
 

 1 

Gila National Forest (GNF) 

Silver City, NM Community Meeting 

September 26, 2018 

Meeting Summary FINAL 

INTRODUCTION 

Adam Mendonca, Forest Supervisor for the Gila National Forest (GNF), welcomed the group, shared 

his commitment to engaging with the public, and encouraged participants to share their thoughts 

and opinions. The goal of these community meetings is to consider the range of alternatives for 

specific topics related to management of the GNF and gather community feedback on whether there 

are perspectives that fall outside of the presented range. This input is critical as the GNF begins to 

analyze the alternatives.  

OVERVIEW OF FOREST PLANNING PROCESS 

Matt Schultz, Forest Planner on the GNF, provided an overview of the planning process.  

 The GNF is in the process of revising its Forest Plan from 1986. This comprehensive 

document will guide the management of all resources on the GNF for the next 15 years or 

more. This revision is an opportunity for the knowledge and suggestions of community 

members to shape the GNF’s future management. In the adaptive framework of planning, 

which consists of assessing, planning, and monitoring.  The GNF is in the middle of the 

planning phase.  

 Forest plans provide integrated direction for social, economic, and ecological sustainability 

and multiple uses. Forest plans provide overarching guidance, not site-specific direction. 

Desired conditions drive the plan and paint a picture of the preferred outcomes. Forest 

plans should be a strategic and practical framework for managing the land in a way that 

meets the needs of the people. Forest plans should also stay within US Forest Service (USFS) 

authority, fiscal capacity, and the inherent capability of the National Forest in question.  

 The National Forest Management Act (1976) requires that forest plans be revised 

periodically. The GNF’s 1986 Forest Plan has been amended at various times, but the GNF 

and surrounding areas have experienced significant changes since 1986. There are also 

elements of the 1986 Forest Plan that can be carried forward into the revised document.  

 The first round of plan phase community meetings took place in June 2017; the GNF 

received helpful input on the desired conditions for forest management. Since June 2017, 

the GNF has hosted a range of technical meetings on topics such as sustainable 

infrastructure, monitoring, local economies, designated areas, multiple and traditional uses, 

and vegetation management tools. The GNF released a preliminary draft Forest Plan and is 

in the process of revising the document based on stakeholder feedback. The feedback 

received has helped the GNF understand the areas in which stakeholder perspectives align 

or diverge. While there is common ground on certain issues, there are a handful of issues 

that had multiple perspectives on a change in direction. These significant issues help to 

drive the development of alternatives.  

 When the GNF planning staff received comments on specific topics (e.g., grazing, riparian 

area management, etc.), they began to sort the input into a range of perspectives.  The goal 
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of this meeting is to ensure that all perspectives are represented in the range of alternatives. 

If there is an idea presented during one of these community meetings that falls outside of 

the current range, the GNF could expand the range before conducting its alternative 

analysis.  

 The alternatives represent different ways of managing the Forest and are often grouped by 

theme on a variety of issues. It is important to note that any “no action” alternatives allow 

the GNF to continue using the 1986 Forest Plan. There will be an opportunity during the 

analysis to compare tradeoffs and impacts of the different alternatives. The Forest 

Supervisor will ultimately make an informed choice among the alternatives based on this 

analysis. While it is possible to use elements from any alternative on a particular issue in a 

given decision, the decision must remain within the range that was analyzed, or the analysis 

would have to be redone to include the element that fell outside of the range.  

 It is fairly clear what will be included in the draft Forest Plan for topics for that have no 

expected change in management direction from the 1986 Forest Plan. The same is true of 

topics that will have a change from current management direction but for which public 

comment was consistent in suggesting one approach. The GNF needs community input to 

ensure that they have captured the range for topics for which there will be a change from 

the management direction and there was a range of preferences proposed in the public 

comment. 

REAL-TIME POLLING OF PRELIMINARY RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES AND GROUP 

DISCUSSION 

Matt Schultz provided an overview of the preliminary range of alternatives on several significant 

issues. Participants provided feedback about the range of perspectives presented for each of the 

significant issues via real-time polling devices and discussed the outcomes of the polling exercise.  

 

VEGETATION TYPES ON WHICH TO FOCUS RESTORATION EFFORTS 

 During the assessment community meetings, people provided feedback on the trends and 

conditions that they had observed on the GNF. Community members observed that there 

was increased woody vegetation (especially with infill in woodlands) and that trees were 

encroaching into grasslands and other gaps and openings. Several vegetation types have 

departed from desired conditions. There can be desired conditions for socioeconomic and 

ecological resources and for vegetation types (e.g., “what do we want our ponderosa pine 

forests to look like?”). The ability to achieve desired conditions through restoration may be 

constrained by funding, workforce, and industry capacity. Therefore, restoration efforts on 

different vegetation types must be prioritized.  

The GNF received a range of comments on this issue. On one end of the spectrum, the GNF 

received suggestions to focus on grasslands and open woodlands (to the exclusion of other 

vegetation types). On the other end of the spectrum, the GNF received suggestions to focus 

restoration efforts on forests and timberland (to the exclusion of other types). In the middle, 

the GNF received suggestions to focus restoration efforts on a mix of grasslands, woodlands, 

and forest/timberland types.   
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Clarifying Questions 

Participants asked clarifying questions about the range of alternatives on vegetation types on which 

to focus restoration efforts. Questions are indicated in italics, followed by the response.  

 

Does restoration of riparian areas fit into the range, or is that not a type of vegetation? 

That is not included in the current range.  

 

Are woodlands the same as forests?  

Woodlands are pinion/juniper-dominated areas, typically found in mid-elevation. 

 

Polling Exercise 

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

Yes 71% 

No 19% 

Not sure 10% 

 

Group Discussion 

Participants discussed the polling results and provided suggestions for reconsidering or expanding 

the range of alternatives. 

 The GNF should focus on restoration of areas that are damaged, regardless of vegetation 

type.  

 The GNF should talk to Apache Sitgreaves Reservation Forest about their management 

practices; it established that 50 trees should be treated per acre. 

 The range should include restoration of riparian areas.  

 Restoration efforts could include the obliteration and decommissioning of roads and 

drainage pattern rehabilitation if applicable.  

 

 

RESTORATION TOOLS TO USE  

 There are a variety of potential vegetation management tools that can be used to help 

achieve desired conditions, and each have associated benefits and risks. Community 

members have observed that there has been re-sprouting of alligator juniper and evergreen 

oak after restoration treatments are conducted and that these species dominate the 

understory.   

 The GNF received a range of comments on this issue. On one end of the spectrum, the GNF 

received suggestions to rely on mechanical methods, limit the use of prescribed fire, and use 

herbicide on noxious, invasive species and re-sprouting alligator juniper and evergreen oak. 

On the other end of the spectrum, the GNF received suggestions to rely on prescribed fire 

and wildfire only (excepting the wildland-urban interface, which is usually where the Forest 

borders private property with developments) and use herbicide on noxious, invasive 

species only. In the middle, the GNF received suggestions to use a mixture of mechanical, 

prescribed fire, and wildfire methods. 
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Clarifying Questions 

Participants asked clarifying questions about the range of alternatives on restoration tools to use. 

Questions are indicated in italics, followed by the response.  

 

Do restoration tools differ depending on whether the area is wilderness or non-wilderness? 

That distinction is not included in this range.  

 

Why are alligator juniper and evergreen oak undesirable? 

They are native species, and generally the Forest Service promotes native species, but the re-

sprouting characteristics of alligator juniper and evergreen oak would require retreatment of a 

restored area five years after the treatment to ensure it still met desired conditions.  Re-sprouting 

increases fuel loading. 

 

Polling Exercise 

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

Yes 85% 

No 5% 

Not sure 10% 

 

Group Discussion 

Participants discussed the polling results and provided suggestions for reconsidering or expanding 

the range of alternatives. 

 If the purpose of the USFS is to maintain the timber industry, wilderness areas should allow 

for timber cutting.  

 

 

RIPARIAN MANAGEMENT 

 Riparian areas are affected by the presence of water and are composed of unique 

vegetation. Riparian areas are more productive than adjacent areas where water is more 

limited. As a result, these areas are a focal point for human, wildlife, and livestock activities. 

 The GNF received a range of comments on this issue. On one end of the spectrum, the GNF 

received suggestions to maintain the use of livestock grazing in riparian areas but use 

adaptive management and best management practices to move toward and maintain 

desired conditions. On the other end of the spectrum, the GNF received suggestions to 

phase out grazing in riparian areas and increase the distance of the buffer from new road 

construction. 

 

Clarifying Questions 

Participants asked clarifying questions about the range of alternatives on riparian management. 

Questions are indicated in italics, followed by the response.  
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What does “increase the distance of the buffer” mean? 

If there were a new road proposal, the GNF would be required to have a certain distance between 

that road and the riparian area.  

 

When you look at management best practices, certain types of trees (e.g., cottonwood) are “water 

hungry.” Is species management near riparian areas considered in the range?  

It depends on the desired conditions for different vegetation types in riparian areas. The range 

states that desired conditions should be maintained, so management of the water-sucking plants 

(aka phreatorphytes) is reflected in the desired conditions for specific areas.  

 

How does the buffer from new road construction relate to roads that are in storage? 

This range specifies new road construction, not stored roads. During travel management, the GNF 

classified which roads are open to motorized travel. Those not classified as open were designated 

as “stored.” These roads are closed to public travel, but the GNF retains them in the system in case 

they are needed for administrative access (e.g., fire, timber sale, etc.). This range does not include a 

buffer distance from those roads.  

 

Polling Exercise 

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

Yes 62% 

No 29% 

Not sure 10% 

 

Group Discussion 

Participants discussed the polling results and provided suggestions for reconsidering or expanding 

the range of alternatives. 

 The range should include wildlife management in riparian areas. If there are 20 cows and 

400 elk in an area, the elk will do more damage.  

 Gold panning in riparian areas should be included in the range since gold panning turns up 

the creeks. 

 The GNF should include the option of closing open roads in riparian areas. No science 

supports grazing in riparian areas (in terms of ecological benefits). 

 

 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING  

 Livestock grazing on the GNF contributes to the livelihood of the permittees and the 

economy of local communities. It is a traditional cultural use of the GNF and one of the 

multiple-use elements for which the GNF is managed. 

 The GNF received a range of comments on this issue. On one end of the spectrum, the GNF 

received suggestions to increase flexibility of livestock management with fewer strict 

standards and more guidelines. On the other end of the spectrum, the GNF received 

suggestions to have more restrictive standards and fewer flexible guidelines. In the middle 

of the spectrum, the GNF received suggestions to have a balanced use of standards and 
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guidelines. Standards are mandatory constraints and do not allow for deviation without a 

Forest Plan amendment; guidelines are also constraints but allow for deviation as long as 

the intent of the guideline is met and the justification is documented. 

 

Clarifying Questions 

Participants asked clarifying questions about the range of alternatives on livestock grazing. 

Questions are indicated in italics, followed by the response.  

 

What is the difference between standards and guidelines?  

Standards and guidelines are put into place to meet and maintain desired conditions, as sideboards 

to guide the GNF. Standards and guidelines can be applied at a broad level, or the GNF can adapt 

them to specific management areas. An example of a standard is: “As part of all management 

activities range infrastructure and associated materials (including barbed and smooth wire, storage 

tanks, pipeline, etc.) that are non-functional, no longer needed, or in excess of what was needed for 

maintenance, reconstruction or construction, will be removed to provide for the safety of forest 

visitors, wildlife, recreational and permitted livestock, and aesthetics.” An example of a guideline is: 

“Existing livestock handling and watering facilities located in RMZs [riparian areas] should be 

modified, relocated or removed where an interdisciplinary team determines they are incompatible 

with movement toward desired conditions for other resources without impeding the use of 

permitted water rights recognized by the State of New Mexico.” 

 

Was the GNF’s regulation on guidelines written by the Secretary of Agriculture? 

They are draft guidelines written by the local planning staff. Standards and guidelines are different 

for each National Forest.  

 

Does the range include any precautions to limit overgrazing damage?  

Forage capacity is included in the standards and guidelines.  

 

Polling Exercise 

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

Yes 71% 

No 10% 

Not sure 19% 

 

Group Discussion 

Participants discussed the polling results and provided suggestions for reconsidering or expanding 

the range of alternatives. 

 Eliminating grazing should be included in the range of alternatives  

 The allotments next to the monastery have livestock that have been poorly managed.   

 The Wilderness Act subpart 2 specifies that "the grazing of livestock, where established 

before the effective date of this Act, shall be permitted to continue, subject to such 

reasonable regulations as are deemed necessary by the Secretary of Agriculture." The GNF 

should follow the law. USFS allotments are tied into 40 deeded acres or the branded cows. 
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 Livestock grazing is acceptable as long as mountain bikers can still bike on trails in these 

allotments. 

 Permittees should have the right to manage their allotments using common-sense 

guidelines. 

 Elimination of grazing may be necessary under certain circumstances, and this should be 

included in the more restrictive end of the spectrum. 

 It is important to prevent overgrazing and keep cows out of the river.  

 

 

VACANT GRAZING ALLOTMENTS 

 Ten of the 138 grazing allotments on the GNF are vacant. 

 The GNF received a range of comments on this issue. On one end of the spectrum, the GNF 

received suggestions to have no vacant allotments (i.e., to keep them all fully stocked) and 

to issue permits for vacant allotments. On the other end of the spectrum, the GNF received 

suggestions to keep these allotments vacant and unused or even remove them from grazing 

and use them for wildlife and watershed. In the middle of the spectrum, the GNF received 

suggestions to use the vacant allotments to increase flexibility and allow current permit 

holders to use them during times of need such as drought, wildfire, and livestock-wildlife 

conflicts.  

 

Clarifying Questions 

Participants asked clarifying questions about the range of alternatives on vacant grazing allotments. 

Questions are indicated in italics, followed by the response.  

 

Why would a grazing allotment be vacated? The GNF should first assess the reason for the vacancy, 

then determine the best approach. 

Often, vacant grazing allotments were stocked but an issue arose (e.g., there was an endangered 

species on the allotment, a permittee went out of business, or the allotment was tough to manage 

and did not meet environmental compliance standards).  

 

Does anyone from the GNF examine vacant allotments to ensure that they are healthy enough to 

sustain more grazing?  

Readiness assessments would be conducted to determine whether the allotment (including the 

infrastructure) is prepared for a new permittee.  

 

Polling Exercise 

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

Yes 80% 

No 10% 

Not sure 10% 
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Group Discussion 

Participants discussed the polling results and provided suggestions for reconsidering or expanding 

the range of alternatives. 

 The GNF should look up the laws on appropriated water rights. There are legal 

consequences associated with making certain decisions about grazing allotments. The GNF 

should consider mineral rights, water rights, and grass rights. 

 The GNF should prevent allotments from being leased if droughts are having negative 

impacts on the allotment. 

 

 

LAND ADJUSTMENTS 

 Since the GNF was created, there have been numerous real estate transactions that have 

added and subtracted (i.e., adjusted) portions of the area via land exchanges, purchases, 

donations, and sales. A land exchange entails a piece of property being exchanged for 

another piece of property of equivalent value. Peak Facilitation Group conducted a web 

survey to collect stakeholder ideas on how the GNF should conduct these land adjustments 

in the future.  

 The GNF received a range of comments on this issue. On one end of the spectrum, the GNF 

received suggestions to acquire desirable lands for public access and resource management 

when available and dispose of isolated, unmanageable lands or lands that support 

community development when possible. On the other end of the spectrum, the GNF 

received suggestions to direct more emphasis on land exchanges so that no net loss of 

private property value in a county occurs and property taxes remain the same. 

 

Clarifying Questions 

Participants asked clarifying questions about the range of alternatives on land adjustments. 

Questions are indicated in italics, followed by the response.  

 

Does the USFS swap land with other federal land management agencies such as the Bureau of Land 

Management? 

That is an available tool included in the range of alternatives. 

 

Do land adjustments relate to right-of-way issues?  

The GNF thinks of right-of-way issues in terms of access. People have been supportive of access in 

their comments. The concept is included in the preliminary draft Forest Plan but was not an issue 

that had multiple perspectives.  

 

Who decides if the land is unmanageable or isolated?  

The Forest Supervisor can decide if land is unmanageable or isolated, but the Forest Plan provides 

guidance on what characterizes unmanageable land. The Forest Supervisor must be able to provide 

clear justification for any decisions. 
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Polling Exercise 

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

Yes 89% 

No 5% 

Not sure 6% 

 

Group Discussion 

Participants discussed the polling results and provided suggestions for reconsidering or expanding 

the range of alternatives. 

 The GNF should prioritize public access via right of ways and land acquisition.  

 

 

AMOUNT OF RECOMMENDED WILDERNESS 

 Each National Forest undertaking plan revision is required to complete a process of 

identifying and evaluating lands that may be suitable for inclusion in the National 

Wilderness Preservation System. The four-step process concludes with a determination of 

whether to recommend any of the evaluated lands to the US Congress for wilderness 

designation. Only Congress may designate wilderness. Community members recently had 

the opportunity to comment during the second step (evaluation), which examines the level 

of wilderness characteristics on areas of the Forest. During the upcoming third step 

(analysis), the GNF will consider all the factors that have relevance for areas that may be 

recommended, not just wilderness characteristics (e.g., impacts to local existing or future 

forest product uses, effects to restoration needs, defensive space from wildfire/wildland-

urban interface, etc.). Different criteria will be applied for each alternative. 

 The GNF received a range of comments on this issue. On one end of the spectrum, the GNF 

received suggestions to recommend no new wilderness. On the other end of the spectrum, 

the GNF received suggestions to recommend a significant amount of new wilderness. In the 

middle of the spectrum, the GNF received suggestions to recommend some new wilderness, 

taking into consideration other forest uses and restoration needs. 

 

Clarifying Questions 

Participants asked clarifying questions about the range of alternatives on the amount of 

recommended wilderness. Questions are indicated in italics, followed by the response.  

 

What does “significant” mean in this context? 

The GNF has received comments to recommend all the areas that scored “moderate” and above for 

wilderness characteristics as wilderness. 

 

Polling Exercise 

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

Yes 79% 

No 16% 

Not sure 5% 
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Group Discussion 

Participants discussed the polling results and provided suggestions for reconsidering or expanding 

the range of alternatives. 

 The range should include the reevaluation of existing wilderness to ensure those areas still 

meet the criteria. 

 In the Wilderness Act, subpart A, it specifies that wilderness areas should not have any 

bikes, motors, or chainsaws. Subpart B says that there should not be any guns, horses, or 

grazing. Following subpart B would defeat the purpose of allowing public access to the GNF 

and would create concerns about safety. By not allowing hunting or guns, there will be a 

spike in animal predators, which increases the risk to hikers and other recreational users. 

The GNF responded that subpart B is an additional restriction at the Forest Supervisor’s 

discretion that is not necessarily related to the designation of wilderness areas.  

 There should be limits on the GNF and its ability to prohibit people’s use of wilderness. 

 The northern Continental Divide Trail in the Burro Mountains should be considered for 

mountain bike access. Turning that section into wilderness would close off the northern 

Continental Divide Trail to mountain bikers. Mountain biking brings awareness to the area, 

and the Continental Divide Trail is an economic draw to Silver City and Grant County. Also, 

the GNF should consider leaving Sawyer’s Peak below Highway 152 open to mountain bike 

access.  

 There should be a moderate to significant amount of new wilderness recommended. 

 Wilderness expansion is okay if it does not encroach on the Continental Divide Trail in the 

northern Burro Mountains and the Tadpole Ridge/Sycamore Canyon area.  

 More wilderness would be acceptable if mountain bikers could use the trails and be 

included in permitted use. 

 

 

BOTANICAL AREAS 

 There are other types of designations open for consideration during the Forest Plan 

revision process to maintain unique special characteristics or purposes across the 

landscape. The GNF received a proposal to recommend botanical areas around the GNF. 

This was not part of the preliminary draft Forest Plan, but GNF planning staff made a logical 

assumption about the range of alternatives.  

 On one end of the spectrum, no botanical areas would be designated. On the other end of the 

spectrum, there would be more botanical areas for rare plant conservation and education. 

In the middle of the spectrum, there would be some botanical areas for rare plant 

conservation and education.  

 

Clarifying Questions 

Participants asked clarifying questions about the range of alternatives on botanical areas. Questions 

are indicated in italics, followed by the response.  
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Would a designated botanical area have restrictions on user access? 

It would be set up is for rare plant education and conservation. Existing trails would stay open. 

There are currently no such areas on the GNF, but there are similar areas managed by the State of 

New Mexico.  

 

Are other special management areas being considered for designation, or is this range limited to 

botanical areas? 

Other special management areas would be outside the range presented. The proposal included a 

map of endemic species and a rare plant conservation strategy.  

 

What does “some area” and “more area” mean in this context? 

“More area” is the amount that the Gila Native Plant Society advocated for in their proposal, and 

“some area” would be a smaller area with a modified boundary.  

 

Polling Exercise 

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

Yes 78% 

No 17% 

Not sure 6% 

 

Group Discussion 

Participants discussed the polling results and provided suggestions for reconsidering or expanding 

the range of alternatives. 

 There should be additional special study areas to protect plants and insects. 

 

 

 

OTHER TOPICS THAT COULD BE CONSIDERED FOR A RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES 

Participants discussed other topics that could be considered for a range of alternatives. GNF 

planning staff responded, summarizing what input has been received on these other topics to date. 

 

Was there a range of perspectives on motorized recreation? 

The GNF received comments to provide access on various routes for motorized recreation and 

traditional cultural uses while eliminating use conflicts. 

 

Was there a range of perspectives on improving existing fee-paying campgrounds (specifically Cherry 

Creek)? There has been a loss of developed campgrounds because of flooding and fire, and these should 

be restored.  

The GNF received a lot of comments that supported the notion that the GNF’s niche is dispersed 

recreation and has not heard many comments to emphasize developed recreation.   

 

What did the GNF hear from people about rock, mineral, and fossil collection? The range could include 

the establishment of a set of guidelines. 
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The GNF heard that there should be more consistency in terms of information provided from the 

staff at the front desk of the GNF office. 

 

Is there a range of ideas on the recovery of trails that have been damaged by fires?  

The GNF heard that people like the trails and would like them to remain open. 

 

There are not enough places along rivers on the GNF where people who have limited physical abilities 

have access. At the Gila Meadow Box, some areas could easily be adapted to make the area accessible. 

Is access considered in the Forest Plan? 

The GNF can look at the wording in the preliminary draft Forest Plan for recreation and access, 

specifically in riparian areas, and see how to incorporate desired conditions into this issue. 

 

Did the GNF receive a range of comments related to group size limits or stay limits? 

The GNF received only received one comment on this issue.  

 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

 The GNF should apologize to ranchers and loggers who had to leave because of the 

Endangered Species Act. Many ranchers are also gone because of wolves. In Reserve, logging 

was removed because of the spotted owl.  

 The range of alternatives is difficult to understand because it is too vague. 

 Mining is a different issue than the casual collection of rocks, minerals, and fossils by 

hobbyists for personal enjoyment. There should be a range that includes the allowance of 

the collection of all rocks, minerals, and fossils, or the restriction of all collection. Gold 

panning may be included in this range. 

 The GNF should consider developing a range of options for water and watershed 

management. 

 The GNF should keep trails to 55 inches or less in diameter and should consider noise and 

air pollution (dust). People are driving too fast on GNF roads and are littering (beer cans, 

etc.). 

 Residents are concerned about a loss of land in the GNF due to privatization and land grabs. 

For that reason, some people support more wilderness designations to protect access for 

future generations.  

 The GNF should hold a meeting at the Bayard Community Center or somewhere else in the 

mining district and should advertise on social media (with sponsored posts). 

 The northern Burros wilderness management should be delineated on its eastern side by 

the Continental Divide Trail. This would allow bikers to access this trail from the future 

Highway 180 trailhead and would help with trail maintenance.  

 There should be more developed fee-paying campgrounds. Colorado is a good example of 

well-managed campgrounds. There is plenty of dispersed camping for the people who are 

unable or unwilling to pay.  

 It is easy to understand standards and guidelines, conceptually. Members of the public see 

how land is currently managed. However, it is unclear how these two issues relate. The GNF 



 

 13 

tries to align actual management with standards and guidelines, but it appears that 

sometimes the standards and guidelines are not followed. That is why there are lawsuits. 

 The biggest issue is the proposed F-16 testing over the GNF, which would include the use of 

chaff and flares. There should be some language in the Forest Plan that addresses this threat 

to the health and viability of the GNF. 

 

WRITTEN QUESTIONS 

Participants submitted written questions. They are below.  

 

If the GNF phased out grazing in riparian areas, how would the allotment owners and communities be 

compensated? 

GNF Response:  If the Gila NF hypothetically phased out grazing in riparian areas as part of an 

alternative, there would not be much opportunity for compensation for permit holders or 

communities.  However, the number of authorized livestock often stays the same.  

 

Is Bear Creek managed as a riparian area and are mountain bikers classified as “motorized travel?” 

The impact of mountain bikers is low. 

GNF Response:  Bear Creek likely has riparian resources that the Forest Service would manage for 

in addition to managing for other resources and uses.  Mountain bikes are classified as mechanical 

transport and are allowed on a wide variety of trails and roads. 

 

What is the status of the L50 inch rule on off-road vehicle trails? 

GNF Response: ATV trails are motorized routes designated for vehicles 50 inches or less in width.  
The Forest Service has received many public comments that these trails do not always provide the 
type of recreation opportunity that motorized users desire in certain areas.  When possible, the 
Forest Service is evaluating current designations of ATV trails in specific area (for example, the 
Burro Mountains) and consider other motorized options such as jeep trails which have a wider 
width limit to accommodate UTVs. 
 

NEXT STEPS 

 For more information, participants are encouraged to visit the Forest Plan revision website 

at http://go.usa.gov/h88k or email gilaplan@fs.fed.us.  

 The GNF planning team will reconsider the preliminary range of alternatives based on the 

feedback received during this round of community meetings. Then, the GNF will analyze the 

alternatives and release a draft Forest Plan and draft EIS for feedback in 2019. The GNF will 

revise those draft documents based on stakeholder feedback. 

 District Ranger Beth Ihle thanked participants for attending and emphasized the 

importance of seeing multiple perspectives on key issues.   

http://go.usa.gov/h88k
mailto:gilaplan@fs.fed.us

