13, 2016 1:42:35 PM CDT, "Berman, Heather -FS" <hberman@fs.fed.us> wrote:

 

If a road is on one of the maps in the link below you can ride your OHV on them.  Roads that do
not show up on the maps are closed and for administrative use only or have been
decommissioned from all motorized use altogether.  Look at the bottom of the page in the link
below for the maps on each district.  Or you can pick them up for free at one of the offices on the
Forest.

 

Attached is the info on the new state law.

 

http://www.fs.usda.gov/detail/lincoln/maps-pubs/?cid=STELPRDB5176616

 

I have shared your request with my Forest Planner so it can be documented with all other
submitted comments/requests.

 

Thank you,

 

Heather Berman 
Social/Econ/Rec Specialist

Forest Service

Lincoln National Forest, Supervisor’s Office

p: 575-434-7212 
f: 575-434-7218 
hberman@fs.fed.us

3463 Las Palomas Road 
Alamogordo, NM 88310
www.fs.fed.us 

  

   

mailto:hberman@fs.fed.us
mailto:charlesmsharp@fs.fed.us
http://www.fs.usda.gov/detail/lincoln/maps-pubs/?cid=STELPRDB5176616
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Caring for the land and serving people

    

 

 

From:  
Sent: Monday, June 13, 2016 10:26 AM
To: Berman, Heather -FS <hberman@fs.fed.us>
Subject: Re: FW: UTV Greater than 50"

 

Heather, 

This is a big help, especially to know that they are allowed on forest service roads. One
quick question on that point, are the forest service roads typically open to the public or are
they for official use only? 

Also if you have information on the new law regarding OHV's on pavement, yes, please
send that to me. 

Thank you for the quick response and I would just like to go on record as requesting the
trails be opened beyond 50" - the side by side UTV market is growing fast and is mostly
made up of vehicles in this class. 

Thanks again, 

On June 13, 2016 10:32:34 AM CDT, "Berman, Heather -FS" <hberman@fs.fed.us> wrote:

Jeff,

 

At this time the Lincoln National Forest does not intend to expand any of its trails to allow for
motorized vehicles larger than 50 inches.  The Lincoln NF does not currently have any trails that
allow motorized vehicles larger than 50 inches.  You can take UTVs larger than 50 inches on
Forest Service roads found on the Lincoln NF Motorized Vehicle Use Map.

 

In the future it may be a possibly to expand some of the trail to allow for motorized vehicles
larger than 50 inches but there are no plans in development at this time.  The Lincoln NF is
currently revising it Land Management Plan.  Hopefully, the new plan will give the option to

mailto:hberman@fs.fed.us


have trails greater than 50 inches.  The current plan does not allow for this.

 

The State of New Mexico has recently passed a law allowing for OHVs on pavement.  Please let
me know if I need to send you the State law recently passed.

 

I hope this answers your question.

 

Thank you,

 

Heather Berman 
Social/Econ/Rec Specialist

Forest Service

Lincoln National Forest, Supervisor’s Office

p: 575-434-7212 
f: 575-434-7218 
hberman@fs.fed.us

3463 Las Palomas Road 
Alamogordo, NM 88310
www.fs.fed.us 

Caring for the land and serving people

  

   

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

From:  

mailto:hberman@fs.fed.us
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Sent: Sunday, June 12, 2016 7:26 PM
To: FS-sacramentoinfo <sacramentoinfo@fs.fed.us>; FS-Lincoln_General_Comments
<Lincoln_General_Comments@fs.fed.us>
Subject: UTV Greater than 50"

 

I am trying to get some information about places to ride UTZ's over 50" in the Cloudcroft
area and hoped you could help. I was also wondering if there was any plans to expand the
existing trails to allow these, perhaps in response to the recent request for comments on
OHV 's (by the BLM?).

I do see the notice of a meeting discussing changes in July and hope to have a relative
attend but I won't be able to be there. 

Any information you can provide would be greatly appreciated! 

Thanks, 

This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the
intended recipients. Any unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure
of the information it contains may violate the law and subject the violator to civil or
criminal penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error, please notify
the sender and delete the email immediately.

mailto:sacramentoinfo@fs.fed.us
mailto:Lincoln_General_Comments@fs.fed.us






























































































































































































































 
 
 
 
 
October 21, 2015  
 
 
 
Ms. Sabrina Flores, Forest Planner 
Lincoln National Forest 
Supervisor’s Office 
3463 Las Palomas Road 
Alamogordo, New Mexico  83310 
 
RE: Comments on Lincoln National Forest’s Pre-assessment Reports Phase of the Forest Plan 

Revision Process 
 
Dear Ms. Flores: 
 
Please accept the following comments from the New Mexico Wildlife Federation (NMWF) on Lincoln 
National Forest’s (LNF) Pre-assessment phase of the plan revision process.  We will offer our 
recommendations for how we might approach solutions to improve the Lincoln National Forest.   
 
After 100 years, the NMWF remains true to its roots:  Sportsmen working to protect New Mexico’s 
wildlife, habitat and outdoor way of life.  Practical, solution-oriented and successful, we rely on science 
and the North American Model of Wildlife Management as our guides.  We have found common ground 
with landowners and management agencies to produce results that benefit sportsmen and wildlife.  We are 
constantly working on access, habitat and opportunity for New Mexico’s sportsmen and women on our 
treasured public lands. 
 
General Comments 
 
The LNF is one of the premier public land hunting areas in the West, and the NMWF takes a strong 
interest in the LNF Plan Revision.  The LNF offers excellent hunting opportunity for mule deer, elk, 
black bear and turkey.  Part of what makes the LNF such a high quality hunting destination is its large 
tracts of uninterrupted backcountry habitat, along with excellent public access.  The LNF invokes a sense 
of remoteness and the opportunity for bird hunters to pursue Montezuma quail, band-tailed pigeons and 
turkeys.  The area also provides important summer, wintering and calving habitat for elk. 
 
Hunting in New Mexico provides important economic revenue, which is in no small part fueled by quality 
public access and habitat in areas such as the LNF.  To sustain the hunting industry, we need to maintain 
the wildlife populations upon which it depends.  Maintaining large tracts of quality intact habitat provides 
an assurance that wildlife populations will remain healthy, along with the hunting economy. 
 
Plant and animal communities in the region are diverse, ranging from semi-desert grassland to pinion-
juniper, ponderosa pine, Douglas fir, spruce and aspen.  The area also contains critical habitat for the 
Mexican spotted owl and the meadow jumping mouse.  

121 Cardenas Drive NE 
Albuquerque, NM 87108-1707 

(505) 299-5404 
nmwildlife@nmwildlife.org 
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The NMWF offers the following balanced approach to maintain the area’s high quality backcountry 
habitat, and the hunting access that the LNF offers, while still allowing land managers the flexibility to 
conduct habitat improvement projects. 
 
Ecological Changes 
 
The LNF is experiencing some challenging degradation issues and natural environmental changes to its 
landscapes.  There are assortments of management considerations that can be addressed to improve the 
resilience of the LNF’s ecological landscape. 
 

• Evaluating the forest’s vulnerability.  As a proactive step in addressing ecological and socio-
economic changes, LNF prepares a vulnerability assessment that analyzes key species, such as 
mule deer, and habitat susceptible to emerging ecological threats and changes.  Once a 
vulnerability assessment analyzes these threats, LNF creates specific objectives that identify and 
provide information which may more effectively guide forest management for the LNF. 

• Identifying the major threats and developing objectives that specifically target these threats.    
However, with the onset of drier climates and drought conditions, NMWF believes actions that 
help decrease the LNF’s vulnerability from the impacts of climate change will aid in its ability to 
adapt and manage for all the changes that could occur as a result of a warmer climate. 

• Managing the LNF as a connected landscape.  NMWF recognizes that watersheds and landscapes 
do not end at the forest boundary, nor do the effects from pollution, overgrazing (by domestic and 
wild animals), invasive species encroachment and climate change, to name a few.  Recognizing 
the importance of its neighboring boundaries that include other federal and state landscapes and 
private lands, the ecological integrity of the LNF can improve.  This will involve collaborative 
efforts, creating new relationships and strengthening existing ones. 

• Managing the LNF in concert with the BLM.  Where the LNF is directly adjacent to BLM lands 
that are managed for conservation purposes, the LNF should ensure that it is managed 
consistently with the BLM.  Doing so will ensure consistent management of wildlife habitat. 

• Managing the LNF in concert with White Sands Missile Range.  A good portion of the LNF 
borders the White Sands Missile Range.  To ensure consistent beneficial wildlife and habitat 
management it is important to have constructive collaboration with the Department of Defense 
and their wildlife management team. 

• Managing the LNF in concert with the Mescalero Apache Reservation.  A good portion of the 
LNF shares borders with the Mescalero Apache Reservation.  To ensure consistent beneficial 
wildlife and habitat management it is important to have constructive collaboration with the 
Mescalero Apaches and their conservation Department. 

 
Watersheds 
 
The NMWF would recommend the following desired conditions regarding Watersheds:  
 

• New Mexico water quality standards should continue to be met in the LNF.  
• Maintain water resources, including water quality, by ensuring Best Management Practices as 

described in the National Best Management Practices for Water Quality Management on National 
Forest System Lands and in FSH 2509.22 are implemented and monitored. 

• Watersheds are functioning properly, in satisfactory condition. 
• Watersheds are not at risk due to the fuels composition and uncharacteristic disturbance and that 

the fire indicator of watershed framework is rated “good.” 
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• Watersheds mostly contain free-flowing streams and functioning wetlands and riparian areas.   
• The hydrologic regime within a watershed is not impacted by the density and distribution of 

roads, trails, and impervious surfaces. 
• Watersheds exhibit high geomorphic, hydrologic and biotic integrity relative to their natural 

potential condition. 
• Springs, riparian areas and wetlands have the necessary soil, water and vegetation attributes to be 

healthy and functioning. 
• Instream flows provide for channel and floodplain maintenance, recharge of riparian aquifers, 

water quality and minimal temperature fluctuations. 
• In aquatic and riparian systems that evolved with wood near the streams, ensure that large woody 

material is present and continues to be recruited into the system at near natural rates. 
• Riparian, wetland and spring dependent resources are supported preferentially. 
• Higher ecological values associated with water resource features such as springs, streams, 

riparian areas and wetlands are supported by the healthy condition of these features. 
• Sufficient reproduction of native species appropriate to the site is occurring to ensure 

sustainability. 
• Riparian and wetland plant communities occupy most of area where they might potentially grow. 
• The ecological integrity of riparian areas is maintained or restored, including structure, function, 

composition, connectivity, water quality, sediment, aquatic and terrestrial habitats and floodplain 
values. 

• Critical riparian areas in the LNF are identified and protected for wildlife use only, if adequate 
water within the allotment is available for livestock operations. 

 
Grazing 
 
Grazing of livestock will continue on most of our public lands as specified in federal law and regulations, 
and it should be noted that grazing is a privilege or lease and not a right.  NMWF supports grazing 
management in a manner that provides the greatest benefit to habitat and wildlife resources.  The BLM 
produced a document called NM Standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing 
Management which describes in detail what comprises a healthy ecosystem for our public lands on both 
upland and riparian areas.   
 
The NMWF would recommend the following desired conditions regarding grazing: 
 

• Research at NMSU has shown that the maximum livestock forage use should be 30% – 35% for 
habitat sustainability for wildlife. 

• Under best management practices, it requires all livestock waters on public lands be kept filled 
and available to wildlife on a year-round basis. 

• To keep livestock from water in order to encourage grazing rotation, exclosures must be built and 
water cannot be turned off. 

• If freezing is a problem, then the water may be turned off, but water must be supplied by tanks. 
• All water must have wildlife escape ramps. 
• If allotment holders are willing to sell their rights to an NGO for permanent resting from livestock 

grazing, the LNF should support and facilitate such actions as long as all other public uses 
continue, exclusive of development. 

• Forest and grassland restoration projects that are successful mean that there will be increased 
grass forage available.  Increases in available forage are reserved for watershed function and 
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wildlife.  After treatment, there should be no increase in grazing or allotment numbers to deplete 
the results. 

• Proper livestock stocking rates and associated management activities contribute to healthy, 
diverse plant communities, soil stability and wildlife habitat. 

• Livestock grazing and associated management activities are in balance with the needs of wildlife 
forage, watershed ground cover, natural fire regime and resilience to climate variability. 

 
Roads & Motorized Recreation 
 
The NMWF would recommend the following desired conditions regarding roads and motorized 
recreation: 
 

• National Forest System (NFS) roads and bridges provide safe and efficient access for recreation 
opportunities and resource management and are maintained in good condition to prevent resource 
damage. 

• The maintenance program for the LNF road system is financially sustainable. 
• Undesirable impacts to water resources, soils, heritage sites, wildlife and vegetation from LNF 

system roads are adequately mitigated. 
• Open NFS roads are well marked through the proper use of signage, making them easy to locate 

for all users. 
• NFS roads intended for use by high clearance vehicles are clearly distinguished from those 

intended for standard passenger cars, through proper use of road entrance treatments and/or 
signage.  

• NFS roads decommissioned per a travel management decision are either converted to other uses 
in a timely manner, or treated in an effective way to eliminate motor vehicle traffic use. 

• Education is effective, in partnership with local users, in informing the public of open areas and 
roads.  Open NFS roads not presently needed are closed (all motor vehicle traffic prohibited) until 
they are needed again, and road closure methods are effective in eliminating motor vehicle traffic.  

• Unauthorized roads that are causing environmental impacts are rehabilitated in a timely manner. 
• Studies have shown that spacing of route densities greatly impacts elk and mule deer movement.  

The LNF consider no less than two-mile spacing for motorized route density in critical elk and 
mule deer habitat. 

• Opportunities for off-highway vehicle (OHV) riding, driving for pleasure, motorized dispersed 
camping and motorized big game retrieval are provided on the designated system of NFS roads 
and motorized trails in accordance with the motor vehicle use maps (MVUMs). Visitors 
understand and comply with the designations shown on the MVUMs. 

• The designation of NFS roads and trails and areas on NFS lands for motor vehicle use and over-
snow vehicles is consistent with the Travel Management Rule at 36 CFR 212 and with desired 
recreation settings.  

• The LNF strictly enforces existing OHV regulations consistent with the Travel Management Rule 
at 36 CFR 212 to protect habitat from fragmentation by illegal OHV use.  

• The LNF provides ample law enforcement personnel to monitor and manage illegal OHV use and 
other illegal activities in the LNF. 

• In reference to RS 2477, while maintaining access is utmost, where any road crosses critical 
wildlife habitat or sensitive riparian area, that road is evaluated for closure. 
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Access 
 
The NMWF would recommend the following desired conditions regarding access: 
 

• Right-of-Ways and Easements provide for broader access to lands within the LNF without 
impacting private inholding rights-of-way and easements. 

• Acquisition of lands facilitates efficient management strategies for the LNF. 
• Encroachment issues are resolved equitably for both adjacent landowners and the LNF. 
• Access to public lands is provided throughout the planning areas. 
• Easements are acquired to provide access to public lands for recreation, including wilderness and 

roadless areas. 
• Priority for the acquisition of easements is placed on former county roads vacated by county 

governments, when these roads are the only access to areas of high recreation value. 
• All available methods are used to obtain legal public or administrative access from willing 

landowners to cross non-federal land to reach public land lacking adequate access. 
 
Designated Areas 
 
The NMWF would recommend the following desired condition regarding designated areas: 
 

• Inventoried roadless areas are managed to protect and conserve their roadless character consistent 
with 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule. 
 

Conclusion 
 
The NMWF is committed to protecting and restoring the unique wildlife and habitat values of the LNF.  
We appreciate the opportunity to participate in the forest plan revision process and would like to work 
cooperatively with the Forest Service on the issues discussed above.  We believe in the importance of 
achieving ecologically sustainable, fiscally realistic and enforceable management of forest resources in 
the future. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
John N. Cornell 
Sportsman Coordinator 
New Mexico Wildlife Federation 
john@nmwildlife.org 
575-895-5090 
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From:
To: FS-Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision Comments
Subject: Feedback on yellow card summary document
Date: Thursday, June 25, 2015 6:18:00 PM

Thank you for providing Forest Plan questions/answers as a printable, paginated pdf.  This was very legible, useful,
and valuable as a consensus-building communication.

Cloudcroft

mailto:lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us




From: Sharp, Charles M -FS
To:
Subject: FW: Concern and Suggestion
Date: Friday, July 01, 2016 7:46:00 AM
Attachments: image005.png

image006.png
image007.png
image008.png

Hello ,
 
Thank you for your comment. There’s no need to use the comment form, it’s only a guide.
 
I also wanted to let you know that the deadline to submit comments on the assessment for Forest
Plan Revision on the Lincoln has been extended to July 29, 2016.
 
Please feel free to contact me with any questions. Thanks again,
 

Charlie Sharp 
Forest Planner

Forest Service
Lincoln National Forest, Supervisor's Office

p: 575-434-7237 
f: 575-434-7218 
charlesmsharp@fs.fed.us

3463 Las Palomas Rd
Alamogordo, NM 88310
www.fs.fed.us 

Caring for the land and serving people

 
 
 
From:  
Sent: Wednesday, June 29, 2016 3:33 PM
To: FS-Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision Comments <lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us>
Subject: Concern and Suggestion
 
I printed the form for this but the deadline is June 30 therefore I'm emailing this info. 
 
1.  My concern is NM lands should have been turned over to the state back when it originally
became a state so that we can operate as a sovereign state.  (The way our constitution meant it
to be.) The government is not able to MANAGE the forests and lands in general like the
people who live here are capable of. Worrying about a rodent aka meadow jumping mouse is
ludicrous as it gets when it's causing you to keep ranchers from accessing the water for their
cattle. 
 
2.  My suggestion is the government turn the land over to the state and step aside so we can

mailto:charlesmsharp@fs.fed.us
http://www.fs.fed.us/
http://usda.gov/
https://twitter.com/forestservice
https://www.facebook.com/pages/US-Forest-Service/1431984283714112
mailto:lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us






take care of our lands. The constitution designates 10 square miles in DC for the government
to operate plus maybe forts, ports & by ways temporarily used by government in detrimental
situations. Read and re-read the constitution so that the oath you took before working for the
government... pledging your commitment to uphold... will not be forgotten.
 
Thank you for stirring away from tyranny... I trust you are. 
 
Have a BLESSED DAY. 
 

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android

https://overview.mail.yahoo.com/mobile/?.src=Android


From:
To: FS-Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision Comments
Subject: Fw: Lincoln National Forest 10 Year Management Plan Comment Form - James Nichols
Date: Thursday, June 30, 2016 8:51:47 PM

On Wednesday, June 29, 2016 10:03 AM, > wrote:

 
 

 Lincoln National Forest 10 Year Management Plan Comment
Form

 

Name

E-mail

Area of Interest o Natural Processes

What is your concern
about your chosen area
of interest? Please list
one concern per form.

Failure of NFS to prevent catastrophic
forest fires which not only devastate
ecosystems but also pose danger to
property and safety of those living near
NFS managed areas.

Do you have any
suggestions for the
Lincoln National Forest
for how to manage this
issue?

Increased thinning of forest would prevent
catastrophic fires which now commonly
jump into the canopy and spread quickly
especially with dry conditions. Thinning
the forest would decrease the likelihood of
catastrophic fires and increase the health
of the ecosystem. The consequences of
catastrophic fires last for decades
including increased erosion and burn
scars. Prior to European colonization fires
occurred naturally and kept the forest floor
clean of brush. This more open
ecosystem provided various species with
food resources and naturally prevented
the catastrophic first fires that are now
commonplace. The NFS simultaneous
policies of preventing both
thinning/logging and not allowing
controlled burns has led to this situation
both degrading the ecosystem and putting
property and human safety at serious risk.
One only need to look at the Mescalero
Apache Reservation forest lands to see

 

mailto:lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us


that such forest management techniques
work and are quite feasible.

   

 

 

 



From:
To: FS-Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision Comments
Subject: Fw: Lincoln National Forest 10 Year Management Plan Comment Form - Elisabeth Horschig
Date: Thursday, June 30, 2016 8:54:19 PM

On Wednesday, June 22, 2016 8:31 PM,  wrote:

 
 

 Lincoln National Forest 10 Year Management Plan Comment
Form

 

Name

E-mail

Area of Interest o Ecosystems

What is your concern
about your chosen area
of interest? Please list
one concern per form.

Single species management poses a fire
risk

Do you have any
suggestions for the
Lincoln National Forest
for how to manage this
issue?

Go back to multiple use management to
keep the area healthy and the fire danger
low.
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From:
To: FS-Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision Comments
Subject: Fw: Lincoln National Forest 10 Year Management Plan Comment Form - Elisabeth Horschig
Date: Thursday, June 30, 2016 8:51:54 PM

On Wednesday, June 22, 2016 8:34 PM, > wrote:

 
 

 Lincoln National Forest 10 Year Management Plan Comment
Form

 

Name

E-mail

Area of Interest o Land Ownership & Use

What is your concern
about your chosen area
of interest? Please list
one concern per form.

single species management destroys
peoples livelihood.

Do you have any
suggestions for the
Lincoln National Forest
for how to manage this
issue?

Go back to Multiple use management and
respect the rights of the local landowners.
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From:
To: FS-Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision Comments
Subject: Fw: Lincoln National Forest 10 Year Management Plan Comment Form - Richard Baish
Date: Thursday, June 30, 2016 8:51:48 PM

On Wednesday, June 22, 2016 10:54 AM,  wrote:

 
 

 Lincoln National Forest 10 Year Management Plan Comment
Form

 

Name

E-mail

Area of Interest o Air-Soil-Water

What is your concern
about your chosen area
of interest? Please list
one concern per form.

Impaired watershed function is adversely
affecting all other resource values.

Do you have any
suggestions for the
Lincoln National Forest
for how to manage this
issue?

Redirect available resources to
cooperative efforts aimed at improving
water-shed function across entire
watersheds AS FIRST PRIORITY.
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From: Flores, Sabrina A -FS
To: FS-Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision Comments
Subject: FW: Thank You
Date: Thursday, September 10, 2015 10:15:20 AM
Attachments: image002.png

image003.png

For the RecordJ
 

Sabrina A. Flores 
Acting Natural Resources Staff Officer

Forest Service
Lincoln National Forest, Supervisor's Office

p: 575-434-7200 x7237
c: 575-491-4848 
sflores@fs.fed.us

3463 Las Palomas Rd. 
Alamogordo, NM 88310
www.fs.fed.us 

Caring for the land and serving people

 
 

From:  
Sent: Thursday, September 10, 2015 10:03 AM
To: Flores, Sabrina A -FS
Subject: Thank You
 
Sabrina,
 
Thank you for all you are doing.  I appreciate that it is a very complex system (both ecologically and
"politically"!)
 

mailto:/O=MMS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=FLORES, SABRINA5866341E-4BCF-4159-A33A-E89AF6C15643
mailto:lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us
mailto:sflores@fs.fed.us
http://www.fs.fed.us/
https://twitter.com/forestservice
http://facebook.com/USDA




From: Roberson, Leah A -FS on behalf of FS-Lincoln_General_Comments
To: Sharp, Charles M -FS
Subject: FW: WWW Mail: Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision
Date: Monday, August 01, 2016 9:59:47 AM

Hi Charlie

Would you please see below and print for records?

Leah Roberson
Customer Service Representative
Forest Service
Lincoln National Forest Supervisors Office
p: 575-434-7200
leaharoberson@fs.fed.us
3463 Las Palomas Road
Alamogordo, NM 88310
www.fs.fed.us

Caring for the land and serving people

-----Original Message-----
From: 
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 4:17 PM
To: FS-Lincoln_General_Comments <Lincoln_General_Comments@fs.fed.us>
Subject: WWW Mail: Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision

July 29, 2016

Dear Forest Service,

With regard to the Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision, I would like to see wildlife, habitat, and recreation be the
main priorities for this plan.  I would also like to state that I want to see management of our National Forests being
based on actual scientific studies, not on hearsay or undocumented assumptions. 

I read some of the comments that were recorded from several community meetings and thought that there were a
large number of people involved who had very diverse concerns.  It's good to see all this involvement.  There were
several comments that particularly stuck out.  One person wanted to find out what to do about people visiting the
forest, who left all their trash behind. Another person mentioned something about having a fence cut, possibly by
hunters.  There was one rancher who had concerns about the Forest Service recommending likely candidate areas for
designation as wilderness.  The Forest employees told him that they could only recommend areas for wilderness
designation and that only Congress could designate wilderness.  One last statement that I glimpsed which I noticed
was the statement made by a local person, who asked why the opinions of people who didn't live in New Mexico
seemed to matter more than that of the people who live near the Lincoln NF.  This was a little irksome to me
because I'm an American and a taxpayer and these national forests are public lands that belong to all of us, not just
to the people living in New Mexico.  Our federal taxes are how we pay for forest management.  I would agree with
other comments that stated that education the public about issues facing the Lincoln National Forest would be a
great idea.  Another rancher seemed to be concerned that there might be too many elk running around the forest,
maybe he saw a herd of elk on public land that he was leasing to graze his cattle.  Finally, I saw many people raising

mailto:/o=MMS/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=Roberson, Lea75c8e1ee-8475-45f1-9de9-0ac2b92002d4c65
mailto:/o=MMS/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=Lincoln_General_Come825488c-08ad-44cd-9415-fa2211722d79
mailto:charlesmsharp@fs.fed.us


concerns about how many parts of the forest are overgrown, people can't use the trails, and that fire suppression
policies from long ago are making the forests of today ripe for massive forest fires. There were clearly lots of
diverse opinions being raised at these community meetings.  I just want to see our national forests being managed in
a manner that preserves our wildlife, habitat, water, and creates a healthy forest that can sustain itself into the far
future.  Thank you for this opportunity to express my views. 
Sincerely,

forest supporter



From: Roberson, Leah A -FS on behalf of FS-Lincoln_General_Comments
To: Sharp, Charles M -FS
Subject: FW: WWW Mail: Lincoln National Forest Planning Revision
Date: Monday, August 01, 2016 10:00:31 AM

Hi Charlie

Would you please see below and print for records?

Leah Roberson
Customer Service Representative
Forest Service
Lincoln National Forest Supervisors Office
p: 575-434-7200
leaharoberson@fs.fed.us
3463 Las Palomas Road
Alamogordo, NM 88310
www.fs.fed.us

Caring for the land and serving people

-----Original Message-----
From:
Sent: Friday, July 29, 2016 6:39 PM
To: FS-Lincoln_General_Comments <Lincoln_General_Comments@fs.fed.us>
Subject: WWW Mail: Lincoln National Forest Planning Revision

Dear Forest Service,

With regard to the Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision, I would like to see wildlife, habitat, and recreation be the
main priorities for this plan.  I would also like to state that I want to see management of our National Forests being
based on actual scientific studies, not on personal opinions or undocumented assumptions.  I did have one major
concern about how predators are being viewed by many people who visit the forest.  They are an important part of
the ecosystem, but are often maligned because they threaten livestock.  I would like to see the Forest Service do a
better job with educating the public on the role of predators in maintaining healthy forests. I want to see our national
forests being managed in a manner that preserves our flora and fauna, terrestrial and riparian habitat, designated
wilderness, water resources, and recreational activities.  But it is even more important to me to make sure that our
forests are able to be maintained in such a manner as to guarantee that they are preserved for future generations. 
Thank you for giving me this opportunity to express my views.

Sincerely,

forest supporter

mailto:/o=MMS/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=Roberson, Lea75c8e1ee-8475-45f1-9de9-0ac2b92002d4c65
mailto:/o=MMS/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=Lincoln_General_Come825488c-08ad-44cd-9415-fa2211722d79
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From:
To: FS-Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision Comments
Subject: Hello Sir,
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2015 9:32:57 AM

My sister lived up Beaver Creek on the Boundary of the Scapegoat Wilderness and the
Lincoln Forest, Then in Lincoln itself. She and her husband taught at the School. He was a MP
in Vietnam and they got married in Helena. I visited from time to time and discovered like
always some very interesting rocks. I know my maps and geology very well and I work for
Gary Smith in Social and Cultural Resources, doing technical work on Railroad right of ways
for the Havre district off using photogrammetry.

I love the Mountains but I am 60+ years old and am all busted up from sports and studies. My
most interesting visit was discovering large metals over the boundary into the Scapegoat
Wilderness. The animals were plentiful including the Grizzly Bear's that once trapped my
sister and brother in-law in their rented forest service cabin. It was rough on them living in the
mountains and having to shovel snow up over their heads during the winters. They worked
hard and now he works at a little security job living in a small home in Norfolk, Va.

It is interesting to see what is developing out in a region that I once roamed. I did a study on
the Eagle sandstone in the vicinity of Billings, Montana. A study on the geology and
mineralogy of the stillwater complex, and finally some excerpts on GPS, and relativity.

Your information is interesting, but I feel crowded in being a Native to Montana and seeing
technology become so intricate into the lives of every human being and research being
implemented so fast that lives are affected drastically.

Sincerely;

.

Official Business Penalty For Private
Use > $300.00 First Offence. 

Objective behavior towards the Author is objectionable.
Warning:  This message may contain Privacy Act Data/Sensitive Data, privileged or confidential

data, or data that is otherwise protected from disclosure under other applicable laws.  This information is intended only for the use of the individual to
whom it is addressed.  If you receive this message in error, please notify me immediately mt932.
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Subject Question about plan revision

From

To FS-Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision Comments

Sent Monday, March 07, 2016 8:10 PM

Lincoln NF Managers:
I am a long time user (primarily observing wildlife and hunting wild turkey and elk) of the Lincoln Forest, 
especially in the Cloudcroft -Mayhill area. As such, I would like to recommend that you consider closing 
motor vehicle access, including motorcycles and OHV's, to the Dark Canyon and Wilmeth Canyon area 
trails and surrounding ridges ( Wilmeth loop T5700 according to your maps).
At present, I believe these trails are open to 2-wheel motorcycles only. It seems that motor cycles are 
not as popular as OHV's. While I have observed some motorcycle activity, OHV activity is quite common 
in this area, as it is in the entire forest.
Due to the fact that foot access to both Dark Canyon and Wilmeth Canyon is very good due to the 
gradual grade from the private property at the bottom to the top of Benson Ridge, I recommend the 
area be restricted to foot traffic. Wildlife habitat in the area is remarkable as one can regularly view elk, 
wild turkey, coyote, bobcat, songbirds, deer, and other species while walking quietly. As motorized 
vehicles travel these trails, the noise drives these animals away for several hours, and if often enough, 
basically displaces them from the general area. 
Since most of the Lincoln is usable by these recreational vehicles, and since many, many people seem to 
own them now, and since some areas without such noise definitely benefit wildlife and recreationists 
that prefer quiet and more solitude, I trust that you will consider these comments during your Lincoln 
NF plan revision. Thank you.
Sent from my iPad
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Lincoln National Forest Management Planning Process 

Date: Monday, March 14, 2016 

 

Dear Sirs: 

This letter is in regards to your request for input concerning the Lincoln National Forest 
management plan. 

As a very long time resident of southern NM and active user of “The Lincoln National Forest” it 
has been very disappointing that there now exist a huge network of roads and trails up and down 
the vast majority of canyons and ridges.  It is difficult to go for walks, hunt, or find solitude in 
the forest without encountering vehicular traffic – many illegally using closed areas.  Experience 
and simple observations show that many OHV users ignore trail restrictions, circumvent barriers, 
and there seems to be little emphasis or no enforcement of these activities.   

To meet the needs of “all users” of the forest in a fair manner, I would like management to 
strongly consider this as an opportunity to reduce the proliferation of new trails utilized by off-
road vehicles, declare a few large areas off-limits to motorized travel, and enforce these 
restriction is a robust manner.   

An example of note is the Benson Ridge area.  The road that runs on top of Benson Ridge is 
Forest Road 223.  Trail T251 goes northeast off of FR223, eventually reaching County Road C4 
in Russia Canyon.  Trail T251 is a heavily used OHV trail, and there is often OHV traffic that 
improperly leaves this trail and rides to the bottom of Lucas Canyon.   

Farther down FR 223 there is a spur road, 5596, that leads down the ridge between Lucas and 
Dark Canyons.  This is another road that experiences illegal departures by OHV users.   

Even farther down FR 223 a loop trail, T5700, makes a fairly significant loop in the upper 
Wilmeth and Dark Canyon area.  It is very important to note that T5700 is identified on the 
January 2014 Motor Vehicle Use Map as a trail that is open to occasional motorcycles only.  
Unfortunately, lack of proper signage, barricades, and especially enforcement, has turned this 
trail into yet another "highway" for four-wheeled OHV users, with significant erosion especially 
in areas where it crosses sensitive meadows.   

Many other examples exist, for instance the Hubble Canyon area at the top of Wills Canyon has 
huge OHV traffic. This continues even after barricades where introduced which have been 
skirted by OHV users.  

In the interest of curtailing the rampant disregard for trail restrictions in this area, and also in the 
interest of preserving a few remaining areas in the high country of the Sacramento District 
without roads or trails in the canyon bottoms and on the ridges, I would like to propose that FR 



223 be closed shortly after the FR 5596 intersection.  I would also like to propose that FR 5596 
be shortened to something less than 1/2 mile in length.  I believe that long spur roads such as 
these unintentionally encourage users to seek a different route for their return, rather than driving 
back on the exact same route that they took initially.  This, in turn, leads to trail restriction 
violations. 

Shortening FR 223 and FR 5596 would enable creation of a significant roadless area constituting 
the area south of part of Russia Canyon, southeast of Lucas Canyon, including most of Dark and 
Wilmeth Canyons, and the north side of the eastern portion of Penasco Canyon.  In an era when 
it is continually getting harder to find a portion of the forest that is not subjected to the drone of 
mechanized vehicles, I think this is a simple approach that would have a profound impact. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

 

























 
 

June 14th, 2016 
 

Mr. Charles Sharp,  Forest Planner 
United States Forest Service 
Lincoln National Forest 
3463 Las Palomas 
Alamogordo, NM 88310 
 

Dear Mr. Sharp,  
 

Please accept this letter from the International Mountain Bicycling Association (IMBA) 
regarding the Forest Plan Revision process for the Lincoln National Forest. Founded in 
1988, IMBA leads the national and worldwide mountain bicycling communities through a 
network of 80,000 individual supporters, 750 Chapters and supporting organizations, 
and 600 dealer members. Our mission is to ‘create, enhance and preserve great 
mountain biking experiences’ . IMBA teaches sustainable trail building techniques and 
has become a leader in trail design, construction, and maintenance. We encourage 
responsible riding, volunteer trail work, and cooperation among trail user groups and 
land managers. Each year, IMBA members and clubs conduct more than one million 
hours of volunteer stewardship on public lands and are some of the best assistants to 
federal, state, and local land managers.  As a quiet human powered form of recreation, 
bicycles have impacts on natural lands that are comparable to any human activity. 
Unmanaged recreation always has the potential to create adverse impacts on the 
environment. However, thoughtful management can avoid those effects while still 
allowing the public to experience these environments.  
 

I attended a public meeting in Ruidoso, NM in November 2015 and got to meet several 
staff and discuss the planning process. We understand that you are seeking comments 
by June 30th, and as such we wish to comment on (i) the economic impacts of 
mountain bike tourism; (ii) the Wilderness inventory process. We feel that both of these 
points have significant impacts on small rural communities in the south west states. 
 

Economic benefits of mountain bike tourism -  
 

The development of mountain bike trail networks can provide economic benefits to a 
community, based on a foundation of sustainably designed and constructed trails. There 



are many examples where the development of mountain bike trail systems has led to 
significant economic development, including: 

 

● Mountain bikers contribute an estimated $25 million to the Fruita, Colorado 
economy, approximately 15% of the annual budget for Mesa County1 

 

● In 2010, mountain bike trails at Raystown Lake, Pennsylvania attracted more 
than 25,000 visitors, 2.5 times more than predicted. Visiting riders spent on 
average $98 for a day visit, and $227 for an overnight visit. Mountain bikers 
brought $1.2 million in spending to the region2 

 

● The Intrepid Trails system in Grand County, Utah brought in $25,000 in state 
park revenue the first year it was open (2009). The same year, 179,157 people 
visited Dead Horse Point State Park producing an economic impact of $4.1 
million3   

 

IMBA is currently working with many rural communities around the southwest to develop 
mountain bike trail networks which will serve as valuable recreational and educational 
facilities for local residents, while also serving as economic engines that attract visitors 
to these areas. These networks will allow both residents and visitors to experience 
natural landscapes as they recreate around these communities, including: 
 

● Caliente, NV where we are working with the Bureau of Land Management (BLM - 
Caliente Field Office); Nevada State Parks (Kershaw Ryan State Park); City of 
Caliente; Lincoln County Commission; and Lincoln County Regional 
Development Authority. We currently have designed around 40 miles of 
multi-ability trail, with the potential for an additional 100 miles of new trail. 

 

● Superior, AZ where we are working with the USFS (Tonto National Forest); 
Resolution Copper; and the City of Superior. Here we are developing a 
conceptual plan for 75-100 miles of new trail and forecast that this project will 
attract many thousands of visitors due to the proximity and ease of access from 
Phoenix, AZ. 

 

● Kanab, UT where we are working with the BLM (Kanab Field Office), the City of 
Kanab and Kane County Commission/Kane County Office of Tourism. We are 
developing a conceptual plan for 75-100 miles of trail in an area that already 
sees literally millions of visitors due to being a gateway to Zion National Park. 

 

● Cedar City, UT where we are again working with the BLM (Cedar City Field 
Office) on a 100 mile trail network. Construction has already begun on this 



system, which is located in a gateway town for Zion National Park, and 
accessible from Interstate 15. 

 

During the Forest Plan Revision process, we encourage the Lincoln National Forest to 
take into consideration the potential for economic development in rural communities 
within the forest, and to develop trail systems which are sustainable and easily 
accessible from rural main streets, extending into remote backcountry locations. Such 
trail systems provide benefits to local residents and visitors alike.  
 

Wilderness inventory process -  
 

Wilderness suitability does not automatically justify or warrant a wilderness 
recommendation nor should it preclude current or future bicycle access. Bicycles and 
wild characteristics are not mutually exclusive. We acknowledge that the USFS 
generally agrees with this sentiment. However, we know that there is often great 
pressure by special interest Wilderness groups to expand Wilderness and restrict 
“non-conforming” uses. Thoughtful and active management can and should maintain 
the character and values of a landscape for the long term without unnecessarily denying 
access via a diversity of modes and uses. This can be achieved through creative and 
tailored agency management prescriptions and designations.  Having qualifying 
characteristics of wilderness suitability is not the only metric that should be accounted 
for in an inventory and assessment. In order to be fair, balanced and well informed, an 
inventory and assessment must include a risk: value analysis that takes into account the 
value of other existing and potential uses of an area and weighing the values and risks 
of those uses against the Wilderness suitability in order to identify how best to balance 
and maintain both options without curtailing one of the other.  Wild and remote areas 
are popular for long-distance backcountry bike trails, multi-day bike-packing tours, and 
other appropriate activities. While we understand that the inventory procedure is simply 
an exercise to inventory wilderness character, if it is not carefully collected, crafted, and 
presented, or other qualities and values fully accounted for, this type of process could 
lead to precluding appropriate activities such as mountain biking on the false premise 
that the two are incompatible.  
 

Mr. Sharp, in summary, our recommendations during the Forest Plan Revision process 
are: 
 

● Not to review lands for potential Wilderness based on a rigid set of criteria, but 
instead account for sustainable, contemporary public recreation such as 
mountain biking and the health and wellness benefits that it brings to participants. 

 



● Create economic development opportunities for rural communities through 
improved mountain bike trail access. 

 

● An acknowledgment from Lincoln National Forest that mountain bike enthusiasts 
appreciate and deserve access to remote wild places, and that such locales are 
not the preserve of hikers and equestrian users, as created through Wilderness 
designation. 

 

Thank you for reviewing this letter. Please let me know if you have any questions about 
IMBA in general, or our position on the Forest Plan Revision process.  
 

Sincerely,  

 
 

Patrick Kell 
IMBA Southwest and Alaska Regional Director 
802-371-9033 
patrick.kell@imba.com 
 
 

CC: Sabrina Flores - Lincoln National Forest, Natural Resource Officer 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Singletracks.com  2. Wimpey, J., and Maguire, F., 2011  3. Headwaters Economics, 2011 





















1. What is your concern about your chosen area of interest?  Please list one concern per form. 
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________ 

  
2. Do you have any suggestions for the Lincoln National Forest for how to manage this issue? 

______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
         

Please provide your comment(s) to the Lincoln NF by June 30, 2016 

This form can be mailed in to: 
Lincoln National Forest 

ATTN: Forest Plan Revision Team 
3463 Las Palomas Road 
Alamogordo, NM 88310 

 
or scanned and email it to: 

lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us 
 

or simply email the information requested 
above to lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us 

 
 

For Internal Use Only 
15 Areas of Interest 

o Ecosystems 
o At Risk Species 
o Recreation 
o Benefits – Ecosystem Services 
o Natural Processes 
o Air-Soil-Water 
o Areas of Tribal Importance 
o Multiple-Uses 
o Infrastructure 
o Carbon Stocks 
o Energy & Minerals 
o Land Ownership & Use 
o Cultural and Historical 
o Social, Cultural & Economic 

Conditions 
o Designated Areas 

Name (optional & confidential): _ _________________ 
Contact Info (optional & confidential):_ ___ 

For Internal Use Only 
Resource Areas 

o Fire 
o Range 
o Wildlife 
o Timber 
o Forest Health 
o Hydrology 
o Soils 
o Recreation 
o Roads 
o Ecology 
o Botany 
o Vegetation 
o Other _______________________ 

 

CONCERN AND SUGGESTION 

For Internal Use 
Date Received ____________ 
Survey Number ___________ 

This concerns the Cedar Creek picnic area and trails north of Cedar Creek Dr in Ruidoso. There are several 
trails that have been eliminated, re-routed, or replaced lately. Unfortunately, some of them just seem to 
dead-end at “tilled soil” where a tractor dug up the trail. All of the trails could sure use directional marker 
posts (I’ve marked with “M” or “Forbidden” 
icons), and maybe distances. Photos on the 
trailhead signs that better explain what a 
good trail looks like, and what a tilled up trail 
means. Some people aren’t getting it. A lot of 
the trails that are near the Village could be 
better marked. It would help hiking novices 
(and we have a lot of them) learn the system 
and  maintain the national forest better.  

M

M
This needs to be trail.

This needs to be trail.

This trail to dead end?

kkrieg02



1. What is your concern about your chosen area of interest?  Please list one concern per form. 
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________ 

  
2. Do you have any suggestions for the Lincoln National Forest for how to manage this issue? 

______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
         

Please provide your comment(s) to the Lincoln NF by June 30, 2016 

This form can be mailed in to: 
Lincoln National Forest 

ATTN: Forest Plan Revision Team 
3463 Las Palomas Road 
Alamogordo, NM 88310 

 
or scanned and email it to: 

lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us 
 

or simply email the information requested 
above to lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us 

 
 

For Internal Use Only 
15 Areas of Interest 

o Ecosystems 
o At Risk Species 
o Recreation 
o Benefits – Ecosystem Services 
o Natural Processes 
o Air-Soil-Water 
o Areas of Tribal Importance 
o Multiple-Uses 
o Infrastructure 
o Carbon Stocks 
o Energy & Minerals 
o Land Ownership & Use 
o Cultural and Historical 
o Social, Cultural & Economic 

Conditions 
o Designated Areas 

Name (optional & confidential): __________________ 
Contact Info (optional & confidential): _____ 

For Internal Use Only 
Resource Areas 

o Fire 
o Range 
o Wildlife 
o Timber 
o Forest Health 
o Hydrology 
o Soils 
o Recreation 
o Roads 
o Ecology 
o Botany 
o Vegetation 
o Other _______________________ 

 

CONCERN AND SUGGESTION 

For Internal Use 
Date Received ____________ 
Survey Number ___________ 

I saw an article in the RuidosoNews.com titled “Forest plan needs public involvement” from March 17 
2016.  It cites last year’s letter ... “To procure and permit the use of Feller bunchers in Region III of the 
national forest system and especially the LNF, to achieve quicker building of firebreaks.”  I like the idea of 
that, it makes sense. My concern is simply that I hope paths for these firebreaks are preplanned to some 
extent. Not only in regards to wind patterns and vegetation, but also hopefully to how the newly cut 
firebreaks would scar the views of the mountain, reroute water run-off, animal movement, etc. 

Ask President Obama for more money haha.  Good luck.

kkrieg03



1. What is your concern about your chosen area of interest?  Please list one concern per form. 
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________ 

  
2. Do you have any suggestions for the Lincoln National Forest for how to manage this issue? 

______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
         

Please provide your comment(s) to the Lincoln NF by June 30, 2016 
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Lincoln National Forest 

ATTN: Forest Plan Revision Team 
3463 Las Palomas Road 
Alamogordo, NM 88310 
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lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us 
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For Internal Use Only 
15 Areas of Interest 

o Ecosystems 
o At Risk Species 
o Recreation 
o Benefits – Ecosystem Services 
o Natural Processes 
o Air-Soil-Water 
o Areas of Tribal Importance 
o Multiple-Uses 
o Infrastructure 
o Carbon Stocks 
o Energy & Minerals 
o Land Ownership & Use 
o Cultural and Historical 
o Social, Cultural & Economic 

Conditions 
o Designated Areas 

Name (optional & confidential): _ _________________ 
Contact Info (optional & confidential): ____ 

For Internal Use Only 
Resource Areas 

o Fire 
o Range 
o Wildlife 
o Timber 
o Forest Health 
o Hydrology 
o Soils 
o Recreation 
o Roads 
o Ecology 
o Botany 
o Vegetation 
o Other _______________________ 

 

CONCERN AND SUGGESTION 

For Internal Use 
Date Received ____________ 
Survey Number ___________ 

I don’t know if these properties are on LNF land or not, 
but this area needs tree thinning and dead tree removal. 
This is an area near or in Ruidoso that is west of Sandia 
Rd, north and west of Olympia Dr and Cliffside Rd, and 
north and east of Tall Pines Rd.  Everest Dr is pretty well 
thinned; this area is south of that.

If it’s not LNF land, can you bug the Village of Ruidoso 
to do something about it?

HWY
48

SAN
D

IA RD

OLYMPIA
CLIFFSIDE RD

TALL
PINES

RD
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO 

MSC 3189, Box 30005 

Las Cruces, New Mexico 88003-8005 

Telephone (575) 646-3007 

 
Susana Martinez         Jeff M. Witte 
      Governor                Secretary 
 

 
July 7, 2015 
 

 

 

Ms. Sabrina Flores 
Lincoln National Forest 
3463 Las Palomas 
Alamogordo, NM 88310 
 
RE: Lincoln Forest Plan Revision: “Assessment of Ecological/Social/Cultural/Economic 

Sustainability, Conditions, and Trends for the Lincoln National Forest” 
 
Dear Ms. Flores: 
 
New Mexico Department of Agriculture (NMDA) submits the following comments in response to 
the United States Forest Service (USFS) notice of initiating the assessment phase of the Lincoln 
National Forest (Lincoln) land management plan revision (FPR) (80 FR 36500-36501). Our 
comments are in response to the Lincoln’s invitation to “engage in a collaborative process to identify 
relevant information and local knowledge to be considered for the assessment.” NMDA plans to 
provide comments on the “Assessment of Ecological/Social/Cultural/Economic Sustainability, 
Conditions, and Trends for the Lincoln National Forest (Assessment)” when it becomes available 
and to participate throughout the forest plan revision process.  
 
One part of NMDA’s role is to provide proactive advocacy and promotion of New Mexico’s 
agricultural industries. Agriculture contributed $4 billion in cash receipts to New Mexico’s economy 
in 2013 (Annual Statistical Bulletin, 2013). NMDA supports management of National Forest System 
lands under the principles of multiple use and sustained yield as congressionally mandated by the 
Multiple-Use and Sustained Yield Act of 1960 (16 U.S.C. 528-531) and further codified by the 
National Forest Management Act of 1976 (16 U.S.C. 1601-1614).  
 

Invasive Species 
Invasive plant and animal species can negatively impact livestock producers and the future 
functioning of the forest as a multiple-use resource. Additional monitoring surveys should be 
conducted to find and eliminate invasive plant species that may be detrimental to the persistence of 
the vegetative communities found in the Lincoln. NMDA encourages the Lincoln to work with 
Cooperative Weed Management Areas (CWMAs) to coordinate noxious weed inventory and 
management efforts. A current list of CWMAs along with contact information is available at 
http://www.nmda.nmsu.edu/apr/noxious-weed-information/. 
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NMDA suggests that in addition to on the ground monitoring, USFS utilize regional and local 
geographic information system (GIS) database resources to identify and track nonnative and invasive 
species in the planning area. NMDA can provide Soil and Water Conservation Districts (SWCD) 
boundary and New Mexico CWMA boundary GIS files to the Lincoln Forest Planning Team.  
 

SWCDs in or near the Planning Area for the FPR 
SWCDs are local subdivisions of state government and have a legislative requirement to promote 
responsible and effective use and management of soil and water resources as set forth in the New 
Mexico Soil and Water Conservation District Act (73-20-25 through 73-20-48 NMSA 1978).  Many 
SWCDs have adopted district land use plans to guide efforts to meet their legislative requirement.  
These plans, which are in various stages of completion, and the engagement of the following 
SWCDs should be considered in the development of the Lincoln Forest Plan Revision. Please refer 
to Appendix A for a map of the SWCDs in or near the planning area. 
 

 Carlsbad      Otero    
 Carrizozo      Penasco 
 Chaves           Upper Hondo 

 
2012 Census Data 
Please note the most recent United States Department of Agriculture National Agricultural Statistics 
Service Census of Agriculture was completed in 2012 and includes comprehensive information 
regarding all agricultural commodities within New Mexico as well as in or near the planning area for 
the Lincoln FPR. The Census of Agriculture can be found at: http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/. 
According to the Lincoln FPR website, the Notice of Intent to revise the plan and begin the National 
Environmental Policy Act process is scheduled for 2016. The next Census of Agriculture is 
scheduled for 2017. Depending upon the time of the Lincoln FPR, NMDA requests the most current 
agricultural census data and statistics be utilized.  
 
Evaluation of Wilderness Suitability 
As part of the revision process, the Planning Rule at 36 CFR §219.7 (c)(2)(v) states that in 
developing a proposed new plan or proposed plan revision, the responsible official shall, “Identify 
and evaluate lands that may be suitable for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation 
System and determine whether to recommend any such lands for wilderness designation.” 
 
The New Mexico Wilderness Act of 1980 (Public Law 96-550) at Section 104 (c) states, “Unless 
expressly authorized by Congress, the Secretary shall not conduct any further statewide roadless 
area review and evaluation of National Forest System lands in the State of New Mexico for the 
purpose of determining their suitability for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation 
System.”   
 
It appears that evaluating lands of their suitability for inclusion in the National Wilderness 
Preservation System is conflicting with existing federal law.  NMDA is concerned about Forest 
Service efforts given this language and requests an immediate review and suspension of the 

http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/
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evaluation until the conflict can be addressed.  Statewide forest planning efforts could be challenged, 
and additional resources expended toward this effort may be wasted if this issue is not resolved. 
 
Conclusion 
NMDA maintains a strategic goal to promote responsible and effective use and management of 
natural resources in support of agriculture. NMDA requests the USFS incorporate the 
aforementioned issues, sustained yield, conditions, and trends pertaining to agriculture in the 
development of the assessment and throughout the Lincoln FPR process.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the notice of initiating the assessment phase of the 
Lincoln National Forest (Lincoln) land management plan revision (FPR) (80 FR 36500-36501). 
NMDA requests to be included in any updates or mailing lists associated with the Lincoln Forest 
Plan Revision. If you have any questions about these comments, please contact 
Ms. Kathryn Kruthaupt at (575) 646-2006 or kkruthaupt@nmda.nmsu.edu. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jeff M. Witte 
 
JMW/kk/ya   
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From: Sharp, Charles M -FS
To: "joel.t.giblin2.civ@mail.mil"
Cc: Berman, Heather -FS
Subject: Lincoln Forest Plan Revision
Date: Monday, August 15, 2016 10:49:00 AM
Attachments: Newsletter_July2016.pdf

image009.png
image010.png
image011.png
image012.png

Hello Joel,
 
Thanks for contacting us regarding the Lincoln’s Forest Plan Revision. We are currently drafting the

Assessment Report (the 1st phase of forest plan revision) which identifies and evaluates existing
social, economic, and ecological conditions and trends in and around the Forest. Below is more
detailed, process-related information you may find helpful. However feel free to call me or our office
to discuss more. I will also ask our Lands person, Heather Berman, to follow up w/ you regarding the
ACUB and its consideration in our Assessment Report for plan revision.
 
There are multiple opportunities to get involved in the Lincoln’s Forest Plan Revision including, but
not limited to:
 

1)      providing input on the assessment report (the due date for input was July 29, 2016, but we
may consider other info depending on when its received);

2)      input on the Draft Assessment Report when it’s released this fall or early 2017 (exact date
TBD); attending public meetings thereafter to discuss the draft assessment report and
‘needs for change’ to the current 1986 forest plan;

3)      cooperating agency involvement in the NEPA process beginning around spring 2017 when
we initiate the NEPA process and Environmental Impact Statement (Fort Bliss may be
interested in this opportunity, in particular) [Cooperating agency status is made available to
State, local, and tribal governments as well as other Federal agencies under NEPA];

4)      various scoping and comment opportunities as required by regulation throughout the NEPA
process;

5)      additional collaborative meetings throughout the planning process and at key milestones
such as the requisite wilderness/wild and scenic river inventory and evaluations.

 
Also, attached is our latest newsletter for the forest plan revision effort. The newsletter provides
details on how to submit input, timelines, progress etc. I also wanted to provide a link to the
 Government Guide to Forest Planning which provides information on cooperating agency
involvement, responsibilities, etc. that you and your team may find useful.
 
Please let me know if we need to add you to our mailing list. This will help us keep you in the loop on
plan revision happenings. Thanks for your interest and involvement in this important effort.
 
Sincerely,
 
Charlie Sharp

mailto:joel.t.giblin2.civ@mail.mil
mailto:hberman@fs.fed.us
http://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/fseprd508232.pdf



Your input is important for 


guiding the assessment and 


overall revision process. 


The due date for submitting 


public input on the 


assessment is being 


extended. Input received by 


July 29, 2016, will be most 


helpful and ensure we have 


sufficient time to 


incorporate this information 


in the assessment.  


Directions for submitting 


your input and a fillable 


form are available at http://


www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/


FSE_DOCUMENTS/


fseprd496028.pdf 


Public feedback we’ve 


received so far is posted  on 


our website at http://


Status and Outlook 


The Lincoln National 


Forest’s planning team is 


currently preparing  sections 


of the assessment report 


which evaluate relevant 


ecological, economic, and 


social conditions and trends, 


and their sustainability. 


Following incorporation of 


public feedback and internal 


review of the assessment 


this fall, we anticipate 


releasing a draft 


assessment for public 


review this winter or early 


spring of 2017.  


Public Input 


We’re always interested in 


hearing what you think! 


www.fs.usda.gov/detail/


lincoln/home/?


cid=stelprd3814310. We 


will be updating this as we 


receive more input. 


Latest News  


July 2016 


 


 


Volume III Lincoln National Forest 


Plan Revision Newsletter 


Three phases of Forest Plan Revision:  


Assessment , Revision, and Monitoring/


Evaluation 


The plan revision process, 


and land planning as a 


whole, can be 


complicated. To help 


break down the purpose 


and process of plan 


revision, we’ve posted a 


video on our website.  


The video 


provides an 


overview of the 


Forest Service 


land 


management 


planning process. 


The second video 


outlines how staff 


will apply this 


process and framework 


here on the Lincoln 


National Forest.  


The video can be found 


at: http://www.fs.usda.go


v/detail/lincoln/landman


agement/?cid=stelprdb5


176265 


Plan Revision Resources: Online Video 


You may ask, “Why are you  


preparing an assessment?”  


The assessment will provide 


relevant information for social, 


economic, and ecological 


resources and contribute to the 


planning process by:  


1. Identifying the “need for 


change” in the current 


Forest Plan; 


2. Developing plan 


“direction” which includes 


desired conditions, 


objectives, standards, 


guidelines, and suitability 


of lands. 


Specifically, the assessment 


will: 


1. Identify and evaluate a 


solid base of information 


to guide forest plan 


revision; 


2. Build a common 


understanding of that 


information with the public 


and other interested 


parties; 


3. Develop relationships with 


interested parties to 


facilitate public and 


government participation; 


4. Develop readiness of the 


Forest Service and public 


to focus on topics 


appropriate to plan 


revision; and 


5. Develop a mutual 


understanding of the 


complex topics across 


landscapes that are 


relevant to plan revision. 


Assessment Concepts 
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Plan Revision Timeline 


Summer 2015   - 


Spring 2017 
 


ASSESSMENT 
 


-Data gathering 


-Analysis 


-Need for Change 


-Review and release 


-Public meetings 


 


Spring 2017 - 


Fall 2017 
 


REVISION 
 


-Notice of Intent 


-Formal scoping 


-Alternative 


development 


Fall 2017 - 


Spring 2019 
 


REVISION 
 


-Draft EIS/Plan review 


-Comment response 


-Draft EIS/Plan edits 


Spring 2019 - 


Fall 2019 
 


REVISION 
 


-Notice of Objection 


-Final EIS Released 


-Record of Decision 


Monitoring and 


Implementation 


Phase I Phase II (Environmental Impact Statement) 


P u b l i c                    I n v o l v e m e n t                    T h r o u g  h o u t 


We Are 


Here 


  


CONTACT INFORMATION 
 


Our web address for Plan Revision: 
www.fs.usda.gov/goto/lincolnforestplan 


 


Our email address for Plan Revision 
lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us 


 


Our physical mailing address: 
Lincoln National Forest 


3463 Las Palomas Road 


Alamogordo, NM  88310 


575-434-7200 


http://www.fs.usda.gov/lincoln 


Public participation may include providing input and comments, understand-


ing the process, staying informed and more. Throughout the planning pro-


cess, we will offer many different opportunities for you to get involved in-


cluding formal public meetings, presentations and discussions with groups 


and chatting with individuals.  


Public “need for change” meetings will occur this winter or early 2017 fol-


lowing release of the draft assessment. These meetings will be focused on 


sharing the assessment and identifying needs for change to the 1986 For-


est Plan. Please note that while we are completing the assessment, our 


capacity to host or attend public meetings will be very limited. However, we 


encourage you to stay informed and contact us at any time by: 


1. Signing up to our mailing list. 


2. Emailing us at: lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us 


3. Calling us at (575) 434-7200. 


How Can I Participate? 


Page 2 
TIMELINES & CONTACT INFORMATION 


Our Timeline for the Assessment:  Next 3 Months 


   July August September 


October 1 


Newsletter 


Synthesize data and prepare drafts 


for each of the 15 topics, plus one 


topic for cave/karst resources. 


Internal review of draft 


assessment prior to formal 


regional office review and 


changes. 


Continued drafting/review of 


topics, incorporation of 


public feedback. 



http://www.fs.usda.gov/goto/lincolnforestplan

mailto:lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us

http://www.fs.usda.gov/lincoln

mailto:lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us?subject=Plan%20Revision









 
 

Charlie Sharp 
Forest Planner

Forest Service
Lincoln National Forest, Supervisor's Office

p: 575-434-7237 
f: 575-434-7218 
charlesmsharp@fs.fed.us

3463 Las Palomas Rd
Alamogordo, NM 88310
www.fs.fed.us 

Caring for the land and serving people

 

-----Original Message-----
From: Giblin, Joel T CIV USARMY USAG (US)
[mailto:joel.t.giblin2.civ@mail.mil]
Sent: Friday, August 12, 2016 2:58 PM
To: Kelton, Marcie -FS <marciekelton@fs.fed.us>
Cc: Hill, Elizabeth E CIV USARMY ATEC (US)
<elizabeth.e.hill.civ@mail.mil>; Knight, Brian D CIV USARMY
IMCOM CENTRAL (US) <brian.d.knight.civ@mail.mil>; Flores,
Sabrina A -FS <sflores@fs.fed.us>
Subject: Lincoln Forest Service Management Plan
 
Marcie,
 
We would like the Lincoln Forest Service Management Plan to
consider including our Army Compatible Use Buffer Program
(ACUB) as part of your long term plan.   There are a few
parcels of Lincoln Forest land that are in our Northern Call-up
area. 
 
We would like to work with you as an interagency partner as
we move forward with our ACUB program and as you move
forward with your Forest Service Management Plan.  I realize
you may have questions, perhaps we can meet this fall and
talk about how we can help each other.
 
Thanks,  Joel  

 
 

mailto:charlesmsharp@fs.fed.us
http://www.fs.fed.us/
http://usda.gov/
https://twitter.com/forestservice
https://www.facebook.com/pages/US-Forest-Service/1431984283714112
mailto:joel.t.giblin2.civ@mail.mil
mailto:marciekelton@fs.fed.us
mailto:elizabeth.e.hill.civ@mail.mil
mailto:brian.d.knight.civ@mail.mil
mailto:sflores@fs.fed.us


From:
To: Cole, Linda S -FS
Subject: Lincoln National Forest Plan
Date: Wednesday, February 10, 2016 4:40:50 PM

Linda

Thank you for returning my phone call today.  I am sorry I could not visit longer. 
I have two issues that I hope you have already heard about from other constituents.

1)  Do more to close roads that have been designated as closed.  Also provide more
 enforcement on those that use closed roads.

2)  Work with the city of Alamogordo to do land swap or purchase in the Bonito lake area. 
 This is a gem within the forest and could be much better utilized.  The city of Alamogordo
 does a poor job of managing the recreational opportunities in this area.  The forest service is
 in the position to make this a special place.

I would like to visit about these in more detail if you have the chance. Thank you for your time
 and your effort in this plan.

mailto:lscole@fs.fed.us


From: Ron Keller
To: Sharp, Charles M -FS
Cc: Summers Steve NMDOT; J. Woods; Larry Filener; Yasmina Platt; Rol Murrow
Subject: Lincoln NF Plan Revision
Date: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 1:06:27 PM
Attachments: NMAN White Paper-final.pdf

MOU USFS and RAF_0.pdf
Animal Stress Study Landry and Hauer Report 160315.pdf

Charlie,

It was a pleasure speaking with you today!
I really appreciate your diligence in returning my call that was left with your
predecessor.
Congratulations on your new position as Lincoln NF Planner!

Attached are some documents that pertain to the effort that the New Mexico Airstrip
Network is undertaking.
As I mentioned today, NMAN is not about promoting the use(careless or otherwise)of
UAS or drones in the national forests.
In fact, I personally have conducted pilot training seminars on the need to avoid
encroachment into wildland fire areas(FTAs) with or without FAA flight restrictions. It
is unfortunate that drones invaded the space near the Moon Mountain fire in Ruidoso.

Please review and file the attached documents, and look for future input to the Lincoln
NF Plan Revision.
I have copied the other members of the NMAN planning committee.

Regards,

Ron Keller
New Mexico Airstrip Network
(505) 681-5982 

mailto:radarpapa182@yahoo.com
mailto:charlesmsharp@fs.fed.us
mailto:steve.summers@state.nm.us
mailto:niner3echo@flylonecone.com
mailto:lfilener@filenercpa.com
mailto:yasmina.platt@aopa.org
mailto:rmurrow@theraf.org



 


June 11, 2014 
 


NEW MEXICO AIRSTRIP NETWORK 
RECREATIONAL AIRSTRIP 


INITIATIVE 
           
 
 INTRODUCTION:  The New Mexico Airstrip Network (NMAN) initiative is a project to promote 


general aviation recreational activities in the State by fostering a working coalition of multiple state & 
federal agencies, organizations, and private land owners.  The common goal will be to increase the 
availability of public access airstrips (dirt, turf, and paved), thereby increasing utilization to a wide 
range of recreational opportunities.  The NMDOT Aviation Division’s involvement is centered on 
the development and promotion of aviation within the State as mandated by state statute. 


 
 
 BACKGROUND:  There is a growing national trend towards the use of recreational airstrips by 


general aviation due to the ever increasing cost of flying and the desire for more backcountry leisure 
time without having to travel a great distance.  In the past local efforts have been made by members 
of the New Mexico Pilots Association (NMPA) in association with the Recreational Aviation 
Foundation (RAF), to initiate an airstrip program.  While there has been progress, it became apparent 
that there was a need for a unified effort from a variety of stakeholders.  NMDOT Aviation Division 
(NMAD) along with NMPA has agreed to join in a cooperative effort to model a program which has 
demonstrated success in Idaho.  The Idaho Airstrip Network (IAN) Action Plan embodies airstrip 
assets while bringing together state, federal and private parties to preserve, develop and improve the 
inventory of facilities.  


 
 
 PROCESS:  A planning committee comprised of members of NMAD and NMPA will organize into 


a steering committee with stakeholder members from other State, Federal, and private parties to 
develop a New Mexico Airstrip Network and Action Plan based on that of Idaho’s.  The 
comprehensive plan would recognize current assets and outline a plan to enhance and preserve these 
while developing new airstrips. Desired participants would be: State DOT, Tourism, Economic 
Development, State Parks, Game and Fish; USDA, USFS, BLM, BIA; NMPA, Recreational Aviation 
Foundation (RAF), NM Wildlife Federation (NMWF), Civil Air Patrol (CAP), Rocky Mountain Elk 
Foundation (RMEF), NM Council of Outfitters and Guides, EMS organizations, local Chambers of 
Commerce, and other interested parties that will be identified as the process develops. 


 
 
 NEED:  New Mexico has a wide range of airstrips from public to private that offer excellent 


recreational opportunities that are not being utilized.  First, a coordinated effort is needed to identify 
and maintain currently existing airstrips, followed by development of a plan to add new ones to the 
inventory. Secondly, there is a need to formulate a marketing campaign to inform, educate, and invite 
not only the general public to access the unique opportunities the state has to offer but also educate 
potential stakeholders of the benefits that are realized by other states with a recreational airstrip 
network.  


  







 


June 11, 2014 
 


 


 SOLUTION:  Since there is such a diverse background of interest by all the needed stakeholders, 
the logical solution would be to follow the example of Idaho in the formation and the structure they 
used in their airstrip network.  By developing and following a collaborative action plan based on the 
proven Idaho model, including lessons learned, a viable program can be developed with fewer 
problems in a shorter period of time.   


 
 
 BENEFITS:  New Mexico has not taken advantage of these aviation assets as have other western 


states. Idaho is the model for all, but Utah, MT, CO and AZ all are working with volunteer 
organizations such as NMPA and RAF to improve and expand their airstrip networks.  This initiative 
will bring about an unprecedented accessibility while fostering a greater level of cooperation between 
the public and private sectors.  
 
The State has much to offer with a more moderate climate, scenery unparalleled in comparison and 
wilderness opportunities. In addition to the increased recreational activities (hunting, fishing, 
camping, hiking, etc.), this initiative will encourage economic activity and growth at nearby portal 
communities and the state as a whole from more travel and tourism.  Additional remote airstrips 
would also improve public safety and welfare by increasing access to wildfire operations and 
emergency medical evacuation capability.  Working with the Tourism Department, a marketing plan 
could be developed to promote aviation tourism opportunities in New Mexico. 


 
  
 COST:  Initial cost would be administrative.  In the implementation of the Plan there would be 


expanded costs of development, maintaining and preserving these airstrips.  Every effort within the 
Plan would take advantage of volunteer manpower such as has been provided by NMPA or other 
groups. The invested parties would work to organize and plan volunteer activities to educate and 
maintain the network.  A Foundation would be organized, like Idaho, to solicit donations from 
private organizations such as Recreational Aviation Foundation, Wolf Aviation Fund and private 
individuals.  State resources could be utilized at eligible locations.   


 
 
 CONCLUSION:  This is an effort that is long overdue in New Mexico and has enormous potential 


for improving the State’s recreational assets; promoting aviation, as well as having a positive impact 
on state and local economies by increased tourism. 
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EFFECTS	OF	BACKCOUNTRY	AVIATION																																																																																																							
ON	DEER	(ODOCOILEUS	spp.)	STRESS	PHYSIOLOGY	


	
Prepared	by	


Devin	W.	Landry	
Wildlife	Biology	Program	
University	of	Montana	
Missoula,	MT	59812	


and	
F.	Richard	Hauer,	Ph.D.	


Montana	Institute	on	Ecosystems	
University	of	Montana	
Missoula,	MT	59812	
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Bozeman,	MT	5975	
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Executive	Summary	
	


	
We	conducted	a	study	to	investigate	stress	levels	on	wildlife	resulting	from	backcountry	


recreational	aviation	primarily	composed	of	single	engine	aircraft.	Our	study	focused	on	white-


tailed	deer	and	mule	deer	because	of	their	ubiquitous	distribution	and	relatively	high	densities	


allowing	for	repeated	measures	and	comparative	sampling	between	airstrip	sites	and	control	


sites.		We	collected	fecal	deposits	from	deer	and	analyzed	the	samples	for	fecal	glucocorticoid	


metabolite	(FGM)	concentrations	as	an	indicator	of	stress	levels.		Samples	were	collected	from	a	


suite	of	airstrip	sites	that	ranged	in	use	from	high	frequency	of	visitors	to	airstrips	with	very	low	


frequency	of	use.		We	compared	the	airstrip	sites	with	control	sites	composed	of	campgrounds	


and	recreational	access	sites	that	were	selected	to	mimic	the	airstrip	sites,	but	without	aircraft	


takeoffs	and	landings.		Visitor	day-use	varied	among	airstrip	and	non-airstrip	control	sites,	but	


were	similar	in	the	range	of	variation	between	site	types.	We	conducted	the	study	over	two	


summers,	2014	and	2015.	


We	found	no	significant	difference	in	airstrip	and	control	sites	in	2014,	with	the	exception	


of	what	we	believe	to	be	weather	related	stress	levels	expressed	by	deer	at	the	Schafer	Meadow	


Montana	airstrip.		In	2015,	data	analysis	suggests	that	stress	levels	among	deer	were	higher	at	


the	non-aviation,	control	sites	than	at	the	airstrip	sites,	in	spite	of	the	fact	that	two	of	the	airstrip	


sites	had	the	highest	visitor-use	among	both	airstrips	and	controls.		The	lowest	FGM	


concentrations	among	all	sites	was	found	at	Fish	Lake	airstrip,	which	also	had	the	lowest	human	


presence	among	both	airstrip	and	control	sites.	


Based	on	the	results	of	our	study,	we	concluded	that	there	is	no	significant	increase	in	


stress	levels	among	deer	due	to	recreational	aviation	activity	(e.g.,	takeoffs,	landings,	prop	noise,	


camping,	human	presence)	at	backcountry	airstrips	compared	to	that	expressed	by	deer	as	a	


result	of	similar,	but	non-aviation	recreational	activity	(e.g.,	camping,	motorized	access	to	


campground	or	trailhead,	human	presence)	at	campground	and	recreation	access	sites.			
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Introduction	
	


Backcountry	aviation	is	a	popular	form	of	recreation	throughout	the	US	and	Canada,	but	
especially	in	the	Mountain	West.		However,	it	is	unclear	whether	the	activity	of	recreational	
aircraft	has	adverse	effects	on	wildlife.		Numerous	studies	have	sought	to	understand	the	effects	
of	human-related	activities	and	disturbances	on	free-living	animal	populations,	such	as	human	
presence	and	noise	(Stankowich	2008,	Barber	et	al.	2010,	Chan	et	al.	2010).		Disturbance	has	
been	extensively	studied	across	wildlife	taxa	(Bleich	et	al.	1994,	Cote	1996,	Lawler	et	al.	2005,	
Goudie	2006);	although	research	on	aircraft	noise	in	particular	has	focused	on	behavioral	
responses	associated	either	with	military	aircraft,	high	frequency	takeoff	and	landings	at	
commercial	airports,	or	sightseeing	aircraft	around	national	parks	and	wildlife	preserves	(Pepper	
et	al.	2003).		Results	from	these	studies	have	shown	that	the	effects	of	human	disturbance	on	
observable	animal	behavior	is	highly	context-dependent,	and	an	animal’s	decision	to	avoid	or	
tolerate	disturbance	is	influenced	by	a	suite	of	factors	(Bejder	et	al.	2009,	Shannon	et	al.	2015).			
While	direct	observation	of	behavioral	response	remains	an	invaluable	tool,	the	effects	of	human	
disturbance	on	mammalian	wildlife	can	be	investigated	very	quantitatively	using	stress	
physiology	and	chemical	analyses.			


	
Stress	physiology	metrics	in	wildlife	have	been	shown	to	correlate	with	the	relative	


severity	of	stress	responses	across	different	levels	of	human	disturbance	(Wikelski	and	Cooke	
2006,	Tarlow	and	Blumstein	2007).		Using	stress	physiology	techniques	provides	a	mechanistic	
understanding	of	the	effects	of	disturbance.	The	basic	concept	applied	in	this	study	is	that	stress	
hormones	secreted	by	vertebrates	when	presented	with	an	environmental	“stressor”	to	heighten	
awareness	or	provide	some	form	of	short-term	survival	advantage	are	released	by	the	stressed	
individual	and	then	metabolized	and	excreted	in	the	form	of	fecal	glucocorticoid	metabolites	
(FGM).		Thus,	the	analysis	of	FGM	is	a	very	useful	tool	in	conservation	biology	by	providing	a	non-
invasive	measurement	of	circulating	stress	hormones	released	into	the	blood	at	the	time	of	
stress	and	then	subsequently	deposited	into	the	feces	(Wasser	et	al.	2000).		The	feces	are	then	
collected	and	analyzed	for	the	concentration	of	FGM.	
		


The	primary	aim	of	this	project	was	to	evaluate	the	relationship	between	disturbance	
intensity,	specifically	by	backcountry	recreational	aviation,	and	stress	response	by	white-tailed	
deer	(Odocoileus	virginianus)	and	mule	deer	(O.	hemionus).	This	was	done	by	examining	
glucocorticoid	concentrations	in	the	feces.	It	is	important	to	note,	however,	that	an	animal’s	
physiological	response	to	a	stressor	often	depends	on	the	context	in	which	the	stressor	occurs	
(Wright	et	al.	2007),	such	as	the	predictability	with	which	a	stressor	occurs	in	an	animal’s	
environment	or	the	perception	of	intensity	of	the	stressor	by	the	organism	(e.g.,	perception	of	
threat	or	risk).		
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Background	


Cervid	Natural	History	and	Ecology	
White-tailed	deer	and	mule	deer	are	relatively	small	ruminants	in	the	cervid	family.	


White-tailed	deer	in	particular	have	undergone	one	of	the	most	successful	population	recoveries	
since	the	turn	of	the	20th	century	and	are	now	distributed	throughout	the	continental	U.S.	
(Foresman	2012).	Their	behavioral	plasticity	and	general	habitat	preference—found	anywhere	
from	forested,	wetter	areas	to	open,	drier	areas—have	been	key	factors	in	promoting	their	
current	abundance.		Both	species	are	largely	crepuscular	(i.e.,	highest	foraging	and	movement	
rates	during	dusk	and	dawn).		They	generally	forage	in	open	meadow	habitats	during	these	
periods	and	reenter	covered	habitats,	such	as	riparian	woodlands	and	coniferous	forests,	during	
peak	daytime	hours	(Beier	and	McCullough	1990).		The	native	mule	deer	is	found	across	habitat	
types	from	mixed	coniferous	forests	to	sagebrush	steppes.		When	faced	with	resource	
competition	from	white-tailed	deer,	mule	deer	tend	to	prefer	drier,	more	open	habitat	at	higher	
elevations	(Foresman	2012).		During	the	spring	and	summer	seasons,	forbs	and	grasses	are	the	
primary	food	sources	for	both	white-tailed	and	mule	deer.		Both	species	begin	to	enter	breeding	
season	during	late	August	and	are	fully	“in	the	rut”	by	September	in	the	US	northern	Rocky	
Mountains.		


	
Organismal	Stress	Physiology	


Organismal	stress	response	in	mammals	is	regulated	by	the	hypothalamic-pituitary-
adrenal	axis	(HPA).	The	broad	effects	of	HPA	activation	are	meant	to	facilitate	survival	in	the	face	
of	a	challenge	in	which	blood	glucose	concentration	and	vasodilation	increase	to	transport	
available	energy	to	muscles	while	non-essential	activities,	such	as	reproduction	and	growth,	are	
inhibited	in	order	to	allocate	needed	energy	for	survival	of	the	individual	(Romero	2004).		While	
the	HPA	response	is	highly	adaptive	and	conserved	in	most	vertebrates,	its	long-term	effects	on	
growth	and	reproductive	effort	are	considered	maladaptive	and	can	decrease	individual	
survivorship	and	fitness	and	thus	also	population-scale	viability	(Wingfield	et	al.	1998,	Romero	
and	Wikelski	2001).	
		


Glucocorticoids	(e.g.,	vertebrate	stress	hormones	such	as	cortisol)	are	secreted	by	the	
adrenal	gland	into	the	bloodstream.		Glucocorticoids	circulating	in	the	bloodstream	are	
metabolized	in	the	liver	and	are	excreted	as	conjugates	in	urine	and	feces	(Möstl	et	al.	2002).	The	
analysis	of	fecal	samples	provides	researchers	with	a	more	integrated	understanding	of	the	
organismal	stress	response	because	feces	contain	concentrations	of	glucocorticoids	that	reflect	
the	levels	that	have	been	circulating	in	the	bloodstream	over	a	matter	of	hours,	as	opposed	to	
the	instantaneous	measurement	of	adrenal	activity	gained	from	direct	plasma	(blood)	sampling	
(Sheriff	et	al.	2011).		Fecal	sampling	is	also	a	non-invasive	sampling	technique	for	measuring	
glucocorticoid	concentrations	in	free-living	species	(Wasser	et	al.	1997,	Monfort	et	al.	1998,	
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Harper	and	Austad	2000,	Millspaugh	et	al.	2001,	Von	der	Ohe	et	al.	2004,	Dantzer	et	al.	2010)	
thereby	reducing	stress	potentials	that	come	from	capture	and	blood	withdrawls.			


	
Fecal	glucocorticoid	metabolite	analysis	from	wildlife	populations	has	provided	


researchers	with	novel	insights	into	demographic	parameters	such	as	survival	rates	and	the	
effects	of	status	in	social	animals	(Sands	and	Creel	2004,	Cabezas	et	al.	2007,	Van	Meter	et	al.	
2009).		Validation	experiments	in	other	studies	have	determined	that	FGM	is	a	particularly	good	
measure	of	organismal	stress	in	deer,	other	cervids	such	as	elk	and	caribou,	and	other	mammals	
(Dehnhard	et	al.	2001,	Millspaugh	et	al.	2002,	Huber	et	al.	2003,	Ashley	et	al.	2011).		Fecal	stress	
hormone	concentrations	in	white-tailed	deer	represent	the	integrated	stress	response	over	a	
timespan	of	approximately	24	hours,	a	typical	gut-passage	time	for	deer	(Millspaugh	et	al.	2002).			
	


Exposure	to	noise	and	the	presence	of	humans	in	natural	settings	may	elevate	stress	
levels	in	wild	species,	which	can	result	in	a	suite	of	behavioral	changes	(Fig.	1).		In	a	recent	
review,	Barber	(2010)	proposed	that	fixed-wing	aircraft	noise	may	have	significant	negative	
effects	on	the	size	of	listening	areas	experienced	by	wildlife,	potentially	leading	to	altered	
predator-prey	dynamics.		Efforts	to	measure	animal	stress	responses	to	outdoor	recreation	and	
ecotourism	has	been	a	growing	field	of	research	in	recent	years	(Monfort	et	al.	1998,	Millspaugh	
et	al.	2001,	Creel	et	al.	2002,	Barja	et	al.	2007,	Freeman	2008,	Zwijacz-Kozica	et	al.	2012).		A	
handful	of	studies	have	looked	at	the	effects	of	motorized	recreation	on	stress	levels	in	
mammals.		Creel	et	al.	(2002)	measured	FGM	levels	in	elk	and	gray	wolves	(Canis	lupus)	exposed	
to	seasonal	snowmobile	recreation	in	3	different	national	parks,	and	found	positive	correlations	
between	motorized	disturbance	and	FGM	levels.	Freeman	(2008)	measured	FGM	levels	in	
caribou	exposed	to	backcountry	snowmobile	and	helicopter	disturbance,	and	found	higher	FGM	
levels	in	caribou	exposed	to	both	forms	of	motorized	recreation	when	compared	to	caribou	
sampled	in	non-motorized	control	sites.	Alternatively,	simple	presence	of	humans	may	increase	
glucocorticoid	secretion	in	ungulates.	An	animal’s	behavioral	response	to	human	presence	is	
largely	dependent	on	the	type	of	human	activity	presented	to	the	animal	(Frid	and	Dill	2002).		


	
Also	of	importance	as	a	potential	confounding	factor,	the	secretion	of	glucocorticoids	by	


the	hypothalamic-pituitary-adrenal	(HPA)	axis	serves	a	primary	purpose	of	energy	allocation	in	
vertebrates,	a	function	that	is	largely	unrelated	to	stress	response.		Accordingly,	glucocorticoids	
may	be	elevated	due	to	sex	activity,	competition,	reproductive	status,	diet,	circadian	rhythm,	or	
psychophysical	condition	(Von	der	Ohe	and	Servheen	2002,	Huber	et	al.	2003,	Millspaugh	and	
Washburn	2004).		Environmental	factors	can	also	alter	the	analysis	of	FGM	post-defecation.		
Experiments	with	white-tailed	deer	feces	have	shown	that	factors	such	as	time	elapsed	since	
defecation	and	precipitation	can	alter	FGM	levels	detected	by	hormone	assays	(Millspaugh	and	
Washburn	2003).			
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The	following	research	question,	hypotheses	and	alternative	hypotheses	were	developed	to	
address	the	overall	unknown	effects	of	backcountry	aviation	on	white-tailed	deer	and	mule	deer	
stress	levels.	
	
Basic	Research	Question:	What	is	the	relationship	between	backcountry	aviation	activity	and	
fecal	glucocorticoid	metabolite	(FGM)	concentrations	as	an	indicator	of	mammalian	stress	levels	
of	deer	inhabiting	airstrip	areas?	
	
Hypotheses	and	Alternatives	
H1:	Aviation	activity	presents	a	novel	stressor	to	white-tailed	and	mule	deer	beyond	that	of	
general	human	presence	that	produces	an	elevated	physiological	stress	response.	
P1:	1)	FGM	concentrations	at	airstrips	will	be	higher	than	those	at	non-airstrip	sites	and	2)	FGM	
levels	will	be	positively	correlated	with	aircraft	activity	at	airstrip	sites.	
H2:	General	human	presence	and	non-motorized	recreational,	not	aviation	activity,	elicits	the	
strongest	physiological	stress	response	in	white-tailed	and	mule	deer.		
P2:	FGM	concentrations	of	white-tailed	deer	will	be	highest	at	recreational	sites	with	the	greatest	
overall	level	of	human	presence.		
H0:	Aviation	activity	does	not	contribute	to	stress	levels	in	white-tailed	and	mule	deer	beyond	
that	of	general	human	presence.	
P3:	FGM	concentrations	at	airstrips	will	not	be	significantly	different	from	those	at	non-airstrip	
sites.			


It	is	important	to	consider	the	many	possible	reasons	why	white-tailed	deer	and	mule	
deer	remain	under	such	conditions	as	proposed	by	Hypothesis	H1,	and	connecting	deer	behavior	
ecology	to	physiological	responses	may	be	helpful	to	this	end.		In	the	tradeoff	between	elevated	
stress	levels	due	to	aircraft	activity	and	the	benefits	of	abundant	edge	habitat	provided	by	


FG
M
	(n
g/
g)


Disturbance


Fig.	1.	Predicted	interaction	
between	aircraft	activity	or	
number	of	human	visitors	and	FGM	
concentration.	
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airfields	(i.e.,	access	to	forage,	access	to	cover),	the	relative	cost	of	exposure	to	disturbance	is	
less	than	that	of	relocation	to	other	suitable	habitat.		Alternatively,	plausible	reasons	for	seeing	
results	proposed	under	the	null	hypothesis	H0	may	have	to	do	with	how	ungulates,	such	as	deer,	
have	evolved	anti-predator	cues.		Studies	investigating	the	effects	of	recreational	disturbance	on	
ungulate	behavior	have	found	that	human	activities	like	walking	and	hiking	elicit	more	intense	
flight	responses	than	motorized	vehicles	and	other	noise-related	stimuli	(Taylor	and	Knight	2003,	
Stankowich	2008).		It	may	be	the	case	that	non-motorized	recreation	and	human	presence	
generally	evokes	stronger	anti-predatory	behavior	in	ungulates	due	to	the	evolutionary	cue	of	
humans	as	apex	predators.		


	
Study	Area,	Methods,	and	Analyses	


Study	Area	
This	study	was	conducted	in	western	Montana	and	northern	Idaho	at	six	backcountry	


airstrips	and	at	six	campgrounds	or	trailheads	that	served	as	control	sites	(Table	1).		We	
quantified	aircraft	activity	and	average	number	of	people	per	day	using	each	airstrip	or	each	
control	site	during	the	visitation/sample	collection	interval.	All	sampling	occurred	from	June	to	
August	in	2014	and	from	late	May	to	August	in	2015.	Terminating	the	sample	dates	to	before	
mid-August	was	to	avoid	sample	collection	overlapping	with	the	breeding	season.	Each	site	was	
visited	once	during	each	annual	sampling	for	a	period	of	72	hours	(see	Methods	Section	below).		
One	of	the	airstrips	sampled	in	2014,	Fish	Lake,	provided	no	viable	samples	that	year.		Likewise,	
the	control	site,	Hogback	Homestead,	provided	no	viable	samples	in	either	research	year.		
	
Table	1.	Study	sampling	areas	giving	the	Site	Symbols	used	throughout	this	report,	
corresponding	site	name,	site	type	(airstrip	or	control),	and	the	year	sampled.			
 
Site	
Symbol	 Site	Name	 Site	Type	


Years	
Sampled		


EF	 East	Fork	Campground	 Control	 2015	
FL	 Fish	Lake	Airstrip	(S92)	 Airstrip	 2014,	2015	
HH	 Hogback	Homestead	 Control	 2014,	2015	
JC	 Johnson	Creek	Airstrip	(3U2)	 Airstrip	 2014,	2015	
KP	 Kreis	Pond	Campground	 Control	 2014,	2015	
MC	 Monture	Creek	Campground	 Control	 2015	
ME	 Meadow	Creek	Airstrip	(0S1)	 Airstrip	 2014,	2015	
MO	 Moose	Creek	Airstrip	(1U1)	 Airstrip	 2014,	2015	
RF	 Ryan	Field	Airstrip	(2MT1)	 Airstrip	 2014,	2015	
SG	 Sawmill	Gulch	 Control	 2014,	2015	
SM	 Schafer	Meadow	Airstrip	(8U2)	 Airstrip	 2014,	2015	
VM	 Valley	of	the	Moon	Trailhead	 Control	 2014,	2015	
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The	backcountry	airstrips	in	this	study	ranged	in	runway	length	from	762	m	(2500	ft)	to	
1250	m	(4100	ft)	with	a	mean	length	of	913.5	m	(2997	ft).		Airstrip	site	elevations	ranged	from	
748	m	(2454	ft)	to	1721	m	(5646	ft).		These	airstrip	sites	were	all	located	in	a	vegetation	type	
described	generally	as	subalpine,	mixed	coniferous	forest	and	deciduous	woodlands.		Each	
airstrip	is	enveloped	by	the	surrounding	forest	with	an	airfield	clearing.		Thus,	each	airstrip	
provides	a	large	montane	meadow-type	habitat	surrounded	by	forest.		The	non-airstrip	control	
sites	were	selected	specifically	to	mimic	the	airfield	sites	by	the	general	habitat	features	
described	above	including	the	large	meadow.		Control	sites	were	also	selected	to	have	motorized	
access	and	similar	human	presence	to	that	of	the	airfield	sites,	but	without	the	aircraft	and	
propeller	noise	associated	with	takeoffs	and	landings.		
 
Sampling	Methods	


To	minimize	the	effects	of	various	confounding	factors,	the	sampling	protocol	was	
executed	at	each	airstrip	or	control	site	focused	on	two	times	each	day;	deer	observation	periods	
at	the	airfield	or	meadow	clearing	were	done	in	the	mornings	during	peak	foraging	hours,	
beginning	approximately	one-hour	pre-sunrise	to	one-hour	post-sunrise	and	evenings	from	
approximately	6:00PM	until	last	available	light.		Other	researchers	recommend	direct	
observation	of	defecation	whenever	possible,	and	an	experimental	study	by	Huber	et	al.	(2003)	
reported	a	significant	decrease	in	FGM	concentrations	in	fecal	samples	after	6	hours	of	exposure	
to	the	environment.		For	these	reasons,	we	utilized	direct	observation	in	the	early	mornings	and	
evenings	at	each	site	to	record	behavior	and	to	witness	defecation,	in	order	to	collect	samples	
that	provided	the	most	accurate	measurement	of	FGM	concentrations.		Additionally,	the	
sampling	protocol	included	actively	scouting	the	area	surrounding	the	airfield	site	or	control	site	
via	hiking	trails	to	locate	deer	and	track	them	until	defecation	was	observed.		To	augment	both	of	
these	approaches,	ad	libitum	fecal	piles	that	appeared	fresh	and	account	for	the	effects	of	time	
since	defecation	in	this	analysis	were	sampled.		


	
Fecal	samples	were	collected	and	immediately	frozen	with	dry	ice	(-80°C)	and	then	kept	


frozen	and	returned	to	the	laboratory	at	the	University	of	Montana	for	analysis.	A	generalized	
Iodine-125	radioimmunoassay	(RIA)	was	run	on	the	fecal	samples	to	detect	glucocorticoid	
concentrations	(Wasser	et	al.	2000,	Millspaugh	et	al.	2002).	GPS	coordinates	of	all	observed	deer	
defecation	events	were	also	recorded.		Scouting	periods	on	hiking	trails	in	the	surrounding	area	
were	done	simultaneously	during	observational	periods	at	the	airfield	or	meadow	clearing.		The	
primary	purpose	of	this	was	to	sample	from	individuals	near	the	airfield	or	meadow,	but	not	
necessarily	using	the	open	area	during	these	periods.	This	was	done	to	investigate	potential	
differences	in	FGM	concentrations	between	deer	that	use	airstrip	runways	during	peak	foraging	
periods	versus	those	farther	from	the	source	of	human	disturbance.			
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	 	Acoustic	data	were	taken	at	each	site	to	record	the	number	of	landing	and	takeoff	events	
per	day	at	each	airstrip	during	the	72-hour	visitation	period.		This	measurement	provided	a	
metric	for	quantifying	both	the	intensity	of	noise	at	a	particular	airstrip	site	and	the	predictability	
of	flight	events.	A	single	Roland	R-05	MP3	recorder	was	placed	on	the	edge	of	the	airfield	or	
meadow	clearing	in	the	case	of	control	sites.		The	recorder	was	then	calibrated	for	engine	noise,	
as	well	as	set	to	be	sensitive	to	various	sources	of	ambient	noise	in	the	surrounding	area.		The	
recorder	was	run	continuously	throughout	the	period	of	time	as	each	site	was	visited.		Daily	
averages	of	flight	activity	over	three	days	of	sampling	at	each	airstrip	were	compared	to	
historical	pilot	logs	when	available.		Spectrograms	of	airplane	noise	at	airstrips	or	motorized	
vehicles	at	control	sites,	as	well	as	other	ambient	sounds	were	analyzed	in	Audacity®,	an	open-
source	sound	analysis	software	program.		Spectrograms	provided	visualization	of	the	intensity	
and	timing	of	aircraft	activity	over	the	duration	of	a	visit	to	a	site	(Fig.	2).			
 


 


Human	presence,	as	well	as	aircraft	activity,	may	be	a	significant	factor	affecting	FGM	
concentrations.		We	measured	the	number	of	people	present	at	airstrips	by	total	headcounts	and	
by	taking	hourly	averages	during	two	1-hour	sample	periods	each	day	to	obtain	average	visitation	
over	the	sampling	period	at	each	airstrip	or	control	site.	By	having	numbers	of	humans	visiting	
each	site	over	the	duration	of	the	sampling	period,	we	can	better	measure	the	particular	effect	
of	flight	activity	within	the	greater	context	of	human-related	disturbance.		
	


Results	
	


For	both	years,	fecal	samples	were	analyzed	for	FGM	concentrations	for	mammalian	
feces	(n2014	=	36,	n2015	=	115,	ntotal	=	151)	(Table	2).		
	
Table	2.	Breakdown	of	fecal	samples	collected	for	I125	RIA	across	research	seasons. 


	
	
	
	
	


Species	 2014		 2015	 Total	
White-tailed	deer	 12	 29	 41	
Mule	deer	 1	 1	 2	
Deer	(no	species	ID)	 23	 85	 108	
Total	 36	 115	 151	


Figure	2.	An	example	spectrogram	displaying	an	8-hour	subsample	of	ambient	noise	(kHz);	this	example	is	from		
Schafer	Meadow	USFS	Airfield,	Montana,	USA.		These	data,	collected	at	all	sites	were	used	to	provide	a	
visualization	of	the	timing	and	intensity	of	aircraft	noise	and	other	ambient	noise	at	airstrips	and	control	sites.	
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2014	Research	Year	
The	mean	FGM	concentration	for	airstrip	sites	versus	control	sites	in	2014	was	190.15	


ng/g	and	147.78	ng/g,	respectively.		A	two-sample	t-test	suggested	a	moderately	significant	
difference	(p	=	0.044)	with	airstrips	displaying	a	higher	stress	level	compared	to	control	sites.	
However,	because	of	a	small	sample	size	(n2014	=	36),	these	results	were	biased	toward	airstrip	
sites.		Thus,	it	was	difficult	to	ascertain	the	relationship	in	mean	FGM	levels	between	airstrips	
and	non-airstrips	with	a	high	level	of	confidence	(Fig.	3).		In	particular,	we	observed	a	significantly	
higher	average	FGM	concentration	at	Schafer	Meadow	Airstrip	(Site	Symbol	-	SM)	compared	to	
other	four	airstrips	and	the	two	control	sites,	Kreis	Pond	Campground	(KP)	and	Valley	of	the	
Moon	Trailhead	(VM).		


	
	


		
	
 
 
 
 
 
Fig.	3	Mean	(±	SE)	FGM	across	all	airstrip	sites	(blue)	and	non-
airstrip	sites	(red)	sampled	in	2014.		
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
	
2015	Research	Year		


In	2015,	we	instituted	a	more	robust	sample	collection	protocol	and	expanded	the	
number	of	control	sites	(see	Table	1,	above).	These	modifications	in	sampling	led	to	a	three-fold	
increase	in	sample	size	from	2014	(n2014	=	36)	to	2015	(n2015	=	115),	which	allowed	for	stronger	
analysis	and	inference.		The	mean	FGM	concentration	for	airstrip	sites	versus	control	sites	in	
2015	was	122.59	ng/g	and	160.04	ng/g,	respectively.	Further,	an	approximately	equal	set	of	
samples	came	from	airstrip	sites	versus	control	sites	in	2015	(nairstrip	=	61;	ncontrol	=	54).		
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Fig.	4	Mean	(±	SE)	FGM	at	all	airstrips	(blue)	and	control	
sites	(red)	sampled	in	2015.		
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
A	two-sample	t-test	of	2015	data	indicated	a	highly	significant	difference	between	site	


types	(p	<	0.001)	in	which	control	sites	had	a	higher	FGM	concentration	than	airstrip	sites	(Fig.	4).	 
	
Combined	Research	Years	


Combining	data	across	both	years	of	the	study,	we	observed	mean	FGM	concentrations	
were	144.4	ng/g	at	airstrips	and	158.6	ng/g	at	non-airstrip	sites.		A	two-sample	t-test	indicated	a	
significant	difference	between	site	types	when	the	data	were	pooled	for	both	years	(p	=	0.039).		
Of	the	6	airstrip	sites	and	5	control	sites	(recall	one	control	site,	Hogback	Homestead,	did	not	
produce	data),	we	observed	a	general	pattern	of	slightly	higher	FGM	concentrations	among	deer	
at	the	control	sites	than	at	the	airstrip	sites	(Fig.	5).		


 
	


 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
Fig.	5	Mean	(±SE)	FGM	at	all	airstrip	sites	(blue)	and	non-airstrip	
control	sites	(red)	sampled	in	2014	and	2015.		
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Visitor	and	Airstrip	Use	


There	also	existed	considerable	variation	in	visitation	across	all	airstrip	and	control	sites,	
as	well	as	variation	in	air	traffic	at	airstrip	sites.		The	average	volume	of	human	presence	at	each	
site	from	which	samples	were	successfully	collected	was	averaged	across	both	research	years	
(Table	3).		We	observed	the	highest	average	number	of	daily	visitors	during	our	sampling	visits	at	
Johnson	Creek	and	Ryan	Field	airstrips	among	the	airstrip	sites	(30.97	and	28.97,	respectively)	
and	Keis	Pond	Campground	and	the	Rattlesnake	Recreation	Corridor	among	the	control	sites	
(22.53	and	14.33,	respectively).		The	lowest	average	daily	visitors	were	observed	at	Fish	Lake	
(2.22	visitors/day)	among	the	airstrip	sites	and	Monture	Creek	Campground	(5.39	visitors/day)	
among	the	control	sites.	There	was	also	high	variation	in	daily	air	traffic	among	the	backcountry	
airstrips	ranging	from	27.5	arrivals	and	departures	per	day	at	Johnson	Creek	to	1.0	at	Fish	Lake	
airstrip.	


	
	
Table	3.	Average	volume	of	human	presence	at	airstrip	and	non-airstrip	sites	during	2014	&	
2015	research	seasons.	
 


Site	 Avg.	No.	of	Daily	
Visitors	


Daily	Air	Traffic		
(avg.	no.	flights/day)	


East	Fork	Reservoir	USFS	Campground	 5.83	 n/a	
Fish	Lake	USFS	Airport	 2.22	 1.0	
Johnson	Creek	Airport		 30.97	 27.5	
Kreis	Pond	Campground	 22.53	 n/a	
Monture	Creek	Campground	 5.39	 n/a	
Meadow	Creek	USFS	Airport	 2.67	 2.5	
Moose	Creek	USFS	Airport	 15.33	 6.65	
Ryan	Field		 28.97	 11.33	
Rattlesnake	Recreation	Corridor	 14.33	 n/a	
Schafer	Meadow	USFS	Airport	 10.72	 9.33	
Valley	of	the	Moon	Trailhead	 8.55	 n/a	


 
	


Discussion	
	


Our	results	in	the	first	year	of	the	study	showed	a	higher	mean	FGM	when	airstrip	sites	
were	aggregated	compared	to	the	two	control	sites.		In	the	second	year	of	the	study,	non-airstrip	
control	sites	had	higher	mean	FGM	than	airstrip	sites.	It	is	notable	that	the	relationship	in	mean	
FGM	concentrations	between	airstrips	and	non-airstrips	reversed	between	2014	and	2015.		
However,	when	these	plots	are	viewed	more	closely,	it	can	be	seen	that	in	2014	Schafer	Meadow	
USFS	Airport	(SM)	strongly	influenced	the	2014	airstrip	component	of	the	data.		Schafer	Meadow	
was	not	only	significantly	higher	in	FGM	than	the	control	sites	that	year,	but	also	significantly	
higher	than	the	other	airstrip	sites.		Additionally,	the	high	values	observed	at	Schafer	Meadow	in	
2014	were	not	seen	in	the	Shafer	Meadow	2015	data.	
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Research	by	others	has	suggested	that	many	factors	can	increase	FGM	concentrations	


due	to	environmentally	induced	stress	or	specific	stress	events.	Indeed,	single	weather	events	
may	strongly	affect	stress	levels	in	mammals.		In	2014,	Schafer	Meadow	was	the	first	site	
sampled	that	year	and	was	preceded	by	a	week	long	weather	front	with	rain	and	cold	weather.	
We	believe	there	is	a	real	possibility	that	the	noticeably	elevated	mean	FGM	concentration	at	
Schafer	Meadow	in	2014,	compared	to	other	airstrip	sites	in	both	years	and	Schafer	Meadow	the	
following	year,	may	have	been	due	to	the	weather	event	that	preceded	our	sampling	visit	to	the	
site.		We	base	this	conclusion,	in	part,	on	the	fact	that	the	airstrip	had	very	little	air	traffic	prior	to	
our	sampling	as	low	hanging	clouds	caused	marginal	flying	conditions	and	extensive	mountain	
obscuration.	The	USFS	flew	2	flights	the	day	previous	to	the	beginning	of	our	sampling	effort	in	
2014	to	drop	off	ranger	station	crews	and	equipment.		These	data	suggest	that	the	
environmental	challenge	of	the	weather	may	well	have	elevated	deer	FGM	at	this	site	largely	
independent	of	any	aviation	or	human-related	disturbance	that	might	have	occurred	over	this	
period.		
	
	 Our	expanded	number	of	control	sites	in	2015,	coupled	with	the	fact	that	we	were	able	to	
obtain	a	greater	number	of	samples	per	site	in	2015,	affords	us	a	clearer	picture	of	the	
relationship	between	airstrip	sites	and	non-airstrip	control	sites.		The	finding	that	non-airstrips	
had	a	higher	mean	FGM	than	airstrip	sites	was	contrary	to	our	a	priori	Hypotheses.	We	
anticipated	one	of	two	possibilities;	a)	that	airstrip	sites	would	have	a	higher	FGM	than	non-
airstrip	control	sites	as	a	function	of	aircraft	noise,	or	b)	there	would	be	no	significant	difference	
between	airstrip	sites	and	non-airstrip	control	sites.	Although	expressed	as	an	alternative	
hypothesis,	we	did	not	predict	that	the	non-airstrip	sites	would	have	higher	FGM	concentrations	
than	the	airstrip	sites;	yet	this	is	what	we	observed	particularly	in	2015.		This	is	even	more	
counter	intuitive	in	that	the	two	highest	visitor/day	sites	were	both	airstrip	sites,	Johnson	Creek	
and	Ryan	Field.			
	


So	what	could	explain	this	counter-intuitive	outcome?	First,	concerning	2014,	as	we	
suggested	above	the	Schafer	Meadow	airstrip	data	was	skewed,	we	believe,	by	the	severe	
weather	event	just	prior	to	our	sampling.	When	data	across	both	years	are	aggregated,	we	
observed	higher	levels	of	FGM	from	deer	at	the	control	sites	than	the	airstrip	sites	with	the	
exception	of	Schafer	Meadow.	So,	what	might	account	for	the	differences	observed	between	
most	of	the	control	sites	being	higher	in	FGM	stress	hormone	than	the	airstrip	sites	in	this	study?	
One	explanation	may	be	that	our	non-airstrip	control	sites	(USFS	campgrounds	and	recreation	
areas)	may	have	experienced	an	overall	greater	amount	of	human-related	presence,	due	to	their	
relative	proximity	to	towns	or	ease	of	access.		However,	the	visitor/day	data	do	not	support	this	
as	the	variation	in	human	presence	at	control	sites	was	less	than	what	we	observed	at	the	
airstrip	sites.		It	is	also	possible	that	human-altered	landscapes	and	motor	vehicle	or	trail	walking	
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access	at	the	control	sites	results	in	a	higher	level	of	human	presence,	although	this	is	in	general	
not	supported	by	the	visitor-day	data.	Another	explanation	may	be	that	the	nature	of	human	
presence	among	persons	arriving	at	the	control	sites,	particularly	auto	arrival,	is	more	stressful	
than	the	arrival,	presence	and	departure	of	aircraft.			


	
Finally,	based	on	the	results,	we	reject	the	hypothesis	that	aviation	activity	at	the	


backcountry	airstrips	in	this	study	result	in	higher	levels	of	fecal	glucocorticoid	metabolite	(FGM)	
concentrations,	as	an	indicator	of	stress	in	our	test-case	species,	white-tailed	deer	(Odocoileus	
virginianus)	and	mule	deer	(O.	hemionus).		Indeed,	the	data	suggest	that	deer	had	higher	stress	
levels	at	the	control	sites	composed	of	campgrounds	and	recreational	access	sites	than	at	the	
airstrip	sites.	 
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From:
To: FS-Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision Comments
Subject: LNF forest plan update
Date: Thursday, March 05, 2015 12:04:38 PM

To whom it may concern:
I am a Cloudcroft resident interested in following the LNF forest plan update.

My particular interest lies in the protection and conservation of water resources.  Enterprise NF activities (grazing,
timber sales, silvaculture) may affect water resources.  Fire recovery activities may affect both water resources and
infrastructure (via enhanced seasonal flooding events).

We know our neighbors with Mescalero Forestry are proactively addressing these water resource issues.  Mescalero
Forestry is scheduled to perform 600 acres of watershed improvement (utilizing both thinning and in-place
positioning of non-commercial timber) via a piggyback of timber sales with a NM forestry grant.  They also plan to
create a revenue stream via sale of the conserved water (approved in the 113th Congress).

I hope I may offer expanded comments on the enormous value of LNF water resources at the appropriate forum or
in writing (with supporting pictures and documentation taken from the Sacramento Ranger District). 

I hope this community input is viewed as at least slightly helpful.

Best regards,

mailto:lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us


Subject Dark and Wilmeth Canyons and T5700; Creation of Roadless area 

From

To FS-Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision Comments

Sent Thursday, March 03, 2016 9:35 AM

I am writing with concerns about the Lincoln National Forest. My family and I camp and hike in the areas 
of Dark Canyon, the OHV trail that runs from Bensen Ridge to Russia Canyon, and parts of Lucas 
Canyon multiple times per year. My husband is an avid bow hunter during appropriate seasons. The 
destruction of the forest is evident and ongoing due to off road vehicles, motorcycles, and such. If left 
open to motorized vehicles, those of us that are there to enjoy the beautiful natural surroundings are 
subjected to constant noise pollution, decrease in natural habitat, and destruction of land that is 
extremely important to many wildlife species, birds, owls and pristine flora. Our family is in support of 
creating a "roadless area" by closing Wilmeth Loop, and (T5700) which would be the last couple of miles 
of Bensen Ridge (FR223) so that we and others like us can hike safely in an area that will promote 
natural wildlife habitat for those that seek the beauty of nature at its best.
Thank you in advance of your thoughtful consideration of this matter.

"Our task must be to free ourselves by widening our circle of compassion to embrace all living creatures and 
the whole of nature and its beauty."
~ Albert Einstein~
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Subject Dark and Wilmeth Canyons should be Roadless

From

To FS-Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision Comments

Sent Monday, March 07, 2016 1:09 PM

Good Afternoon,
My name is Esteban Martinez, a born and raised New Mexican with concerns about motorized vehicles 
disrupting wildlife and the overall appearance in Dark and Wilmeth Canyons. I frequent the area often 
with friends who own property in the above mentioned areas, and would like to take the opportunity to 
voice my opinions about maintaining the beautiful land from unwelcomed "visitors". We like to camp, 
hunt and hike in these areas, as do many nature lovers, and every time I visit I notice more and more 
land being harmed due to motorized vehicles. I am all for enjoying a recreational hobby pertaining to off 
road vehicles, but strongly believe they should be kept within the 75% of trails OPEN to them according 
to the Lincoln National Forest Service. If Dark and Wilmeth Canyons are prohibited AND enforced from 
these vehicles and the abuse that comes with them, we can continue to enjoy our beautiful state. OHV 
users would still have plenty of space (75%) to enjoy their activities, and we would have plenty of 
unabused space to enjoy our activities.
Thank you for your time and understanding, lets keep New Mexico the diamond in the rough I've always 
known it to be.
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Subject Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision, include backcountry aviation

From

To FS-Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision Comments

Cc Berman, Heather -FS; rmurrow@theraf.org; nmpa@nmpilots.org;  

Sent Tuesday, March 01, 2016 1:12 PM

Attachment
s

Initial list of
Aviation s...

Dear Forest Planner-Team Leader Linda Cole and team,

As a local resident and stakeholder of the Sacramento District of the Lincoln National forest, 
I would like to request that backcountry aviation be included as a recreational activity in the 
current Forest Plan revision process. The 2012 USFS National Forest Planning Rule states:
"The rule recognizes and states in 219.10 and the definition in 219.19 that recreational 
opportunities include non-motorized, motorized, developed, and dispersed recreation on 
land, water, and air. Examples include activities such as hiking, biking, hunting, geocaching, 
recreational aviation, hang gliding and many more."
Also, guidance from the 2012 Planning Rule: "Sustainable recreation; including recreation 
settings, opportunities, and access; and scenic character. Recreation opportunities may 
include non-motorized, motorized, developed, and dispersed recreation on land, water, and 
in the air."  Page 21266 Federal Register / Vol. 77, No. 68 / Monday, April 9, 2012 / Rules 
and Regulations, 219.10.b (1) (i), under Multiple Use.

In addition, please refer to the MOU between the USFS and Recreational Aviation 
Foundation(RAF) that includes the following mutual benefits: 
Airstrips are an important part of the administrative and recreational infrastructure on 
Forest Service lands. 



Use of these airstrips for access to recreational opportunities is a valued and important 
activity for the aviation community and many visitors. 



Backcountry airstrips provide a low impact method of access to various remote and isolated 
recreation sites and areas.



Some backcountry airstrips contain important historical and cultural values that are 
reminders of a bygone era.



Backcountry airstrips provide potential access for emergency services, firefighting efforts, 
and other administrative activities of the Forest Service. 



Further, the FS and the RAF believe that collaboration between the recreational aviation 
community and the U.S. Forest Service is important and necessary to ensure that 
backcountry airstrips are recognized as valuable sources of recreation opportunities, that 
airstrips receive support from aviation volunteer groups for ongoing maintenance and 
operations, and that future needs for airstrip policy can be identified. This Memo of 
Understanding will facilitate and encourage further collaboration between the recreational 
aviation community and the Forest Service.
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As a local member representative of organizations such as New Mexico Pilots 
Association(NMPA) and Recreational Aviation Foundation(RAF). You should expect letters 
containing a similar request from those organizations.

For reference, I’ve attached an initial list of sites used for aviation activities in the 
Sacramento District of the Lincoln National Forest. Myself and other pilots would be happy 
to assist with further identification of additional sites. 

My thanks to Rol Murrow of the RAF for information regarding the 2012 Forest Planning 
Rule and MOU between USFS and RAF excerpts quoted above.
In addition, I will send the information contained here by mail.

Sincerely,

Local resident, private pilot, member of NMPA and RAF
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Initial list of Aviation sites documented in Sacramento District, Lincoln National Forest 

Feb. 29, 2016 

 

1. Bailey Canyon Heliport(Alamogordo Dispatch) 

 

 

 

2. Long Ridge Heliport (Alamogordo Dispatch and Quad)   



  



3. Mule Peak Heliport(see above map, Quad) 

4. hang-glider ramp above Dry Canyon(Mill Ridge?) 

5. Pinon airstrip  

 



6. Sunspot Heliport(website and maps)

 

 



 

 















































1. What is your concern about your chosen area of interest?  Please list one concern per form. 
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________ 

  
2. Do you have any suggestions for the Lincoln National Forest for how to manage this issue? 

______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
         

Please provide your comment(s) to the Lincoln NF by June 30, 2016 

This form can be mailed in to: 
Lincoln National Forest 

ATTN: Forest Plan Revision Team 
3463 Las Palomas Road 
Alamogordo, NM 88310 

 
or scanned and email it to: 

lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us 
 

or simply email the information requested 
above to lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us 

 
 

For Internal Use Only 
15 Areas of Interest 

o Ecosystems 
o At Risk Species 
o Recreation 
o Benefits – Ecosystem Services 
o Natural Processes 
o Air-Soil-Water 
o Areas of Tribal Importance 
o Multiple-Uses 
o Infrastructure 
o Carbon Stocks 
o Energy & Minerals 
o Land Ownership & Use 
o Cultural and Historical 
o Social, Cultural & Economic Conditions 
o Designated Areas 

Name (optional & confidential): ____________________________ 
Contact Info (optional & confidential):_____________________________ 

For Internal Use Only 
Resource Areas 

o Fire 
o Range 
o Wildlife 
o Timber 
o Forest Health 
o Hydrology 
o Soils 
o Recreation 
o Roads 
o Ecology 
o Botany 
o Vegetation 
o Other _______________________ 

 

CONCERN AND SUGGESTION 

For Internal Use 
Date Received ____________ 
Survey Number ___________ 

mailto:lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us
mailto:lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us






















Subject Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision to include backcountry aviation

From flying4myers@gmail.com

To FS-Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision Comments

Cc Berman, Heather -FS; Rol Murrow; Summers, Steve, NMDOT; Larry Filener; Joyce Woods; Georg Himmeroeder; 
Debi Maucione; P and S Barry; Ron Keller; NMPA

Sent Wednesday, March 02, 2016 7:28 PM

  

The Voice of General Aviation in New Mexico 

March 2, 2016

TO: Linda Cole, Forest Planner and Team Leader

FROM: Cathy Myers, President 
             New Mexico Pilots Association 

RE:      Comments for Preliminary Statements of Needs for Changes, Lincoln NF Plan   
            Update 

NMPA appreciates the opportunity to submit the following input for your consideration regarding the 
Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision. Aviation plays such a vital role in both commercial and private 
enterprise and so much of the general population is unaware of how diverse and valuable it is as a 
means of transportation to not only areas accessible by ground, but to those pristine and tucked away 
back country areas equally accessible by air. Many states have worked tirelessly and successfully to 
open backcountry recreation areas to access by air.  

By including recreational and backcountry aviation as part of the Lincoln national forest use planning, 
these areas become accessible by a different means of transportation and to a different group of folks 
who can now combine their love of flying with their desire to enjoy the New Mexico wilderness and 
national forests. By and large this particular group of enthusiasts are very protective of low impact 
access to these lands and can be relied on to further the protection of resources and wildlife. In 
addition, the plan for the USFS strips should address the already existing and future support by 
volunteer organizations for air strip maintenance and improvements to ensure safe access. 

Not only does air access to USFS areas promote hunting, fishing, hiking, camping, wildlife appreciation 
and environmental protection, it also provides access to historical sites and emergency service 
assistance when needed. Air strip access to remote USFS sites can make a vital difference in forest fire 
suppression or evacuation for other emergencies as well as provide another perspective and set of eyes 
for the USFS system. 

Recreational backcountry opportunities are most commonly thought of as being accessed by ground or 
water but air access opens up a whole new perspective of the recreational setting. It has been suggested 
that Information, identification and evaluation of infrastructure within the plan area be updated 
regularly to include not only the forest road system, recreational facilities, resorts, trails, water 
diversions, fences, communication towers and bridges, but backcountry airstrip condition as well. 
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NMPA agrees that the common, coordinated mission of the RAF and the USFS as it pertains to 
"...preserving, maintaining and creating public use recreational and backcountry airstrips nationwide..." 
with references to aviation in the Planning Rule and Planning Directive is vital and critical in solidifying 
aviation as "a legitimate mode of access" by aircraft landing on both land and water. 

NMPA will continue to be available for input to FS planners during this revision process and appreciate 
the opportunity to work with both FS and aviators on the revisions for airstrip access. Please do not 
hesitate to contact us at any time and we look forward to working with you in the future to make these 
directive revisions a permanent part of the USFS planning process.  

Sincerely, 

Cathy Myers, President 
New Mexico Pilots Association  

   Public Comments Page 2    



From:
To: FS-Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision Comments
Subject: National Forest Revision Plan
Date: Thursday, June 30, 2016 6:09:08 PM

        I am concerned about the following:

      Overgrown forests that produce stunted trees that become
      susceptible to insect infestations and devastating fires.
      Maintaining a healthy forest is expensive, but I believe that
      firefighting is much costlier.

      Thank you.

      
      

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software. 
www.avast.com
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From: Penasco Gravel
To: FS-Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision Comments
Subject: Plan Revision Questions
Date: Monday, June 22, 2015 9:36:59 AM

Hello,

My name is Thomas Lewis I am the Vice President of Penasco Gravel Incorporated.  I am
contacting you to get in touch with the person or persons in charge of the LNF plan revision. 
We request to have them contact us directly by email.

Thank you
Thomas Lewis

-- 
---------------------
Penasco Gravel Inc.
1853 Rio Penasco rd. / Highway 130
Mayhill, NM 88339
Office: (575) 687-2506
Fax: (575) 687-2451
penascogravel@gmail.com
www.penascogravel.com
 
*********************************************************************** 
DISCLAIMER: 
This transmission from Penasco Gravel Inc. / Triangle S Construction is confidential and
solely for the use of the intended recipient. If you have received this email in error, please
notify the sender and delete and destroy the original transmission and all copies. Our
company accepts no liability for the contents of this email, or for the consequences of any
actions taken on the basis of the information provided, unless that information is subsequently
confirmed in writing. Please note that any personal views or opinions presented in this email
are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of the company. Finally,
the recipient should check this email and any attachments for the presence of viruses. The
company accepts no liability for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this email. 
The company(ies) listed above take the information in this email very serious if there is any
bid or estimating information attached to this email it is ment to be confidentail between the
recipient and the company(ies). If this information is found to have been shared with
competitors or individuals outside of the intended legal action will be persued.

mailto:penascogravel@gmail.com
mailto:lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us
mailto:penascogravel@gmail.com
http://www.penascogravel.com/


From:
To: FS-Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision Comments
Subject: Plan Revision
Date: Monday, February 01, 2016 5:53:02 PM

My name is  and I would like to be included on your e-mail list concerning the future of Lincoln National
Forest.  Despite living in Maine for the past 43 years, my most favorite place to otherwise visit is the Guads and
their caves.  I started caving there in 1969 and decided then and there that I would be caving there for the rest of my
life.  So far, so good.  I've watched many changes take place over the years, some of which I was very unhappy
with, but in recent years I've seen some of those problems ameliorated.  I hope that there is not a reversal into those
dark times again as they were sometimes Draconian for all the wrong reasons.  Just because I live a couple thousand
miles away doesn't mean that I am not in tune with what's going on.  You could ask Jerry Trout, Ransom Turner (if
he were still with us), Phyllis Boneau or Jason Walz as to my caving ethics and general love of the Guads.  In fact, if
you walk down the hallways of the Guadalupe Ranger District office, you'd see prints of some photos I've taken
over the years from various caves throughout the Guads that I donated to the Forest Service.  I say all this just to let
you know that I am 100% in favor of preserving the caves in the Guads  but still keeping them open to qualified and
dependable cavers. 

I look forward to receiving the e-mails from you, asking for input on how to manage various portions of LNF.  Very
glad to hear that you are interested in receiving input from the people who love the region the most.  That will
certainly include me!!!

mailto:lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us


Subject Carlsbad Caver FPR Input

From Bolton, Brad L -FS

To FS-pdl r3 lincoln leadership team

Cc Cole, Linda S -FS; Berman, Heather -FS

Sent Thursday, January 21, 2016 10:25 AM

Message below is from a local in Carlsbad that really enjoys caving. The opening statement tells me he’s 
providing input for FPR so I’m sharing this with that group “for the record”.  has not 
attended any of our public FPR meetings. For others on the FLT just sharing so you can gain an outside 
perspective on how our cave management program is perceived. Which may help determine how we fill 
fill the vacant position or how we shift priorities in that program. It is a long letter so I don’t expect 
most to read it but for those that fund the position it’s probably worth your time.

From:  
Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2016 9:57 AM
To: Bolton, Brad L -FS
Subject:

Hi Brad,

Aaron tells me you are soliciting ideas about what the cave program at the Lincoln should be 
about. Not surprisingly, I have several I'd like to share:

1) Firstly, I think that Jason, for being someone with hardly any experience in back country 
caves in the LNF, and with very limited vertical experience going into the job, did a very good 
job in many ways, particularly at a time when White Nose is changing the dynamics of caving in 
so many ways

2) However, there were a bunch of things, which you, Jackie Buchanan and I had talked about, 
that were not addressed or promoted. I agree entirely with your and Jackie's take some several 
years ago, that the caves of the LNF represent the jewels in the crown of FS caves, but that is not 
at all apparent from the programs that have been implemented in the last few years. We need to 
revitalize the relationship between the cave program and various volunteer programs that have 
been instrumental, in the past, in providing useful data for cave management and conservation. 
Historically, these groups included the High Guads Restoratioin Project (HGRP), 
the Guadalupe Small Caves Survey (GSCS), and the Cave Research Foundation. This in 
some extent resulted from Jason not having been here when those groups were flourishing. We 
need to re-establish these groups (or develop others) and enable them to collect the data, which 
will allow the FS to open more caves to visitors, with safety for the cavers and appropriate 
protection for the cave resources. This is critical at a time when continued budgetary restrictions 
preclude hiring the staff necessary to generate the data themselves. If these groups were 
providing field checks of existing maps and initial surveys of cave resources (many of which 
most important ones were not even recognized when the available maps were first drawn) at a 
rate of 5-10 per year it would still take decades before the known caves were evaluated. Field 
checks of maps would allow for the cave specialist to recognize which needed more work, which 
might be accessed with little danger to rare or fragile resources or for the cavers. This should be 
open and transparent, and not just awarded to any one group (clique) of old cavers operating on 
their own and eschewing outside participation. Once caves had been recognized that needed 
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their own and eschewing outside participation. Once caves had been recognized that needed 
remapping then ongoing projects could be structured in cooperation with the USFS. I would 
greatly recommend that they be open to all interested and qualified cavers, not just awarded to a 
closed group. We have seen the results of the latter approach in Virgin Cave, Barrancas, and C23 
(and most profoundly in the Cavern). In my estimation this is not good for the whole dynamic, 
and has led to the fragmentation of the caving community.

3) Likewise, almost no outreach to appropriate university and college groups has taken place. 
Higher level schools represent a terrific resource, of which the FS should, but hasn't, availed 
itself. In particular, undergraduate and graduate groups may be looked to for help in inventorying 
geological and biological resources in the caves. Inventories are best conducted after there is a 
basic map of the cave, and should be done by experienced people, with some degree of formal 
training, not just by whomever is not filling other slots on a survey team and says "Oh, I'll do 
the inventory!" Not everyone makes a good inventory specialist. Some people don't have the 
background, others don't have the needed observational skills. By developing close relationships 
with good schools the LNF can get the data it needs and the schools can have a program that 
attracts first rate students. Likewise, graduate projects will be spawned by initial inventory work, 
and will lead to increased buzz in the scientific community, which will accrue to the vigor of the 
cave program.

4) The cave specialist should work with appropriate college instructors and NCKRI to offer short 
courses in diverse aspects of cave science and management, rather like the Summer in the Park 
program offered at Mammoth cave NP and WKU.

5) The whole White Nose thing has the potential of paralyzing caving in this area, as it has in 
others. However, there is no reason this need be the case. Each of the land management agencies 
that control caves in the area should maintain ropes and software (slings, harnesses, packs, 
lights, etc), that are dedicated to the particular caves or cave districts. Cavers should be required 
to use clothes (footwear, packs, etc) that have only been used in that particular cave or group of 
caves, not brought in from outside regions. This may be a minor expense but given the cheap 
sneakers, etc., at Walmart or local thrift stores, it is well within the bounds of what most cavers 
would do. No exceptions. Hardware (racks, biners, ascenders, etc.) are much more easily cleaned 
and less impacted by soaking in hot water (with or without bleach or cleaners). If no gear is 
being brought in from outside the area, and if ropes and software are not exchanged between 
caves, then the chance of humans acting as a vector for the spread of WN is pretty much 
nil. Caves that are hibernacula or maternity roosts should still be off limits, at least seasonally, as 
appropriate. This, more than any other single approach, would be the most help in reinvigorating 
caving, surveying and research in the Guads.

6) The vigor of the entire LNF will be furthered by an active, highly regarded cave program, 
which will benefit the caves, cave resources, and the LNF itself. Likewise, if visitation rates 
continue to fall it will become harder for managers to justify adequate staffing levels, and the 
caves will suffer

7) With options for "cloud sourcing", it should be possible for volunteer groups with non-profit 
status to solicit donations of funds for gear to be used in the caves (or donations of gear itself 
from manufacturers), so that it should not be a financial burden on the office budget

8) The LNF should explore other avenues of making the caves accessible to a variety of people 
without increasing financial strain. The old idea of cave for pay stirred up a hornets nest in the 
western cave community, and is likely to do so again. It also raised questions of whether it would 
really bring in more money than was expended monitoring gates, etc. An alternative approach, 
which might avoid these land mines might be to charge hikers, cavers, birders, etc., a daily land 
use fee, to be applied to search and rescue costs, gating, gate maintenance, etc. The Colorado 
National Forests have a similar fee (only a dollar or so per day), which doesn't single out any 
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National Forests have a similar fee (only a dollar or so per day), which doesn't single out any 
particular group.

9) Another way of promoting caving locally would be to allow people from outside the area to 
engage guides to lead trips. This is no different from hiring a climbing guide in the Grand Tetons 
or Mount McKinley. It should not be the only way that people from out of the area can visit 
caves (whether trip leader caves or not), but should be one option. Depending on volunteers such 
as myself or  is great, when it works. But having accredited paid guides (with 
insurance) might be more dependable for people if the volunteers are not available.

10) In my opinion, which of course reflects my particular background, knowledge of biology is 
less critical in the caves of the Guadalupes than is a background in geology and speleology, 
especially if there are extramural sources of advice re WN. Some background in academia and 
natural science is highly desirable.

Now, with all this in mind, just last night I was talking with a fellow with a long and close 
association with cutting edge caving in the area. He was saying that Jennifer Foote (who is 
very highly qualified) was put off from applying for the cave specialist position because the pay 
was rather limited. We both lamented that to some degree you get what you pay for. However, 
he went on by encouraging me to apply for the cave position there, saying that in a couple or 
three years I could develop some of the programs mentioned above, and set the Cave 
Management Program at LNF on a more vigorous and productive course, and that the prospect 
of significant upward growth potential was less of a problem for me than it might be for a 
younger person looking for the potential of growth throughout decades of their career. I had to 
admit that was probably true.

So.... I have a bachelor's degree with 24 undergraduate  credits in biology, and significant and 
intensive graduate work in field and theoretical ecology, ecosystems analysis, database 
construction and analysis, and modern and ancient carbonate sedimentation, leading to a Ph.D. in 
Paleobiology (a subset of the Department of Earth and Space Sciences at Stony Brook 
University). Since then I have taught in several good colleges and universities (including 
undergraduate and graduate courses in ecology and paleoecology), and maintain close ties with 
researchers and educators in colleges around the country as well as internationally. Additionally, 
I worked as a research geologist for major petroleum companies, and in precious and strategic 
metals exploration. I have excellent writing skills, and am a recognized expert in the carbonate 
sedimentology, speleology and geologic evolution of the Guadalupe Mountains.

Would this be a background that would fit into your picture of how the cave program should be 
evolving? Or would it be a waste or your or my time to apply for the position? Your candid 
comments would be much appreciated. Regardless of whether I might apply, I remain committed 
to support your cave program in whatever ways possible, and to continue to try to draw attention 
to the remarkable caves we have here.

I am sincerely

Carlsbad, NM, 88220
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From:
To: Cadwallader, Lois -FS
Cc: Humphrey, Elizabeth -FS; Kelton, Marcie -FS; Berman, Heather -FS; Crim, Peg -FS; Cole, Linda S -FS
Subject: Re: Example of FPR community meeting suggestion
Date: Friday, February 12, 2016 2:28:54 PM

I would be really happy to help with any dark sky stargazing projects you might want to do. One low 
cost beginning might be just to choose a few dispersed camping sites with open sky and far from 
lights, but near a road, then recommend them as undeveloped astronomy sites. The only cost would be 
printing maps and directions. It would be a start. 

I’ve taken my telescope to Upper Karr camping area, and the sky is open enough for good stargazing, 
but lights from RV campers can be a problem. I was also thinking of Benson Ridge, but haven’t 
scouted for areas with open sky. Another option might be somewhere near Sunspot. Some scouting 
would be needed. If Wofford Lookout is going to be made available to rent, that might be another 
possibility (not the LO tower itself, but the clearing around the buildings). I’m sure there are other 
possibilities you might know of.

Cheers,

On Feb 12, 2016, at 1:12 PM, Cadwallader, Lois -FS <loiscadwallader@fs.fed.us> wrote:

Under “Star Gazing under Dark Skies” for R3 sounds like what our volunteer, , 
who retired from Apache Point Observatory, was suggesting at the FPR Community Meeting in 
Mayhill.  She was thinking it might be nice to have an area like that off the Sunspot Hwy.  Just a 
thought.  I know everyone is always working short-handed and money is tight but it might be 
something to keep in mind for the future and  would be a good resource for ideas if you 
ever pursue it.
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Sent: Friday, February 12, 2016 11:55 AM
To: FS-All FS <allfs@ms.fs.fed.us>
Subject: The Chief's Desk: People, Places and Things—February 12, 2016
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From:
To: FS-Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision Comments
Subject: Re: FW: plan revision comment
Date: Thursday, October 20, 2016 11:41:24 AM
Attachments: image004.png

image003.png
image001.png
image002.png

Hi Charlie,
Thank you for the follow up. Here's my input:

1. What is your concern about your chosen area of interest?
Concerned that the FS will over regulate, curtail or ban the current use of climbing areas
including and not limited to the future development (installation of new climbing routes) at
current areas and areas yet to be discovered within the districts of the Lincoln National Forest.

2. Do you have any suggestions for the Lincoln National Forest for how to manage this
issue?
The FS should recognize the various types of rock climbing (sport, trad, bouldering, etc.) as
acceptable use of resources on FS lands. Establish relationships with local climbers and
climbing groups who can be assets to provide guidance and resources for the development and
maintenance of climbing routes and areas. By doing so, the groups and also assist in the
protection of other resources and help mitigate resource conflicts.

Regards,

On Tue, Oct 18, 2016 at 3:13 PM, FS-Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision Comments
<lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us> wrote:

Hello

 

In going through the latest round of comments for the ongoing Lincoln NF Forest Plan Revision, I
noticed that your submitted comment form of June 30, 2016, was not filled out (see attached) for
some reason. I wanted to give you another opportunity to provide input. You may also provide
comments via email and in response to this message if you prefer. Please do so at your earliest
convenience and let me know if you have questions or concerns.

 

Thanks for your interest and involvement in this important effort.

 

Sincerely,

 

mailto:lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us
mailto:lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us






Charlie Sharp

 

Charlie Sharp 
Forest Planner

Forest Service

Lincoln National Forest, Supervisor's Office

p: 575-434-7237 
f: 575-434-7218 
charlesmsharp@fs.fed.us

3463 Las Palomas Rd
Alamogordo, NM 88310
www.fs.fed.us 

Caring for the land and serving people

 

 

From:  
Sent: Thursday, June 30, 2016 5:24 PM
To: FS-Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision Comments <lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us>
Subject: plan revision comment

 

To Whom It Concerns,

Attached is my comment regarding the LNF plan revision. Regards,

 

This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the
intended recipients. Any unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure
of the information it contains may violate the law and subject the violator to civil or criminal
penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error, please notify the sender
and delete the email immediately.

tel:575-434-7237
tel:575-434-7218
mailto:charlesmsharp@fs.fed.us
http://www.fs.fed.us/
http://usda.gov/
https://twitter.com/forestservice
https://www.facebook.com/pages/US-Forest-Service/1431984283714112
mailto:lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us


From: Cole, Linda S -FS
To:
Subject: RE: Question or comment about plan revision
Date: Tuesday, March 01, 2016 7:07:00 AM

Good morning ,

Thank you for taking the time to share your concerns.  I'll be including this comment into our process both now and
also saving it for when we begin to actively address our required wilderness study.

-- Linda Cole, acting Forest Planner

-----Original Message-----
From: 
Sent: Saturday, February 27, 2016 4:03 PM
To: FS-Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision Comments <lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us>
Subject: Question or comment about plan revision

Please consider having Dark Canyon and Wilmeth Canyon  established as official roadless areas or better yet a
wilderness study area. The Sacramento district has none that I know of, and it seems like a miracle that these two
contains have been able to avoid road encroachment, so let’s keep the miracle going, before some curious folks on
four wheels decide to establish a road or trail in these pristine canyons, because once they do( even if it’s an illegal
trail) the cry will go up about closing roads and restricting access. Thank you for time,
http://southernnewmexicoexplorer.blogspot.com/2015/06/dark-canyon-sacramento-mountains.html
http://southernnewmexicoexplorer.blogspot.com/2015/09/wilmeth-canyonsacramento-mountains.html

mailto:lnf_fpr_comments@fs.fed.us
http://southernnewmexicoexplorer.blogspot.com/2015/06/dark-canyon-sacramento-mountains.html
http://southernnewmexicoexplorer.blogspot.com/2015/09/wilmeth-canyonsacramento-mountains.html


From: Laura Johnson
To: Sharp, Charles M -FS
Subject: RE: UHSWCD Land Use Plan
Date: Monday, August 08, 2016 1:41:15 PM
Attachments: image005.png

image006.png
image007.png
image008.png

Sounds great!
Thank you for the update and we will speak again soon,
Laura
 

From: Sharp, Charles M -FS [mailto:charlesmsharp@fs.fed.us] 
Sent: Monday, August 08, 2016 1:29 PM
To: Laura Johnson
Cc: David Cox; Berman, Heather -FS
Subject: RE: UHSWCD Land Use Plan
 
Thank you, Laura! Likewise, good talking with you, and we look forward to working with you and the
district. After our call, I spoke with Heather Berman (cc’ed here) at our office, and she actually had a
copy of the district’s LUP at her desk. This LUP and others will be considered and incorporated in the
assessment report for plan revision.
 
Thanks again and talk soon,
 
Charlie
 

Charlie Sharp 
Forest Planner

Forest Service
Lincoln National Forest, Supervisor's Office

p: 575-434-7237 
f: 575-434-7218 
charlesmsharp@fs.fed.us

3463 Las Palomas Rd
Alamogordo, NM 88310
www.fs.fed.us 

Caring for the land and serving people

 
 

From: Laura Johnson [mailto:upperhondo@windstream.net] 
Sent: Monday, August 08, 2016 1:20 PM
To: Sharp, Charles M -FS <charlesmsharp@fs.fed.us>
Cc: David Cox <dcox1975@icloud.com>
Subject: UHSWCD Land Use Plan
 

mailto:upperhondo@windstream.net
mailto:charlesmsharp@fs.fed.us
mailto:charlesmsharp@fs.fed.us
http://www.fs.fed.us/
http://usda.gov/
https://twitter.com/forestservice
https://www.facebook.com/pages/US-Forest-Service/1431984283714112
mailto:upperhondo@windstream.net
mailto:charlesmsharp@fs.fed.us
mailto:dcox1975@icloud.com






Charlie
Thank  you very much for your call today.  The UHSWCD is looking forward to working with the
Lincoln National Forest on the Use Plan Revision.   
Attached is the Upper Hondo Land Use Plan for your review and reference.    Please share it and my
contact information with any interested parties.   The Upper Hondo Land Use plan is also published
on our website = www.upperhondoswcd.org. 
Contact me any time,
Laura
 

Laura Johnson
Program Coordinator
Upper Hondo Soil & Water Conservation District
PO Box 900 ~ 516 Smokey Bear Blvd
Capitan, NM 88316
575-354-2220 (office)
575-354-2515 (fax)
505-681-3713 (cell)
 

This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended
recipients. Any unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the
information it contains may violate the law and subject the violator to civil or criminal
penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error, please notify the sender and
delete the email immediately.

http://www.upperhondoswcd.org/




Subject forest planning

From

To FS-Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision Comments

Sent Tuesday, May 05, 2015 1:35 PM

Please include elk as a focal species and as a socially and economically important species.

Please include specific forest plan direction for habitat management including early seral and 
forage habitat, as well as roads and ATV trails.

Please consider elk as having an important ecological role (e.g., herbivory, prey and carrion, 
wallows, unknown ecological relationships), and for the public interest in wildlife viewing and 
hunting.  Please specifically address their potential contribution to the economy.

Thank you.

PUBLIC COMMENTS
Tuesday, December 08, 2015 7:23 AM

   Public Comments Page 1    























Subject Lincoln Forest Multi-Use Planning Input

From Bill Soules

To FS-Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision Comments

Sent Thursday, March 03, 2016 9:26 AM

U.S. Forest Service Multi-Use Plan for Lincoln National Forest

Please accept my input on the use of off-road vehicles in the Lincoln National Forest. I believe that 
multiple uses are good for the people and forest but that also means that there are areas that are kept 
natural and less traveled except by foot. Please consider keeping the areas of Dark and Wilmeth 
Canyons, the ridges, and side canyons as roadless and off limits to motorized vehicles. I enjoy these 
areas for the quiet solitude and nature they offer and feel that allowing off-road vehicles into these 
areas would spoil the experience and enjoyment. There are many areas in the Lincoln Forest that allow 
off-road vehicles. Please keep some areas for those of us who enjoy quiet.

Thank you for accepting my comments.

Sincerely,

Bill Soules
5054 Silver King Rd
Las Cruces, NM 88011
(575) 640-0409

Senator, Dist 37

Sent from my iPad

PUBLIC COMMENTS
Tuesday, December 08, 2015 7:23 AM

   Public Comments Page 1    
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Subject Proposed Lincoln National Forest Road Closures

From

To FS-Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision Comments

Sent Thursday, March 03, 2016 9:56 PM

To whom it may concern:
My name is Kevin Soules and I am an avid user of the public lands in southern New Mexico, and the 
Lincoln National Forest in particular. I have been enjoying this forest for more than 25 years. The Lincoln 
National Forest is important to me.
I am concerned about the seemingly endless reduction of roadless areas in the Forest. I understand that 
many people enjoy traveling in the forest on off road vehicles and I respect that there is a place for the 
use of such vehicles according to the multiple use ideology. I respect that principle.
I would like to take this opportunity to urge you to consider setting aside some sections of the forest as 
vehicle free. It is my understanding that 75% of the trails in the Lincoln National Forest are open to 
motorized travel. I believe this provides ample opportunity for off road vehicle users to enjoy the 
forest. However, in my experience, many OHV users often abuse the lack of enforcement when off road 
vehicles use of the portions of the forest that are supposed to be closed to vehicle traffic. I have 
personally witnessed many such abuses but never myself seen a law enforcement officer enforcing the 
rules.
I have particular interest in the areas including Dark and Wilmeth Canyons, and portions of the ridges 
and side canyons bounding them. I urge you to declare these areas "roadless", and that they be closed 
to all motorized vehicle traffic. I have personally encountered four wheel vehicles on Wilmeth Loop, 
which is designated T5700. It is my understanding that T5700 is currently designated for motorcycles, 
but not four wheel vehicle traffic. I recommend this trail be closed to all motorized traffic. Additionally, 
I recommend that Bensen Ridge road (Forest Road 223) be closed after the OHV Trail T251 intersection.
Finally, I have spent many beautiful spring mornings hunting turkey in upper Hubble canyon. I think it’s 
unfortunate that this area was opened to OHV traffic. I rarely experience a morning without vehicle 
traffic and noise pollution there anymore. Often vehicles in the canyon leave the designated trails. I 
further recommend that enforcement efforts be increased in Hubble canyon to prevent OHV users from 
traveling off the designated roads in that canyon. Alternatively, I suggest closing upper Hubble canyon 
to all vehicle traffic as well.
I appreciate you consideration.
Sincerely,

PUBLIC COMMENTS
Tuesday, December 08, 2015 7:23 AM
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Subject land use

From

To FS-Lincoln National Forest Plan Revision Comments

Sent Thursday, March 03, 2016 12:14 PM

Why not do what Carson National Forest does: Motorized vehicles - including dirt-bikes, off road 
vehicles, atv's, etc. - may only be used on "maintained" forest roads? Any vehicle more than 300' off a 
maintained road is in violation. (leaves room to park for hunters to retrieve game during hunting 
seasons, turn a horse trailer around, etc.).

Such a regulation saves tearing up the fragile grass environment opening the land to erosion, gully 
formations, etc?

Duh!

--
Committee: a body that keeps minutes and wastes hours 

PUBLIC COMMENTS
Tuesday, December 08, 2015 7:23 AM
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