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Gila National Forest (GNF) 

Community Meetings 

September 24 - 28, 2018 

Executive Summary- FINAL 

INTRODUCTION 

The Gila National Forest (GNF) is currently in the process of updating its Forest Plan. The Forest 

Plan is the document that guides forest management for the next 15 years or more. As part of the 

revision process, the GNF is engaged in a series of public engagement efforts to ensure that the 

views and preferences of community members who live in and around the GNF are considered. In 

September 2018, the GNF held five community meetings. These community meetings occurred the 

week of September 24 in the following New Mexico towns: Quemado, Reserve, Silver City, Truth or 

Consequences, and Las Cruces.  

 

At these meetings, participants were encouraged to provide their feedback on the preliminary 

range of management options identified for several key issues that will be considered during 

alternative development and analysis. Each community meeting had the same process structure. 

Matt Schultz provided an overview of the planning process and of the preliminary range of 

alternatives on several significant issues. Participants indicated via real-time polling devices 

whether their perspectives were represented in the presented ranges and provided feedback on 

additional considerations that could be included in the range. This document provides a high-level 

summary of the input that was received. A more detailed meeting summary is available for each 

meeting as well.  

KEY THEMES 

Below are the key themes that emerged from the discussion across the five community meetings. 

For each key topic, respondents indicated whether their perspectives were represented in the 

range of alternatives presented. In Quemado, there were 6 respondents who provided input during 

the real-time polling. In Reserve, there were 41 respondents. In Truth or Consequences, there were 

24 respondents. In Silver City, there were 21 respondents. In Las Cruces, there were 5 respondents. 

 

VEGETATION TYPES ON WHICH TO FOCUS RESTORATION EFFORTS 

Of the 91 people who responded to this question across all five community meetings, 60 people 

responded ‘yes,’ 22 people responded ‘no,’ and 9 people responded ‘not sure.’ The group discussion 

themes highlighted below were questions or thoughts that were raised during multiple meetings.  

Is your perspective on this issue represented in the range shown? 

Yes 66% 

No 24% 

Not sure 10% 

 

Key Discussion Themes 

 Participants sought clarity of the term ‘restoration.’  

 Participants asked that restoration of riparian areas fit into the range.  
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 Participants asked for clarity around re-seeding practices.  

 

RESTORATION TOOLS TO USE  

Of the 90 people who responded to this question across all five community meetings, 44 people 

responded ‘yes,’ 39 people responded ‘no,’ and 7 people responded ‘not sure.’  

Is your perspective on this issue represented in the range shown? 

Yes 49% 

No 43% 

Not sure 8% 

 

Key Discussion Themes 

 Herbicide use should be included in the middle option of the range of alternatives.  

 Logging and other practices that benefit local economies should be included in the range of 

alternatives.  

 A distinction between the tools that are used in wilderness and non-wilderness areas 

should be included in the range of alternatives.  

 The GNF to consult with permittees about treatments on their allotments.  

 

RIPARIAN MANAGEMENT 

Of the 89 people who responded to this question across all five community meetings, 36 people 

responded ‘yes,’ 48 people responded ‘no,’ and 5 people responded ‘not sure.’  

Is your perspective on this issue represented in the range shown? 

Yes 40% 

No 54% 

Not sure 6% 

 

Key Discussion Themes 

 There are many factors that contribute to the damage of riparian areas. The range should 

include wildlife grazing, human use, and vehicle use.  

 There are factors other than grazing that are important to consider when managing riparian 

areas, such as threatened and endangered species, pesticides, erosion control, and 

recreation.  

 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING  

Of the 87 people who responded to this question across all five community meetings, 51 people 

responded ‘yes,’ 24 people responded ‘no,’ and 12 people responded ‘not sure.’  

Is your perspective on this issue represented in the range shown? 

Yes 59% 

No 27% 

Not sure 14% 
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Key Discussion Themes 

 Elimination of grazing should be included in the range of alternatives. 

 The GNF should look to national and local standards developed by the Society for Range 

Management and the New Mexico University Range Improvement Taskforce.  

 

VACANT GRAZING ALLOTMENTS 

Of the 88 people who responded to this question across all five community meetings, 53 people 

responded ‘yes,’ 26 people responded ‘no,’ and 9 people responded ‘not sure.’  

Is your perspective on this issue represented in the range shown? 

Yes 60% 

No 30% 

Not sure 10% 

 

Key Discussion Themes 

 Local and state economies rely on stocked allotments; local rangers should fill vacant 

allotments. 

 It is important for the GNF to follow appropriated water rights and mineral rights when 

considering the use of vacant allotments.  

 

LAND ADJUSTMENTS 

Of the 84 people who responded to this question across all five community meetings, 36 people 

responded ‘yes,’ 42 people responded ‘no,’ and 6 people responded ‘not sure.’  

Is your perspective on this issue represented in the range shown? 

Yes 43% 

No 50% 

Not sure 7% 

 

Key Discussion Themes 

 The range should include the option to adjust the payment in lieu of taxes (PILT) formula.  

 Permittees should be compensated for the loss of allotment areas during any land 

adjustment.  

 The range should include the elimination of all land adjustments. 

 The range should include land exchanges conducted between government agencies.  

 

AMOUNT OF RECOMMENDED WILDERNESS 

Of the 91 people who responded to this question, 48 responded ‘yes,’ 41 people responded ‘no.’ and 

2 responded ‘not sure.’  

Is your perspective on this issue represented in the range shown? 

Yes 53% 

No 45% 

Not sure 2% 
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Key Discussion Themes 

 Existing wilderness should be re-evaluated, and no new wilderness should be 

recommended.  

 It is important to consider access to wilderness for young, old, and disabled visitors.  

 

BOTANICAL AREAS 

Of the 89 people who responded to this question, 66 people responded ‘yes,’ 20 people responded 

‘no,’ and 3 people responded ‘not sure.’  

Is your perspective on this issue represented in the range shown? 

Yes 75% 

No 22% 

Not sure 3% 

 
Key Discussion Themes 

 Botanical areas should not restrict user access.  
 It is important to consider the impact of botanical areas on other uses, such as livestock 

grazing, recreation, etc. 
 
 


