Ne

w
Sub
Cat
Group Respo ego Sub-
Title Updated Comment: Summary Comment: nse: Original Comment: ry Category PC Statement
Need Issue: The DEIS fails to The DEIS fails to establish a XXXX Issue: The DEIS fails to need PC 101-1 The Forest Service
for establish a need for change need for change based on establish a need for change based on should revise the Purpose and
change | based on existing conditions. existing conditions and is not based on existing conditions. existing Need chapter to represent the
should | Remedy: The Purpose and clear regarding "revision Remedy: The Purpose and condition | purpose of this DEIS in
be Need chapter should be topics". Recommend the Need chapter should be s accordance to NEPA to provide
based revised to represent the purpose and need chapter be revised to represent the clear statement of the need for
on purpose of this DEIS in revised in accordance with purpose of this DEIS in change based on existing
existing | accordance to NEPA. Existing NEPA. accordance to NEPA. Existing conditions.
conditi | conditions should be fully conditions should be fully
ons provided without prejudicial provided without prejudicial
wording, and clear statements wording, and clear statements
of the need for change should of the need for change should
be provided based on existing be provided based on existing
conditions. conditions.
General | The TIME is NOW to make the The Forest Service must
effects | changes we need in the address and disclose threats to
- amount of greenhouse the forests from climate
climate | gases we emit. change.
change
to
forest

Stop subsidizing the plunderer.
Many reports clearly show that
"fees" for forest that we all
own do not cover the life-cycle
cost of opening with roads,
drainage, clean water and
wildlife. These

items do not account for the
loss of a place to go to
reconstitute our

body and soul from our life in
many parts of poorly planned

Our national forests need to be
protected. The Forest should
be managed to emphasize
ecological sustainability. The
Forest Service should
emphasize protection of
biodiversity, endangered
species and other animals,
habitat, and old growth.




and built

America. Save these gems as
long as forever or to when we
categorically

can proof we can not survive
without their resources.

The
plan
and
other
plannin

g
efforts

One of the concerns that we
have with the documents as
written as they make reference
to other planning documents
that are currently being
developed by the Forest
Service. As an example, the
Forest Plan discusses the
addition of both wildlife quite
areas and wilderness, but it is
difficult to evaluate these in
the absence of a completed
Travel Management Plan.
There is no doubt that Travel
Management Rule will bring
restrictions on legitimate forest
users, something that we
believe is needed, but how can
one evaluate or support the
need for quite areas or
additional wilderness without
knowing how much restriction
will be applied by TMR? This
seems to be a piecemeal
approach to planning that is
difficult for affected users to
evaluate in their entirety.

Explain how the Forest Service
Handbook and the travel
management plan relate to the
plan and projects.

**Che
ck out
Kaibab

4th
comm
ent

One of the concerns that we
have with the documents as
written as they make reference
to other planning documents
that are currently being
developed by the Forest
Service. As an example, the
Forest Plan discusses the
addition of both wildlife quite
areas and wilderness, but it is
difficult to evaluate these in
the absence of a completed
Travel Management Plan.
There is no doubt that Travel
Management Rule will bring
restrictions on legitimate forest
users, something that we
believe is needed, but how can
one evaluate or support the
need for quite areas or
additional wilderness without
knowing how much restriction
will be applied by TMR? This
seems to be a piecemeal
approach to planning that is
difficult for affected users to
evaluate in their entirety.

Travel
Managem
ent Plan

PC 1120-2 The Forest Service
should not make reference to
other planning documents that
are currently being developed
by the Forest Service (TMP)
because how can one evaluate
or support the need for quite
areas or additional wilderness
without knowing how much
restriction will be applied by
TMR?




The The ASNF must provide the Explain how the Forest Service **Che | The ASNF must provide the Integratin | PC 175-20 The Forest Service
plan public a detailed explanation Handbook and the travel ck out | public a detailed explanation g must provide the public a
and to: Why the documents are not | management plan relate to the | Kaibab | to: Why the documents are not Documen | detailed explanation to why
other integrated into the proposed plan and projects. p.5, integrated into the proposed tsinto Travel Management, FSH, and
plannin | Forest Plan, and given they are 4th Forest Plan, and given they are Plan the new plan are not
g separate How will these 3 comm | separate How will these 3 integrated into the proposed
efforts | separate documents ( Travel ent separate documents ( Travel Forest Plan, and given they are
Management, FSH, new plan) Management, FSH, new plan) separate how will these 3
be integrated specific to be integrated specific to separate documents be
projects, and Which of the 3 projects, and Which of the 3 integrated specific to projects.
documents is to be the primary documents is to be the primary The Forest Service should
document? document? explain which of the 3
documents is to be the primary
document
Need to | The plan revision will affect The Forest Service is obligated Hk The plan revision will affect Consultati
consult | threatened and endangered to consult with USFWS to Check | threatened and endangered on with
with plants and animals. Therefore, ensure the plan revision “is not | out plants and animals. Therefore, FWS on
USFWS | the Forest Service is obligated likely to jeopardize the Presco | the Forest Service is obligated Endanger
to consult with the FWS to continued existence of any tt p. to consult with the FWS to ed Plants
ensure that plan revision “is endangered species or 14, ensure that plan revision “is and
not likely to jeopardize the threatened species or result in last not likely to jeopardize the Animals
continued existence of any the destruction or adverse comm | continued existence of any
endangered species or modification of [critical] ent endangered species or
threatened species or result in habitat of such species.” threatened species or result in
the destruction or adverse the destruction or adverse
modification of [critical] modification of [critical]
habitat of such species.” habitat of such species.”
Roads | With regards to motorized Any roads in the state of XXXX With regards to motorized Travel PC 107-1 The Forest Service
jurisdict | travel: We believe that any Arizona should fall under the travel: We believe that any Managem | has very limited jurisdiction in
ion roads in the state of Arizona jurisdiction of the county and roads in the state of Arizona ent Arizona because the lands

should fall under the
jurisdiction of the county and
sheriff with which they are
located, and if a road needs to
be closed the sheriff .can make
that decision.

sheriff where they are located.

should fall under the
jurisdiction of the county and
sheriff with which they are
located, and if a road needs to
be closed the sheriff .can make
that decision.

belong to the citizens of
Arizona, not the federal
government.




Jurisdic | This is in reference to The Forest Service has limited XXXX
tion - Programmatic Draft jurisdiction in Greenlee County
greenle | Environmental Impact as proved by affidavit,
e co Statement for the Apache- supporting court cases and
Sitgreaves National Forests references including: (1)
Land Management Plan. The Jurisdiction Affidavit Pertaining
United States Forest Service, to Federal Jurisdiction over
Department of Agriculture has | Areas Acquired by the United
very limited jurisdiction in States in the county of
Greenlee County as proved by Greenlee, state of Arizona, (2)
the following affidavit, 16 U.S.C 480 Civil and criminal
supporting court cases and jurisdiction, (3) U.S. Supreme
references that are included: [ Court, United States v. County
(1) Jurisdiction Affidavit of Fresno, 429 U.S. 452 (1977),
Pertaining to Federal (4) The Doctrine of
Jurisdiction over Areas Retroactivity and Prospectivity
Acquired by the United States is being violated by the DOJ in
in the county of Greenlee, attempting to enforce the
state of Arizona, (2) 16 U.S.C Organic Act of 1897, Taylor
480 Civil and criminal Grazing and FLPMA upon the
jurisdiction, (3) U.S. Supreme pre existing right of property.,
Court, United States v. County (5) Union Pacific R. Co. v.
of Fresno, 429 U.S. 452 (1977) Laramie Stock Yards Co., 231
1. U.S. 190 (1913), (6) 16 USC 472
- Laws affecting forest lands,
(7) U.S. Supreme Court Wilcox
v. Jackson, 38 U.S. 13 Pet.
498498 (1839) ], (8) U.S.
Constitution - Amendment 10,
(9) 16 USC 534 - Termination
and cancellation of easements;
notice; hearing, (10) 40 USC
1314 - Easements
Jurisdic | This is in reference to The Forest Service has limited XXXX
tion - Programmatic Draft jurisdiction in Greenlee County
greenle | Environmental Impact as proved by affidavit,
eco Statement for the Apache- supporting court cases and

Sitgreaves National Forests
Land Management Plan. The
United States Forest Service,
Department of Agriculture has
very limited jurisdiction in

references including: (1)
Jurisdiction Affidavit Pertaining
to Federal Jurisdiction over
Areas Acquired by the United
States in the county of




Greenlee County as proved by
the following affidavit,
supporting court cases and
references that are included:
The pre-existing rights acquired
prior to 1976 are protected
and are subject to State law.
State law is the rules of
decision as per Erie Railroad
Company vs. Thompson. The
United States Forest Service
has no authority, police powers
or jurisdiction to disturb these
pre- existing rights. [ (1) The
Doctrine of Retroactivity and
Prespectivity is being violated
by the DOJ in attenmpting to
enforce the Organic Act of
1897, Taylor Grazing and
FLPMA upon the pre existing
right of property., (2) Union
Pacific R. Co. v. Laramie Stock
Yards Co., 231 U.S. 190 (1913),
(3) 16 USC 472 - Laws affecting
forest lands, (4) U.S. Supreme
Court Wilcox v. Jackson, 38 U.S.
13 Pet. 498498 (1839) ].

Greenlee, state of Arizona, (2)
16 U.S.C 480 Civil and criminal
jurisdiction, (3) U.S. Supreme
Court, United States v. County
of Fresno, 429 U.S. 452 (1977),
(4) The Doctrine of
Retroactivity and Prospectivity
is being violated by the DOJ in
attempting to enforce the
Organic Act of 1897, Taylor
Grazing and FLPMA upon the
pre existing right of property.,
(5) Union Pacific R. Co. v.
Laramie Stock Yards Co., 231
U.S. 190 (1913), (6) 16 USC 472
- Laws affecting forest lands,
(7) U.S. Supreme Court Wilcox
v. Jackson, 38 U.S. 13 Pet.
498498 (1839) ], (8) U.S.
Constitution - Amendment 10,
(9) 16 USC 534 - Termination
and cancellation of easements;
notice; hearing, (10) 40 USC
1314 - Easements

Jurisdic
tion -
greenle
e co

This is in reference to
Programmatic Draft
Environmental Impact
Statement for the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests
Land Management Plan. The
United States Forest Service,
Department of Agriculture has
very limited jurisdiction in
Greenlee County as proved by
the following affidavit,
supporting court cases and
references that are included:
The United States Forest
Service, Department of

The Forest Service has limited
jurisdiction in Greenlee County
as proved by affidavit,
supporting court cases and
references including: (1)
Jurisdiction Affidavit Pertaining
to Federal Jurisdiction over
Areas Acquired by the United
States in the county of
Greenlee, state of Arizona, (2)
16 U.S.C 480 Civil and criminal
jurisdiction, (3) U.S. Supreme
Court, United States v. County
of Fresno, 429 U.S. 452 (1977),
(4) The Doctrine of

XXXX




Agriculture or any Federal
Agency has no delegation of
authority, jurisdiction or police
powers in relation to Rights of
Way or RS2477 roads in
Greenlee County, Arizona [(1)
16 USC 534 - Termination and
cancellation of easements;
notice; hearing, (2) Union
Pacific R. Co v. Laramie Stock
Yards Co., 231 U.S. 190 (1913),
(3) 40 USC 1314 - Easements,
(4) U.S. Supreme Court Wilcox
v. Jackson, 38 U.S. 13 Pet.
498498 (1839) .

As per Federal law and State
law the rules of decision are
Arizona State Law pertaining to
right of ways and RS 2477
roads in Greenlee County,
Arizona.

[ (1) 16 USC 534 - Termination
and cencellation of easements;
notice; hearing, (2) Union
Pacific R. Co. v. Laramie Stock
Yards Co., 231 U.S. 190 (1913),
(3) 40 USC 1314 Easements, (4)
U.S. Suprement Court Wilcox v.
Jackson 38 U.S. 13 Pet. 498498
(1839)

Retroactivity and Prospectivity
is being violated by the DOJ in
attempting to enforce the
Organic Act of 1897, Taylor
Grazing and FLPMA upon the
pre existing right of property.,
(5) Union Pacific R. Co. v.
Laramie Stock Yards Co., 231
U.S. 190 (1913), (6) 16 USC 472
- Laws affecting forest lands,
(7) U.S. Supreme Court Wilcox
v. Jackson, 38 U.S. 13 Pet.
498498 (1839) ], (8) U.S.
Constitution - Amendment 10,
(9) 16 USC 534 - Termination
and cancellation of easements;
notice; hearing, (10) 40 USC
1314 - Easements

Jurisdic
tion -
greenle
eco

This is in reference to
Programmatic Draft
Environmental Impact
Statement for the Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests
Land Management Plan. The
United States Forest Service,
Department of Agriculture has
very limited jurisdiction in
Greenlee County as proved by
the following affidavit,
supporting court cases and

The Forest Service has limited
jurisdiction in Greenlee County
as proved by affidavit,
supporting court cases and
references including: (1)
Jurisdiction Affidavit Pertaining
to Federal Jurisdiction over
Areas Acquired by the United
States in the county of
Greenlee, state of Arizona, (2)
16 U.S.C 480 Civil and criminal
jurisdiction, (3) U.S. Supreme

XXXX




references that are included:
Police Powers My comment is
the as per the 10th
amendment of the
Constitution of the United
States of America. All police
powers are reserved to the
state or to the people. Please
provide me the cites and
authorities if you disagree with
me. [ (1) U.S. Constitution -
Amendment 10 ]

Court, United States v. County
of Fresno, 429 U.S. 452 (1977),
(4) The Doctrine of
Retroactivity and Prospectivity
is being violated by the DOJ in
attempting to enforce the
Organic Act of 1897, Taylor
Grazing and FLPMA upon the
pre existing right of property.,
(5) Union Pacific R. Co. v.
Laramie Stock Yards Co., 231
U.S. 190 (1913), (6) 16 USC 472
- Laws affecting forest lands,
(7) U.S. Supreme Court Wilcox
v. Jackson, 38 U.S. 13 Pet.
498498 (1839) ], (8) U.S.
Constitution - Amendment 10,
(9) 16 USC 534 - Termination
and cancellation of easements;
notice; hearing, (10) 40 USC
1314 - Easements

NFS Actually, these national forest National forest lands should be | XXXX Actually, these national forest Land
should | lands should be STATE Forest State forest lands. lands should be STATE Forest Designati
be Lands Lands ons
State
Manag | We cannot allow the erosion Our national forests need to be | XXXX | have had my breath taken Protectio | PC 175-1 The Plan should focus
ement | of protections for those places protected. The Forest should quite literally away so many n of Land | on ecological sustainability,
emphas | [national forests and public be managed to emphasize times in my life by the natural preservation, restoration, and
is - lands] if future generations are | ecological sustainability. The beauty of our national forests protection of forest soil and
Protect | to enjoy them as we do. Forest Service should and public lands. No picture, land still in any state with wild

emphasize protection of
biodiversity, endangered
species and other animals,
habitat, and old growth.

no video, no second hand
account and no great numbers
of them could prepare one for
the grandeur and the sheer
immenseness of the beauty
and majesty of those places.
Those moments and that

characteristics, this includes
roadless and wilderness
designated areas. The Forest
Service should include the
need for the use of mechanical
thinning and prescribed fire
and wildfire to achieve long-




pristine majesty are priceless!
We cannot allow the erosion of
protections for those places if
future generations are to enjoy
them as we do.

term restoration
objectives.The Plan should
emphasize executing well less
than perfect projects now, over
developing scientifically

perfect projects that are never
implemented.

Manag | Our national forests need more | Our national forests need to be | XXXX Our national forests need more Protectio
ement | protection, not less. protected. The Forest should protection, not less. n
emphas be managed to emphasize
is - ecological sustainability. The
Protect Forest Service should
emphasize protection of
biodiversity, endangered
species and other animals,
habitat, and old growth.
Manag | Ecological sustainability must Our national forests need to be | XXXX Ecological sustainability must Concern PC 175-1 The Plan should focus
ement | be the "guiding star" for the protected. The Forest should be the "guiding star" for the with Plan | on ecological sustainability,
emphas | Forest Service to set its be managed to emphasize Forest Service to set its Direction preservation, restoration, and
is - management course. | am very | ecological sustainability. The management course. | am very protection of forest soil and
Protect | concerned with the direction Forest Service should concerned with the direction land still in any state with wild

the A-S plan is headed.

emphasize protection of
biodiversity, endangered
species and other animals,
habitat, and old growth.

the A-S plan is headed.

characteristics, this includes
roadless and wilderness
designated areas. The Forest
Service should include the
need for the use of mechanical
thinning and prescribed fire
and wildfire to achieve long-
term restoration
objectives.The Plan should
emphasize executing well less
than perfect projects now, over
developing scientifically
perfect projects that are never
implemented.




Manag | The Forest Service, so long as it | Our national forests need to be | XXXX The Forest Service, so long as it Protectio | PC 105-2 The Forest Service
ement | exists, should do whatever is protected. The Forest should exists, should do whatever is n should manage the national
emphas | within its power to protect the | be managed to emphasize within its power to protect the forests with permanent strong
is - lands and natural ecological sustainability. The lands and natural protections from logging of
Protect | environments within its Forest Service should environments within its timber, mining, hunting,
purview. . .. The Forest Service | emphasize protection of purview. Aspects of the petroleum drilling, and non-
should strive to not be one of biodiversity, endangered government are expiring, as passive recreation for wildlife,
these by working with species and other animals, are certain governmental flora and fauna, endangered
maximum effort toward habitat, and old growth. actors/agents/offices because species, insects, wildflowers,
sustaining environments, of poor performance, and old growth habitat.
forests, habitats, places, etc. dishonesty, misuse of office,
for which it is responsible. etc. The Forest Service should
strive to not be one of these by
working with maximum effort
toward sustaining
environments, forests,
habitats, places, etc. for which
it is responsible.
Manag | The US Forest Service needs to | Our national forests need to be | XXXX The US Forest Service needs to Protectio
ement | be about protecting the protected. The Forest should be about protecting the n
emphas | important ecological value of be managed to emphasize important ecological value of
is - these lands and preserving ecological sustainability. The these lands and preserving
Protect | their remote nature. Forest Service should their remote nature.
emphasize protection of
biodiversity, endangered
species and other animals,
habitat, and old growth.
Manag | | urge you to select a plan that Our national forests need to be | XXXX | urge you to select a plan that Emphasiz | PC 975-1The Forest Service
ement | will protect the greatest protected. The Forest should will protect the greatest e plan should be strongly
emphas | amount of biodiversity be managed to emphasize amount of biodiversity Conservat | protective of natural
is - ecological sustainability. The ion of ecosystems, habitats and
Protect Forest Service should Biological | biological diversity now
emphasize protection of Diversity existing on the forest.

biodiversity, endangered
species and other animals,
habitat, and old growth.




Manag | Robust protection for Our national forests need to be | XXXX Robust protection for Protectio | PC 105-2 The Forest Service
ement | endangered species and the protected. The Forest should endangered species and the n should manage the national
emphas | old-growth forest and be managed to emphasize old-growth forest and forests with permanent strong
is - associated habitat upon which ecological sustainability. The associated habitat upon which protections from logging of
Protect | they depend is needed. Please Forest Service should they depend is needed. Please timber, mining, hunting,
revise the plan to provide emphasize protection of revise the plan to provide petroleum drilling, and non-
strong protection for biodiversity, endangered strong protection for passive recreation for wildlife,
endangered species such as species and other animals, endangered species such as flora and fauna, endangered
Mexican gray wolves, Mexican habitat, and old growth. Mexican gray wolves, Mexican species, insects, wildflowers,
spotted owls, Apache trout and spotted owls, Apache trout and and old growth habitat.
other rare species, including other rare species, including
insects and wildflowers which insects and wildflowers which
do not appear to be sufficiently do not appear to be sufficiently
inventoried for the area inventoried for the area
covered by the plan. covered by the plan.
Manag | Strong enforcement of Our national forests need to be | XXXX Strong enforcement of Protectio | PC 105-2 The Forest Service
ement | endangered species and intact protected. The Forest should endangered species and intact n should manage the national
emphas | old-growth forest should be be managed to emphasize old-growth forest should be forests with permanent strong
is - the top priority above ecological sustainability. The the top priority above protections from logging of
Protect | commercial logging interests Forest Service should commercial logging interests timber, mining, hunting,
and any non- pastoral emphasize protection of and any non- pastoral petroleum drilling, and non-
recreational interests. biodiversity, endangered recreational interests. passive recreation for wildlife,
species and other animals, flora and fauna, endangered
habitat, and old growth. species, insects, wildflowers,
and old growth habitat.
Manag | | urge you to plan for the Our national forests need to be | XXXX | urge you to plan for the Emphasiz | PC 975-1The Forest Service
ement | highest level of protection for protected. The Forest should highest level of protection for e plan should be strongly
emphas | the biodiversity and habitats be managed to emphasize the biodiversity and habitats Conservat | protective of natural
is - now existing in the forest. ecological sustainability. The now existing in the forest. ion of ecosystems, habitats and
Protect Forest Service should Biological | biological diversity now
emphasize protection of Diversity existing on the forest.

biodiversity, endangered
species and other animals,
habitat, and old growth.




Manag | Animals are also important, Our national forests need to be | XXXX Animals are also important, Protect PC 974-1 The Forest Service
ement | too, and yet they are also protected. The Forest should too, and yet they are also Wildlife should protect the wildlife and
emphas | under threat from poaching, be managed to emphasize under threat from poaching, Habitat habitat from threats from
is - pollution, cars, and ecological sustainability. The pollution, cars, and poaching, pollution, cars, and
Protect | deforestation. They need all Forest Service should deforestation. They need all deforestation and implement a
the protection they can get and | emphasize protection of the protection they can get and recovery plan in order to
the best way of giving it to biodiversity, endangered the best way of giving it to ensure the ecological value and
them is to support all laws and | species and other animals, them is to support all laws and integrity, restoration, and
funds that can help protect our | habitat, and old growth. funds that can help protect our recovery of the forest for
wildlife for generations to wildlife for generations to future generations. The Forest
come. come. Animals are a part of our Service should keep the
national heritage and we need contiguous tracts of land that
to respect that. are critical for the wildlife and
allow the visitor to enjoy this
wonderful landscape in
solitude and quiet recreation.
Manag | revisions in the management Our national forests need to be | XXXX revisions in the management Emphasiz
ement | plan for Apache-Sitgreaves protected. The Forest should plan for Apache-Sitgreaves e
emphas | National Forest should be be managed to emphasize National Forest should be Conservat
is - aimed primarily at ecological sustainability. The aimed primarily at ion of
Protect | accomplishing and safe- Forest Service should accomplishing and safe- Biological
guarding the greatest possible emphasize protection of guarding the greatest possible Diversity
safe habitat for the restoration | biodiversity, endangered safe habitat for the restoration
of Mexican wolves and for species and other animals, of Mexican wolves and for
other native species of wildlife. | habitat, and old growth. other native species of wildlife.
Manag | The wildlife -plant and animal - | Our national forests need to be | XXXX | want to add my voice to this Protectio
ement | of the region rely on your protected. The Forest should concern with a strong reminder n
emphas | stewardship and protection for | be managed to emphasize that you are called to a higher
is - now and posterity. ecological sustainability. The responsibility above corporate
Protect Forest Service should interests. The wildlife -plant

emphasize protection of
biodiversity, endangered
species and other animals,
habitat, and old growth.

and animal - of the region rely
on your stewardship and
protection for now and
posterity.




Manag | With air pollution on the rise, There is a need to protect our XXXX With air pollution on the rise, Increase
ement | we need our forests more than | forests from deforestation and we need our forests more than Protectio
emphas | ever to combat our dying O- pollution. ever to combat our dying O- n
is - Zone. However, there's not Zone. However, there's not
protect | enough done to protect our enough done to protect our
pollutio | forests from deforestation and forests from deforestation and
n pollution. pollution.
Manag | This body of thought and The Forest Service should XXXX This body of thought and Ecosyste PC 175-1 The Plan should focus
ement | writing and its growing make special effort regarding writing and its growing m Health on ecological sustainability,
emphas | influence in our day is a the restoration of watersheds influence in our day is a preservation, restoration, and
is - remarkable legacy for the and ecosystem health. remarkable legacy for the protection of forest soil and
restorat | Apache, and one that | would Apache, and one that | would land still in any state with wild
ion hope would inspire special hope would inspire special characteristics, this includes
effort regarding the restoration effort regarding the restoration roadless and wilderness
of watersheds and ecosystem of watersheds and ecosystem designated areas. The Forest
health through the plan and its health through the plan and its Service should include the
implementation on this forest. implementation on this forest. need for the use of mechanical
thinning and prescribed fire
and wildfire to achieve long-
term restoration
objectives.The Plan should
emphasize executing well less
than perfect projects now, over
developing scientifically
perfect projects that are never
implemented.
Manag | |strongly urge you to choose a | The Forest Service should XXXX | strongly urge you to choose a Protectio | PC 105-2 The Forest Service
ement | management plan that will set | protect the forests and wildlife management plan that will set n should manage the national
emphas | aside and protect permanently | by forbidding uses including (1) aside and protect permanently forests with permanent strong
is - wildlife flora and fauna from logging, (2) mining, (3) drilling, wildlife flora and fauna from protections from logging of
forbid | any kind of hunting and will and (4) road construction. any kind of hunting and will timber, mining, hunting,
logging, | forbid any logging of timber, forbid any logging of timber, petroleum drilling, and non-
mining, | forbid any mining and forbid forbid any mining and forbid passive recreation for wildlife,
drilling | any petroleum drilling any petroleum drilling flora and fauna, endangered

species, insects, wildflowers,
and old growth habitat.




Manag | The National Forests are a The Forest Service should XXXX The National Forests are a Protectio | PC 175-1 The Plan should focus
ement | treasure that MUST be protect the forests and wildlife treasure that MUST be n of Land | on ecological sustainability,
emphas | protected. No construction or by forbidding uses including (1) protected. No construction or preservation, restoration, and
is - logging should be permitted. logging, (2) mining, (3) drilling, logging should be permitted. protection of forest soil and
forbid PERIOD!! Individuals who have | and (4) road construction. PERIOD!! Individuals who have land still in any state with wild
logging, | permits to remove dead and permits to remove dead and characteristics, this includes
mining, | down timber are fine since that down timber are fine since that roadless and wilderness
drilling | helps the forest, but NO helps the forest, but NO designated areas. The Forest
commercial trucks, road commercial trucks, road Service should include the
construction or other noise and construction or other noise and need for the use of mechanical
pollution should be tolerated. pollution should be tolerated. thinning and prescribed fire
and wildfire to achieve long-
term restoration
objectives.The Plan should
emphasize executing well less
than perfect projects now, over
developing scientifically
perfect projects that are never
implemented.
Manag The Forest Service should XXXX No
ement Why cannot the Forest Service protect.th(.e forests.and wﬂdhfe Why cannot the Forest Service additional
emphas . R by forbidding uses including (1) . R Develop
is - understand its mission is NOT logging, (2) mining, (3) drilling, understand its mission is NOT ment
forbid to manage forest ecosystgm and (4) road construction. to manage forest ecosystgm
foiis destruct.N(.er by clear cuttlng, destruc'Flv.er by clear cuttlng,
i roaq building, and commercial road' building, and commercial
drilling logging? logging?
Manag | Forest uses that reduce water Forest uses that reduce water XXXX Forest uses that reduce water Adding PC 508-1 The Forest Service
ement | quality and quantity degrade quality and quantity or quality and quantity degrade Guideline | should not allow any Forest
emphas | aquatic ecosystems and should | degrade aquatic ecosystems aquatic ecosystems and should s for uses that reduce water quality
is - uses | not be allowed under the new not be allowed. not be allowed under the new Protectio | and quantity degrade aquatic
degrad | plan. plan. n of ecosystems under the new
e water Water plan.

Quality




Manag | no more National Monuments, | There should be no more XXXX no more National Monuments, Land
ement | No more National Parks. national monuments or No more National Parks. Designati
emphas | Enough is Enough! national parks. Enough is Enough! ons
is-no
nationa
|

monum

ents
Manag | | would like to see us returnto | The forest should be managed XXXX | would like to see us return to Returnto | PC 106-1The Forest Service
ement | the days of multiple use for all for the benefit of humans the days of multiple use for all Multiple should manage land under the
emphas | of the people, not just the ones | including (1) current and future of the people, not just the ones Use in multiple use and other land

is - who take you to court or generations, (2) provision of who take you to court or Forest management regulations and
benefit | threaten with legal action. goods and services, (3) balance threaten with legal action. Managem | consider the valuable use of
humans ecological sustainability with ent logging and grazing.

economic uses and social
sustainability, (4) multiple use.

Manag | | am not a proponent for over The forest should be managed XXXX | am not a proponent for over Returnto | PC 106-1The Forest Service
ement | logging or over grazing, but for the benefit of humans logging or over grazing, but Multiple should manage land under the
emphas | they both have a valuable use including (1) current and future they both have a valuable use Usein multiple use and other land

is - on our National Forest System generations, (2) provision of on our National Forest System Forest management regulations and
benefit | Lands. That is what they were goods and services, (3) balance Lands. That is what they were Managem | consider the valuable use of
humans | designated for. Let's get back ecological sustainability with designated for. Let's get back ent logging and grazing.

to proper and reasonable economic uses and social to proper and reasonable
Forest Management. sustainability, (4) multiple use. Forest Management.

Manag | Analyze management and The forest should be managed XXXX Analyze management and Ecological
ement | develop Alternatives based on for the benefit of humans develop Alternatives based on and
emphas | values and resources that are including (1) current and future values and resources that are Public

is - important to current and generations, (2) provision of important to current and Benefits
benefit | future generations, and that goods and services, (3) balance future generations, and that
humans | benefit the human as well as ecological sustainability with benefit the human as well as

the ecological environment.

economic uses and social
sustainability, (4) multiple use.

the ecological environment.




Manag | A much more beneficial and The forest should be managed XXXX A much more beneficial and Manage PC 2610-10 The Forest Service
ement | reasonable approach would be | for the benefit of humans reasonable approach would be for Forest | should address managing the
emphas | to manage the forest to including (1) current and future to manage the forest to Products forest to provide goods and
is - provide goods and services generations, (2) provision of provide goods and services and services needed by the people,
benefit | needed by the people. goods and services, (3) balance needed by the people. Services adding an identifiable plan of
humans ecological sustainability with action related to the impacts
economic uses and social on forest users for each
sustainability, (4) multiple use. desired condition, and a more
balanced approach because
the Proposed LMP
overwhelmingly emphasizes
ecological sustainability over
economic uses and social
sustainability and, private,
statutory and pre-existing
rights will be minimized
Manag | Very early on, the Proposed The forest should be managed XXXX Very early on, the Proposed Revise PC 2610-10 The Forest Service
ement | LMP declares that the "(plan for the benefit of humans LMP declares that the "(plan Plan should address managing the
emphas | integrates forest restoration, including (1) current and future integrates forest restoration, forest to provide goods and
is - watershed protection, climate generations, (2) provision of watershed protection, climate services needed by the people,
benefit | resilience, wildlife goods and services, (3) balance resilience, wildlife adding an identifiable plan of
humans | conservation, and ecological sustainability with conservation, and action related to the impacts

contributions to social and
economic values, goods and
services" all the while
"honor[ing] the continuing
validity of private, statutory
and pre-existing rights." See
Proposed LMP, Page 1.
However, with further review
of the body of the Proposed
LMP, it becomes immediately
apparent that the Proposed
LMP overwhelmingly
emphasizes ecological
sustainability over economic
uses and social sustainability.
Indeed, private, statutory and
pre-existing rights are
minimized in the Proposed
LMP, often only being
mentioned in passing. As such,

economic uses and social
sustainability, (4) multiple use.

contributions to social and
economic values, goods and
services" all the while
"honorl[ing] the continuing
validity of private, statutory
and pre-existing rights." See
Proposed LMP, Page 1.
However, with further review
of the body of the Proposed
LMP, it becomes immediately
apparent that the Proposed
LMP overwhelmingly
emphasizes ecological
sustainability over economic
uses and social sustainability.
Indeed, private, statutory and
pre-existing rights are
minimized in the Proposed
LMP, often only being
mentioned in passing. As such,

on forest users for each
desired condition, and a more
balanced approach because
the Proposed LMP
overwhelmingly emphasizes
ecological sustainability over
economic uses and social
sustainability and, private,
statutory and pre-existing
rights will be minimized




the Proposed LMP, DEIS, and
Related Plan Documents
should be redrafted to instill a
more balanced approach to
forest management.

the Proposed LMP, DEIS, and
Related Plan Documents
should be redrafted to instill a
more balanced approach to
forest management.

Authori | Why does the F.S. always close | Why does the Forest Service XXXX Why does the F.S. always close Administr
ty to areas for administrative use closes areas for administrative areas for administrative use ative Use
close only during hunting seasons, use during hunting and horn only during hunting seasons, of Closed
areas horn hunting seasons yet we hunting season but Forest horn hunting seasons yet we Areas
see four wheeler tracks and Service employees are allowed see four wheeler tracks and
pickup tracks and find they are | behind the locked gates at pickup tracks and find they are
F.S. employees behind the those times? F.S. employees behind the
locked gates at those times?? locked gates at those times??
Manag | We don't know enough about We don't know enough about XXXX We don't know enough about Damage
ement | how forests work and what all how forests work and what all how forests work and what all to Forest
emphas | they do for us to be damaging they do for us to be damaging they do for us to be damaging
is-Let | them inthe ways we are. Let them in the ways we are. Let them in the ways we are. Let
them them be. them be. them be.
be
Range Issue: The DEIS has failed to The DEIS considers an XXXX Issue: The DEIS has failed to Range of PC 207-28 The Forest Service
of develop and present inadequate range of develop and present Alternativ | should develop and present
alternat | alternatives that are alternatives because (1) the alternatives that are es alternatives that are
ives significantly different from alternatives are too similar, (2) significantly different from significantly different from

each other.

there are not enough
alternatives, or (3) the
alternatives do not address the
purpose and need or issues.

each other.

each other because it currently
provides a narrow range of
differences and does not
address the values, purpose
and need, and the issues of
current and future impacts or
differences in resource
management.




Range
of
alternat
ives

The proposed alternatives have
very similar objectives; there is
insufficient specific information
included to indicate how they
may differ in practice. The
Agency presents elements
common to all Alternatives
(page 17) in a clear and easy to
understand format, while
obscuring differences between
Alternatives that might exist by
burying any such differences in
text, rather than an equally
clear and understandable
format. The Alternatives are
not developed and presented
in a way to facilitate
comparison, but even so, the
only Alternative that stands
out as significantly different is
Alternative D due to major
increase in wilderness. All of
the proposed alternatives
except Alternative A (the
present plan) are based on an
underlying assumption that
"restoration" of historic
conditions or something similar
is the objective and all
management will aim at this
objective no matter which
alternative is chosen (we
presume that present
management will not be the
chosen alternative, although
the reasons for this are not
adequately explained).

The DEIS considers an
inadequate range of
alternatives because (1) the
alternatives are too similar, (2)
there are not enough
alternatives, or (3) the
alternatives do not address the
purpose and need or issues.

XXXX

The proposed alternatives have
very similar objectives; there is
insufficient specific information
included to indicate how they
may differ in practice. The
Agency presents elements
common to all Alternatives
(page 17) in a clear and easy to
understand format, while
obscuring differences between
Alternatives that might exist by
burying any such differences in
text, rather than an equally
clear and understandable
format. The Alternatives are
not developed and presented
in a way to facilitate
comparison, but even so, the
only Alternative that stands
out as significantly different is
Alternative D due to major
increase in wilderness. All of
the proposed alternatives
except Alternative A (the
present plan) are based on an
underlying assumption that
"restoration" of historic
conditions or something similar
is the objective and all
management will aim at this
objective no matter which
alternative is chosen (we
presume that present
management will not be the
chosen alternative, although
the reasons for this are not
adequately explained).

Range of
Alternativ
es

PC 207-28 The Forest Service
should develop and present
alternatives that are
significantly different from
each other because it currently
provides a narrow range of
differences and does not
address the values, purpose
and need, and the issues of
current and future impacts or
differences in resource
management.




Range | The DEIS does not bring The DEIS considers an XXXX The DEIS does not bring Range of PC 207-28 The Forest Service
of forward the issues of current inadequate range of forward the issues of current Alternativ | should develop and present
alternat | and future impacts on the alternatives because (1) the and future impacts on the es alternatives that are
ives human environment of any of alternatives are too similar, (2) human environment of any of significantly different from

the Alternatives, much less there are not enough the Alternatives, much less each other because it currently
Alternative D, which alternatives, or (3) the Alternative D, which provides a narrow range of
necessarily would have alternatives do not address the necessarily would have differences and does not
significant impact on the socio- | purpose and need or issues. significant impact on the socio- address the values, purpose
economics of the communities economics of the communities and need, and the issues of
dependent on the A-S NF. The dependent on the A-S NF. The current and future impacts or
narrow range of difference narrow range of difference differences in resource
between the alternatives between the alternatives management.
found in the DEIS means that found in the DEIS means that
the effects and outcomes of the effects and outcomes of
implementing any of the implementing any of the
alternative not much different alternative not much different
other than Alternative D, and other than Alternative D, and
the true effects and outcomes the true effects and outcomes
of implementing Alternative D of implementing Alternative D
are not rigorously explored and are not rigorously explored and
analyzed. analyzed.

Range | Third, by including one The DEIS considers an XXXX Third, by including one Range of PC 104-4 The Forest Service is
of alternative that the agency inadequate range of alternative that the agency Alternativ | violating NEPA by failing to
alternat | cannot lawfully implement, the | alternatives because (1) the cannot lawfully implement, the es acknowledge the provision of

ives Forest Service has deprived the | alternatives are too similar, (2) Forest Service has deprived the the Roadless Rule barring

public of the required range of
reasonable alternatives. The A-
S Plan Draft EIS considers only
two legal action alternatives.
Given the range of values and
the range of options available
for management of this forest,
which encompasses more than
two million acres, the Forest
Service has deprived the public
of an EIS that evaluates a full
range of reasonable
alternatives, in violation of
NEPA

there are not enough
alternatives, or (3) the
alternatives do not address the
purpose and need or issues.

public of the required range of
reasonable alternatives. The A-
S Plan Draft EIS considers only
two legal action alternatives.
Given the range of values and
the range of options available
for management of this forest,
which encompasses more than
two million acres, the Forest
Service has deprived the public
of an EIS that evaluates a full
range of reasonable
alternatives, in violation of
NEPA

reconsideration of the rule in
forest plan revisions, by not
including information critical to
understanding the FS duties
concerning management of
inventoried roadless areas.
NEPA and NFMA require the
Forest Service to ensure the
public receives the accurate
and high quality information
needed to analyze a full range
of legal alternatives.




Range | The range of alternatives does The DEIS considers an XXXX The range of alternatives does Range of PC 207-28 The Forest Service
of not address the Purpose and inadequate range of not address the Purpose and Alternativ | should develop and present
alternat | Need or the Issues, and is alternatives because (1) the Need or the Issues, and is es alternatives that are
ives inadequate. Both the NEPA and | alternatives are too similar, (2) inadequate. Both the NEPA and significantly different from
the NFMA require you to look there are not enough the NFMA require you to look each other because it currently
at a broad range of alternatives, or (3) the at a broad range of provides a narrow range of
alternatives. In this case, the alternatives do not address the alternatives. In this case, the differences and does not
Forest Service really only has purpose and need or issues. Forest Service really only has address the values, purpose
two alternatives as the three two alternatives as the three and need, and the issues of
action alternatives set the action alternatives set the current and future impacts or
exact same management exact same management differences in resource
strategies, guidelines, strategies, guidelines, management.
standards, objectives and goals standards, objectives and goals
for each alternative. We can't for each alternative. We can't
tell how things would be tell how things would be
different under the action different under the action
alternatives, to be honest, alternatives, to be honest,
since all the management since all the management
instructions are the same. This instructions are the same. This
failing is fatal, and failing is fatal, and
comprehensive. comprehensive.
Scope | The area for analysis as Remove the reference to or XXXX The area for analysis as Area for
of presented to the public is the inclusion of lands outside the presented to the public is the Analysis
analysis | Apache-Sitgreaves National Apache-Sitgreaves NFs from Apache-Sitgreaves National

Forest, yet recommendations
are made in Alternatives for
not only NF lands outside the
A-S, but for lands managed by
other public agencies as well as
tribal and private lands. While
it is understood that
ecosystems may span across
management borders, any such
inclusion is outside the scope
of the DEIS. Furthermore, the
lands included are not
consistently addressed
throughout the DEIS. Remedy:
Remove reference to or
inclusion of lands outside the
A-S from the scope, analysis,
justification and

the scope, analysis,
justification, and
recommendations or change
the name of the DEIS to
demonstrate the inclusion of
lands outside the Apache-
Sitgreaves NFs.

Forest, yet recommendations
are made in Alternatives for
not only NF lands outside the
A-S, but for lands managed by
other public agencies as well as
tribal and private lands. While
it is understood that
ecosystems may span across
management borders, any such
inclusion is outside the scope
of the DEIS. Furthermore, the
lands included are not
consistently addressed
throughout the DEIS. Remedy:
Remove reference to or
inclusion of lands outside the
A-S from the scope, analysis,
justification and




recommendations. Or,
alternatively, change the DEIS
name to demonstrate the
inclusion of lands above and
beyond the Apache-Sitgreaves
NF, including all maps (e.g.
Figure 1, page 2) that indicate
that only the lands of the A-S
NF are at issue.

recommendations. Or,
alternatively, change the DEIS
name to demonstrate the
inclusion of lands above and
beyond the Apache-Sitgreaves
NF, including all maps (e.g.
Figure 1, page 2) that indicate
that only the lands of the A-S
NF are at issue.

Decisio | Why does according to your Explain why the decision on XXXX Why does according to your Deciding PC 175-22 The Forest Service
nmaker | DEIS leave the ultimate the land management plan is DEIS leave the ultimate Official should explain why the
authori | decision up to one supervisor left up to one supervisor. decision up to one supervisor ultimate decision is left up to
ty who chances are isn’t schooled who chances are isn’t schooled one supervisor.
in our area let alone the fact in our area let alone the fact
that they probably won’t read that they probably won’t read
a half dozen public comments a half dozen public comments
to base those decisions on. to base those decisions on.
Decisio | What give the F.S. the right to Explain how the Forest Service | XXXX What give the F.S. the right to Economic | 7) define: "rare"; "unique";
nmaker | think they can implement can implement rules. think they can implement Impacts "habitat" and" protection"
authori | “rules” that cause such “rules” that cause such to (from what?) Page 61: Rare
ty3 economic disasters on our economic disasters on our Communi | and unique habitats should be
communities? We depend on communities? We depend on ties protected:
the tourism, cattle, sheep, the tourism, cattle, sheep,
hunting, fishing etc. and you hunting, fishing etc. and you
without care or conscience without care or conscience
implement those rules!! implement those rules!!
Implem | Appendix A, with its Include a commitment to XXXX Appendix A, with its Thorough
ent comprehensive analysis of implement the mitigation comprehensive analysis of and
append | climate change trends, possible | strategies identified in the climate change trends, possible Compreh
iXA - effects, and management plan's Appendix A (Climate effects, and management ensive
climate | strategies to avoid or mitigate Change Trends and Apache- strategies to avoid or mitigate Analysis
change | these effects, is an excellent Sitgreaves NFs Land these effects, is an excellent

supplement to the DEIS and
one of the finest treatments of
climate change that my office
has seen in a NEPA document.
We recommend that the Final
EIS and Record of Decision
include a commitment to
implement these mitigation
strategies.

Management Planning) into
the final EIS and record of
decision (ROD).

supplement to the DEIS and
one of the finest treatments of
climate change that my office
has seen in a NEPA document.
We recommend that the Final
EIS and Record of Decision
include a commitment to
implement these mitigation
strategies.




Consist | The reason | have taken such The proposed plan should be Hk The reason | have taken such Revise PC 2610-6 The Forest Service
ency pains to describe the revised because it is not Check | pains to describe the Plan should address that as a
with requirements of the statute consistent with law, policy, or out requirements of the statute Regulatory agency, it must
law, and the regulations, and to regulation because the Forest Kaibab | and the regulations, and to follow the appropriate Acts,
policy, | discuss the 1987 Plan, is that Service did not (1) discuss costs | p. 83 discuss the 1987 Plan, is that Laws, Regulations and Policies
reg the Apache-Sitgreaves National | or net public benefits, (2) the Apache-Sitgreaves National and does not need to use
Forest, despite taking fifteen prepare a variety of alternative Forest, despite taking fifteen them, or parts of them, as
extra years to prepare its plan, management strategies that extra years to prepare its plan, desired conditions, standards,
has almost entirely failed to address alternative objectives has almost entirely failed to and/ or guidelines because the
follow the requirements of the | and discuss associated benefits follow the requirements of the site-specific analysis will clearly
statute and regulations, and or costs, (3) establish standards statute and regulations, and identify, comply, and apply the
has proposed a plan that is and guidelines to meet has proposed a plan that is appropriate laws to the
demonstrably worse than the minimum management demonstrably worse than the decision and that there are
old one. [See letter for details] requirements, and (4) consider old one. authorities higher than this
an alternative and disclose how plan that cover proposed
"decisions based on it will or wilderness, proposed wild and
will not achieve the scenic, proposed primitive and
requirements of ... especially proposed research
environmental laws and Natural Areas (RNA's).
policies.
Consist | You have not obtained the The proposed plan should be *x You have not obtained the Disclosur
ency needed information, have not revised because it is not Check | needed information, have not e of
with described or discussed the net consistent with law, policy, or out described or discussed the net Informati
law, public benefits, have not regulation because the Forest Kaibab | public benefits, have not on
policy, | revealed costs, have not Service did not (1) discuss costs | p. 83 revealed costs, have not
reg prepared a variety of or net public benefits, (2) prepared a variety of

alternative management
strategies that address
alternative objectives, have not
discussed the benefits or costs
of those strategies, and worst
of all have not established
standards and guidelines that
will assure that you meet
minimum management
requirements and protect the
Apache-Sitgreaves forest
resources in perpetuity. For
those reasons, the proposed
plan is inadequate and needs
to be dramatically revised.

prepare a variety of alternative
management strategies that
address alternative objectives
and discuss associated benefits
or costs, (3) establish standards
and guidelines to meet
minimum management
requirements, and (4) consider
an alternative and disclose how
"decisions based on it will or
will not achieve the
requirements of ...
environmental laws and
policies.

alternative management
strategies that address
alternative objectives, have not
discussed the benefits or costs
of those strategies, and worst
of all have not established
standards and guidelines that
will assure that you meet
minimum management
requirements and protect the
Apache-Sitgreaves forest
resources in perpetuity. For
those reasons, the proposed
plan is inadequate and needs
to be dramatically revised.




Consist | Also, itis illegal under The proposed plan should be Hk Also, it is illegal under Range of PC 104-6 The Forest Service
ency provisions of the National revised because it is not Check | provisions of the National Alternativ | needs to disclose scientific
with Environmental Policy Act to consistent with law, policy, or out Environmental Policy Act to es controversy and uncertainty
law, consider an alternative without | regulation because the Forest Kaibab | consider an alternative without because it isillegal under

policy, | disclosing how "decisions Service did not (1) discuss costs | p. 83 disclosing how "decisions provisions of the National
reg based on it will or will not or net public benefits, (2) based on it will or will not Environmental Policy Act to

achieve the requirements of ... prepare a variety of alternative achieve the requirements of ... consider an alternative without
environmental laws and management strategies that environmental laws and disclosing how "decisions
policies" (40 C.F.R. 1502.2(d). address alternative objectives policies" (40 C.F.R. 1502.2(d). based on it will or will not

and discuss associated benefits achieve the requirements of ...

or costs, (3) establish standards environmental laws and

and guidelines to meet policies" (40 C.F.R. 1502.2(d)...

minimum management

requirements, and (4) consider

an alternative and disclose how

"decisions based on it will or

will not achieve the

requirements of ...

environmental laws and

policies.

Consist | Forest Plans should be specific | The plan should be aligned XXXX Forest Plans should be specific Desired
ency to their Forest areas and the with Forest Service Manual to their Forest areas and the Condition
with desired conditions should be guidance and direction, the desired conditions should be S
law, aligned with current Forest Forest Service mission, and aligned with current Forest

policy, | Service Manual direction and congressional expectations. Service Manual direction and
reg2 guidance. guidance.

Consist | Another underlying concern The plan should be aligned XXXX Another underlying concern Deciding
ency would be how the deciding with Forest Service Manual would be how the deciding Official
with official could ever relate this guidance and direction, the official could ever relate this
law, plan to the Forest Service Forest Service mission, and plan to the Forest Service

policy, | mission and congressional congressional expectations. mission and congressional
reg2 expectations. | see little expectations. | see little

direction in this plan that will
assist the site-specific
managers on developing and
planning meaningful projects
that could meet such a
nebulous goal.

direction in this plan that will
assist the site-specific
managers on developing and
planning meaningful projects
that could meet such a
nebulous goal. Another critical
question would be if PNVT as a




goal meets the Forest Service
mission or mandates.

Consist | Develop your desired condition | The plan should be aligned XXXX Develop your desired condition Desired
ency and subsequent standard and with Forest Service Manual and subsequent standard and Condition
with guidelines so that the public guidance and direction, the guidelines so that the public s
law, can understand a clear Forest Service mission, and can understand a clear

policy, | relationship to the Forest congressional expectations. relationship to the Forest
reg2 Service mission, motto, vision Service mission, motto, vision

and guiding principles. and guiding principles.

Consist | Regulatory agency must follow | The plan should not repeat the | XXXX Regulatory agency must follow Site
ency the appropriate Acts, Laws, appropriate acts, laws, the appropriate Acts, Laws, specific
with Regulations and Policies so do regulations, or policies as Regulations and Policies so do Level
law, not use them, or parts of them, | desired conditions, standards, not use them, or parts of them,

policy, | as desired conditions, and/or guidelines. as desired conditions,
reg3 standards, and/ or guidelines. standards, and/ or guidelines.

The site-specific analysis will The site-specific analysis will
clearly identify, comply, and clearly identify, comply, and
apply the appropriate laws to apply the appropriate laws to
the decision. The deciding the decision. The deciding
official usually is responsible official usually is responsible
for this. for this.

Consist | Do not presuppose land The Forest Service should not XXXX Do not presuppose land Wilderne
ency classifications or apply conduct site-specific NEPA classifications or apply ss
with standards that do not apply. analysis to classify areas (e.g., standards that do not apply. Managem
law, There are policies and existing wilderness, wild and scenic There are policies and existing ent Areas

policy, | direction to classify. Do not rivers) as part of the plan. direction to classify. Do not
regd attempt a NEPA analysis as attempt a NEPA analysis as

part of this programmatic plan.
There are authorities higher
than this plan that cover
proposed wilderness.,
proposed wild and scenic,
proposed primitive and

part of this programmatic plan.
There are authorities higher
than this plan that cover
proposed wilderness.,
proposed wild and scenic,
proposed primitive and




especially proposed research
Natural Areas (RNA's). There is
a reason they must under go
site-specific analysis.

especially proposed research
Natural Areas (RNA's). There is
a reason they must under go
site-specific analysis.

Integrat | Another very disturbing issue The plan should meet the **Che
® with this proposed DEIS and intent of NFMA to be an ck out

Plan is the movement by Forest | integrated document Kaibab

Service per se away from the addressing all the various , p. 6,

original intent and direction of | functions that make up a forest | 1st

the National Forest and its operation, which

Management Act of 1976. The includes range, timber, water,

first / current Forest Plan minerals, wildlife and

was/is an integrated document | recreation.

addressing the all the various

functions that make up a

“Forest” and its “operation,

which includes; Range, Timber,

Water, Minerals, Wildlife and

Recreation. This First Plan was

the first time the public was

encouraged to participate in a

process with the Agency to

have the various functions of

the FS work together in an

integrated method putting the

needs of the lands long-term

sustainability the primary goal

and objective.
Isplan | Asecond major shortfall inthe | There is a need for a discussion | XXXX A second major shortfall in the Funding
implem | documents presented is a of the funding necessary to documents presented is a
entable | factual discussion to the implement the alternatives factual discussion to the
(fundin | funding necessary to function (desired conditions will not funding necessary to function

g) any of the alternatives happen without adequate any of the alternatives

presented. This was a major
flaw in the first plan and now
25 years later funding is even
more important given the

funding).

presented. This was a major
flaw in the first plan and now
25 years later funding is even
more important given the




current status of the National
Treasury. All grand and great
sounding DFC’s / DC’s will not
happen without adequate
funding

current status of the National
Treasury. All grand and great
sounding DFC’s / DC’s will not
happen without adequate
funding

Wildern
ess
process
(underr
eprese
nted
ecosyst
ems)

Wilderness to meet Regional
needs. (p.13, Specialists
Report). Indicates that there
are seven ecosystems that are
underrepresented in
wilderness in the Southwest
Region. | am unaware of any
policy or direction that
provides a basis to establish
MA'’s for this purpose. The
seven ecosystems exist or do
not exist and they should be
managed in accordance with
their character, not to meet
some Regional need. They
have existed since at least 1979
RARE Il and probably long
before, but those with
authority to establish them as
wilderness.....have not taken
action. If wilderness protection
is really necessary then why
have the areas not been
affected since 1979.
Responsible resource
management can still be
practiced and approval of
managerial actions can be
controlled.

Underrepresented ecosystems
should not be used as a
criterion in the wilderness
evaluation process.

XXXX

Wilderness to meet Regional
needs. (p.13, Specialists
Report). Indicates that there
are seven ecosystems that are
underrepresented in
wilderness in the Southwest
Region. | am unaware of any
policy or direction that
provides a basis to establish
MA'’s for this purpose. The
seven ecosystems exist or do
not exist and they should be
managed in accordance with
their character, not to meet
some Regional need. They
have existed since at least 1979
RARE Il and probably long
before, but those with
authority to establish them as
wilderness.....have not taken
action. If wilderness protection
is really necessary then why
have the areas not been
affected since 1979.
Responsible resource
management can still be
practiced and approval of
managerial actions can be
controlled.

Wilderne
ss

Managem
ent Areas




Wildern | Eagar requests that the Forest Underrepresented ecosystems | XXXX Eagar requests that the Forest Wilderne
ess Service not analyze and should not be used as a Service not analyze and ss
process | consider areas for "wilderness" | criterion in the wilderness consider areas for "wilderness" Designati
(underr | designation based upon the evaluation process. designation based upon the on
eprese | desire to make sure all desire to make sure all Process
nted ecosystems are represented in ecosystems are represented in
ecosyst | an area designated as an area designated as
ems) "wilderness". "wilderness".
Wildern | Issue: The DEIS erroneously Underrepresented ecosystems | XXXX Issue: The DEIS erroneously Recomme | PC 1264-3 The Forest Service
ess assumes that all ecosystems should not be used as a assumes that all ecosystems ndation should address the seven
process | must be represented in criterion in the wilderness must be represented in for ecosystems that are
(underr | wilderness. DEIS page 363, evaluation process. wilderness. DEIS page 363, Wilderne | underrepresented in
eprese | paragraph one: Remedy: paragraph one: Remedy: ss Based wilderness in the Southwest
nted Remove any wilderness area Remove any wilderness area on Region and not establish MA’s
ecosyst | recommendations solely based recommendations solely based represent | for this purpose because there
ems) on underrepresentation. on underrepresentation. ing all is no policy or direction to
Ecosyste include them as wilderness
ms because they are
underrepresented and should
remove any wilderness area
recommendations solely based
on underrepresentation.
Wildern | FSH 1909.12, Chapter 70 which | The Forest Service should use XXXX FSH 1909.12, Chapter 70 which Developin
ess the ASNF (and Region 3) used the former chapter 7, instead the ASNF (and Region 3) used g Criteria
process | to develop criteria for of FSH1909.12 chapter 70 to to develop criteria for for
(genera | evaluatingis no longer valid for | guide the wilderness evaluating is no longer valid for Wilderne
) the purpose of guiding the evaluation process including the purpose of guiding the ss
wilderness evaluation process considering areas that contain wilderness evaluation process Evaluatio
and that the former Chapter 7 closed system roads. and that the former Chapter 7 n Process
should be used for this should be used for this
purpose. purpose.
Wildern | We therefore contend that FSH | The Forest Service should use XXXX We therefore contend that FSH Developin
ess 1909.12, Chapter 70 which the | the former chapter 7, instead 1909.12, Chapter 70 which the g Criteria
process | ASNF (and Region 3) used to of FSH1909.12 chapter 70 to ASNF (and Region 3) used to for
(genera | develop criteria for evaluating guide the wilderness develop criteria for evaluating Wilderne
) is no longer valid for the evaluation process including is no longer valid for the ss
purpose of guiding the considering areas that contain purpose of guiding the Evaluatio
wilderness evaluation process closed system roads. wilderness evaluation process n Process

and that the former Chapter 7
should be used for this
purpose.

and that the former Chapter 7
should be used for this
purpose.




Wildern | We request that the ASNF The Forest Service should use XXXX We request that the ASNF Developin
ess reconsider the potential the former chapter 7, instead reconsider the potential g Criteria
process | wilderness lands on the Forest of FSH1909.12 chapter 70 to wilderness lands on the Forest for
(genera | this time allowing areas to be guide the wilderness this time allowing areas to be Wilderne
) evaluated that contain closed evaluation process including evaluated that contain closed ss
system roads that do not considering areas that contain system roads that do not Evaluatio
dominate the landscape. We closed system roads. dominate the landscape. We n Process
also request that the ASNF not also request that the ASNF not
eliminate citizen proposals or eliminate citizen proposals or
portions of them that contain portions of them that contain
closed system roads that do closed system roads that do
not dominate the landscape. not dominate the landscape.
Wildern | We ask that the ASNF consider | Consider the need for XXXX We ask that the ASNF consider Potential
ess the “need” for preserving this preserving this last-of-its-kind the “need” for preserving this Wilderne
process | last-of-its-kind intact system of | intact system of wildland last-of-its-kind intact system of ss
(genera | wildland rather than only rather than only analyze their wildland rather than only
)2 analyze their value as stand- value as stand-alone potential analyze their value as stand-
alone potential wilderness wilderness units. There is alone potential wilderness
units. Based on the concern that the ecological units. Based on the
unfortunate lack of intact “need” for preserving the unfortunate lack of intact
wildland systems in the wilderness characteristic of wildland systems in the
Southwest we believe the quiet, resilient and Southwest we believe the
“need” for recommending a unfragmented habitat is high “need” for recommending a
system of potential wilderness | for all potential wilderness system of potential wilderness
on the ASNF is high. units. on the ASNF is high.
Wildern | There is a preponderance of Consider the need for XXXX There is a preponderance of Potential
ess scientific evidence of the preserving this last-of-its-kind scientific evidence of the Wilderne
process | ecological benefits of intact system of wildland ecological benefits of ss
(genera | preserving landscapes in a rather than only analyze their preserving landscapes in a
)2 roadless condition. We provide | value as stand-alone potential roadless condition. We provide

a literature review, entitled
“Habitat Fragmentation and
the Effect of Roads on Wildlife
ad Habitats” (attached)
compiled by Mark L. Watson,
Habitat Specialist of the New
Mexico Game and Fish
Department for the purpose of
providing scientific input to
planning projects in R3. We
confidently believe that the
ASNF has the best opportunity

wilderness units. There is
concern that the ecological
“need” for preserving the
wilderness characteristic of
quiet, resilient and
unfragmented habitat is high
for all potential wilderness
units.

a literature review, entitled
“Habitat Fragmentation and
the Effect of Roads on Wildlife
ad Habitats” (attached)
compiled by Mark L. Watson,
Habitat Specialist of the New
Mexico Game and Fish
Department for the purpose of
providing scientific input to
planning projects in R3. We
confidently believe that the
ASNF has the best opportunity




of any Forest in Arizona and R3
to preserve large tracts of
quality habitat for the
multitude of sensitive species.
We therefore believe that the
ecological “need” for
preserving the wilderness
characteristic of quiet, resilient
and unfragmented habitat is
high for all potential wilderness
units on the ASNF.

of any Forest in Arizona and R3
to preserve large tracts of
quality habitat for the
multitude of sensitive species.
We therefore believe that the
ecological “need” for
preserving the wilderness
characteristic of quiet, resilient
and unfragmented habitat is
high for all potential wilderness
units on the ASNF.

Wildern | Include ample wilderness Consider the need for *k Include ample wilderness Maintain, | PC 1265-7 The Forest Service
ess recommendations to protect preserving this last-of-its-kind Check | recommendations to protect Expand should add stronger
process | large contiguous habitats and intact system of wildland out large contiguous habitats and and protections for wilderness-
(genera | protect opportunities for quiet | rather than only analyze their Presco | protect opportunities for quiet Protect quality lands to protect large
1) 2 recreation. value as stand-alone potential tt p. recreation. Wilderne | contiguous habitats, ecological
wilderness units. There is 59 for ss value, their remote nature,
concern that the ecological comm spectacular scenery, and
“need” for preserving the ents protect opportunities for quiet
wilderness characteristic of re: recreation. The Forest Service
quiet, resilient and recom should protect as wilderness
unfragmented habitat is high mend the roadless lands surrounding
for all potential wilderness ed the Blue Range Primitive Area
units. wilder (specifically Pipestem, Lower
ness San Francisco, Mitchel Peak
and Sunset Roadless Areas)
and the Leonard Canyon and
Chevelon Canyon Roadless
units on the Sitgreaves side of
the Forest.
Wildern | [revisions in the management Consider the need for ok and a federal push to establish Plan and
ess plan for Apache-Sitgreaves preserving this last-of-its-kind Check | and designate at least 50 Managem
process | National Forest should be intact system of wildland out percent of the forest as ent
(genera | aimed primarily at rather than only analyze their Presco | wilderness Direction
)2 accomplishing and safe- value as stand-alone potential tt p.
guarding the greatest possible wilderness units. There is 59 for
safe habitat for the restoration | concern that the ecological comm
of Mexican wolves and for “need” for preserving the ents
other native species of wilderness characteristic of re:
wildlife.] and a federal push to quiet, resilient and recom
establish and designate at least | unfragmented habitat is high mend
50 percent of the forest as for all potential wilderness ed




wilderness units. wilder
ness
Wildern | Include ample wilderness Consider the need for ok Include ample wilderness Maintain, | PC 1265-7 The Forest Service
ess recommendations to protect preserving this last-of-its-kind Check | recommendations to protect Expand should add stronger
process | large contiguous habitats and intact system of wildland out large contiguous habitats and and protections for wilderness-
(genera | protect opportunities for quiet | rather than only analyze their Presco | protect opportunities for quiet Protect quality lands to protect large
1) 2 recreation value as stand-alone potential tt p. recreation Wilderne | contiguous habitats, ecological
wilderness units. There is 59 for ss value, their remote nature,
concern that the ecological comm spectacular scenery, and
“need” for preserving the ents protect opportunities for quiet
wilderness characteristic of re: recreation. The Forest Service
quiet, resilient and recom should protect as wilderness
unfragmented habitat is high mend the roadless lands surrounding
for all potential wilderness ed the Blue Range Primitive Area
units. wilder (specifically Pipestem, Lower
ness San Francisco, Mitchel Peak
and Sunset Roadless Areas)
and the Leonard Canyon and
Chevelon Canyon Roadless
units on the Sitgreaves side of
the Forest.
Wildern | The more wilderness areas we Consider the need for Hk The more wilderness areas we Maintain, | PC 1265-12 The Forest Service
ess can create and/or protect, the preserving this last-of-its-kind Check | can create and/or protect, the Expand should make maintaining or
process | better. Once an area loses intact system of wildland out better. Once an area loses and expanding roadless and
(genera | wilderness status and people rather than only analyze their Presco | wilderness status and people Protect wilderness areas and
1) 2 start and continue to chip away | value as stand-alone potential tt p. start and continue to chip away Wilderne | restoration of degraded areas a
at the quiet, the plants, the wilderness units. There is 59 for | atthe quiet, the plants, the ss high priority and manage more
waterways, the animals, the concern that the ecological comm | waterways, the animals, the of the forest as wilderness or
paths, etc., there is no turning “need” for preserving the ents paths, etc., there is no turning primitive areas where natural
back. That area cannot be wilderness characteristic of re: back. That area cannot be fire can take its course because
wilderness again. quiet, resilient and recom | wilderness again. funds are limited for
unfragmented habitat is high mend restoration treatments and
for all potential wilderness ed prescribed burning. The Forest
units. wilder Service should increase the
ness proposed wilderness addition




in Alternative B to wrap around
the south side of Terry Flat
along the Alpine Wildland
Urban Interface (WUI)
boundary to Crackerjack Lake,
and recommend wilderness on
Escudilla Mountain along the
lines of the White Mountain
Conservation League's 2009
proposal because of its
accessibility to urban
populations within a half day's
drive.

Wildern | Make sure to protect as Consider the need for XXXX Make sure to protect as Protect as
ess recommended wilderness the preserving this last-of-its-kind recommended wilderness the Recomme
process | roadless lands contiguous to intact system of wildland roadless lands contiguous to nded
(genera | the Blue Range Primitive Area rather than only analyze their the Blue Range Primitive Area Wilderne
)2 (specifically protect Pipestem, value as stand-alone potential (specifically protect Pipestem, ss
Lower San Francisco, Mitchel wilderness units. There is Lower San Francisco, Mitchel
Peak and Sunset Roadless concern that the ecological Peak and Sunset Roadless
Areas as potential wilderness). “need” for preserving the Areas as potential wilderness).
This would essentially protect wilderness characteristic of This would essentially protect
the largest and most quiet, resilient and the largest and most
ecologically productive unfragmented habitat is high ecologically productive
wildland unit on National for all potential wilderness wildland unit on National
Forest Lands in Arizona. units. Forest Lands in Arizona.
Wildern | Protect as wilderness the Consider the need for XXXX Protect as wilderness the Protect as
ess roadless lands surrounding the | preserving this last-of-its-kind roadless lands surrounding the Recomme
process | Blue Range Primitive Area intact system of wildland Blue Range Primitive Area nded
(genera | (specifically Pipestem, Lower rather than only analyze their (specifically Pipestem, Lower Wilderne
)2 San Francisco, Mitchel Peak value as stand-alone potential San Francisco, Mitchel Peak ss

and Sunset Roadless Areas).
Additionally, protect as
wilderness the Leonard Canyon
and Chevelon Canyon Roadless
units on the Sitgreaves side of
the Forest.

wilderness units. There is
concern that the ecological
“need” for preserving the
wilderness characteristic of
quiet, resilient and
unfragmented habitat is high
for all potential wilderness
units.

and Sunset Roadless Areas).
Additionally, protect as
wilderness the Leonard Canyon
and Chevelon Canyon Roadless
units on the Sitgreaves side of
the Forest.




Wildern | Protect as recommended Consider the need for XXXX Protect as recommended Protect as
ess wilderness the roadless lands preserving this last-of-its-kind wilderness the roadless lands Recomme
process | contiguous to the Blue Range intact system of wildland contiguous to the Blue Range nded
(genera | Primitive Area (specifically rather than only analyze their Primitive Area (specifically Wilderne
)2 protect Pipestem, Lower San value as stand-alone potential protect Pipestem, Lower San ss
Francisco, Mitchel Peak and wilderness units. There is Francisco, Mitchel Peak and
Sunset Inventoried Roadless concern that the ecological Sunset Inventoried Roadless
Areas as potential wilderness). | “need” for preserving the Areas as potential wilderness).
This would essentially protect wilderness characteristic of This would essentially protect
the largest and most quiet, resilient and the largest and most
ecologically productive unfragmented habitat is high ecologically productive
wildland unit on National for all potential wilderness wildland unit on National
Forest Lands in Arizona. units. Forest Lands in Arizona.
Wildern | These areas [with mixed For areas that received a XXXX These areas should also be Congressi
ess individual Capability ratings] medium, medium/high, or high managed in a way to preserve onal Role
process | should also be managed in a capability rating in the their wilderness value. As in
(genera | way to preserve their wilderness evaluation, the mentioned above it is up to Wilderne
)3 wilderness value. As Forest Service should manage Congress to determine which ss
mentioned above it is up to them in a way to preserve their lands will be included in the
Congress to determine which wilderness values. Wilderness system. Since the
lands will be included in the ASNF Evaluation has identified
Wilderness system. Since the at least one Capability area
ASNF Evaluation has identified with a High rating we feel that
at least one Capability area the Forest Service should leave
with a High rating we feel that to Congress the discretion of
the Forest Service should leave how to balance a set of mixed
to Congress the discretion of Capability scores.
how to balance a set of mixed
Capability scores.
All areas that received High For areas that received a *x
rankings on Capability should medium, medium/high, or high | Check
be managed in a way to capability rating in the out
preserve their wilderness wilderness evaluation, the Presco
values. While the need for Forest Service should manage tt p.
additional Wilderness areas is them in a way to preserve their | 61 1st
high throughout the ASNF, we wilderness values. comm
do not think that low rankings ent

on either Need or Availability
should preclude an area from
being managed in a way that
preserves its potential
inclusion in the Wilderness




System.

Wildern
ess
process
(popula
tion,
need)

Factor one” and “Factor three”
as described in the Potential
Wilderness Draft Evaluation
Reports use arbitrary radius
distance from illogical
community centers (i.e. Silver
City being the community used
for the eastern side of the
ASNF) that lead to the
conclusion that the need for
additional wilderness is low.
We are concerned with the
arbitrary criteria that are
currently being used to
evaluate the “need” for more
wilderness on the ASNF. In
fact, there is nowhere in the
state of Arizona where
potential wilderness lands are
not within a 100 mile radius of
an existing wilderness.
Therefore this arbitrary criteria
ensures that all of the potential
wilderness units will receive a
low rating. Additionally the
existing Inventoried Roadless
Areas were applied to the 100
mile radius to indicate that
there is a low need for addition
wilderness on the ASNF. Yet
the ASNF is evaluating (under
Alternative C) the removal of
the National Roadless Area

Explain the criteria used in
"factor one" and "factor three'
of the wilderness need
evaluation. There is concern
that arbitrary distances from
illogical community centers
lead to the conclusion that the
need for additional wilderness
is low

"

XXXX

Factor one” and “Factor three”
as described in the Potential
Wilderness Draft Evaluation
Reports use arbitrary radius
distance from illogical
community centers (i.e. Silver
City being the community used
for the eastern side of the
ASNF) that lead to the
conclusion that the need for
additional wilderness is low.
We are concerned with the
arbitrary criteria that are
currently being used to
evaluate the “need” for more
wilderness on the ASNF. In
fact, there is nowhere in the
state of Arizona where
potential wilderness lands are
not within a 100 mile radius of
an existing wilderness.
Therefore this arbitrary criteria
ensures that all of the potential
wilderness units will receive a
low rating. Additionally the
existing Inventoried Roadless
Areas were applied to the 100
mile radius to indicate that
there is a low need for addition
wilderness on the ASNF. Yet
the ASNF is evaluating (under
Alternative C) the removal of
the National Roadless Area

Wilderne
ss Draft
Evaluatio
n Report
Process




Conservation Rule protections
from the IRAs on the ASNF. It is
deceptive and perhaps
capricious to on one hand to
claim there is no need for
permanent wilderness
protections because of the
proximity to IRAs, while on the
other hand to consider
removing the protections from
those IRAs.

Conservation Rule protections
from the IRAs on the ASNF. It is
deceptive and perhaps
capricious to on one hand to
claim there is no need for
permanent wilderness
protections because of the
proximity to IRAs, while on the
other hand to consider
removing the protections from
those IRAs.

Wildern | We question the validity of Reconsider the XXXX We question the validity of Validity of
ess that analysis particularly in underrepresentation of that analysis particularly in Analysis
process | light of the fact that the ASNF, wilderness in the northeast light of the fact that the ASNF,
(need by a significant margin, has the | quadrant of Arizona in the by a significant margin, has the
factor2) | least amount of wilderness evaluation of Need Assessment least amount of wilderness
lands of any Forest in the Factor 2. lands of any Forest in the
Southwest and also Southwest and also
considering a Regional review considering a Regional review
of wilderness indicated that of wilderness indicated that
the northeast quadrant of the northeast quadrant of
Arizona was the most Arizona was the most
underrepresented quadrant of underrepresented quadrant of
an underrepresented state an underrepresented state
within an underrepresented within an underrepresented
Region. Region.
Wildern | Itis noteworthy that the ASNF Reconsider the XXXX It is noteworthy that the ASNF Validity of
ess contains the majority of public | underrepresentation of contains the majority of public Analysis
process | lands that is capable of wilderness in the northeast lands that is capable of
(need providing wilderness values in quadrant of Arizona in the providing wilderness values in
factor2) | proximity to the northeast evaluation of Need Assessment proximity to the northeast

quadrant of Arizona — ‘the
most under-represented”
quadrant of Arizona. Based on
the regional analysis the
“need” rating for all of the
potential wilderness units
should be significantly
increased.

Factor 2.

quadrant of Arizona — ‘the
most under-represented”
quadrant of Arizona. Based on
the regional analysis the
“need” rating for all of the
potential wilderness units
should be significantly
increased.




Wildern | Issue: Report erroneously Remove any recommendation | XXXX Issue: Report erroneously Recomme | PC 1264-2 The Forest Service
ess presumes there is a need for for designation of wilderness presumes there is a need for ndation should review analysis and
process | additional wilderness for solely based on a desire to additional wilderness for for remove any recommendation
(recom | recreational activities near provide recreation recreational activities near Wilderne | for designation of wilderness

mendat | populated areas. Wilderness opportunities. populated areas. Wilderness ss Based solely based upon the desire to

ion Specialist Report, page 13, first Specialist Report, page 13, first on provide recreation

criteria) | paragraph, page 13: Remedy: paragraph, page 13: Remedy: represent | opportunities for a select
Review analysis and remove Review analysis and remove ing all segment of the population that
any recommendation for any recommendation for Ecosyste enjoys hiking in "designated
designation of wilderness designation of wilderness ms wilderness".
solely based upon the desire to solely based upon the desire to
provide recreation provide recreation
opportunities for a select opportunities for a select
segment of the population that segment of the population that
enjoys hiking in "designated enjoys hiking in "designated
wilderness". Review analysis wilderness". Review analysis
and remove recommendations and remove recommendations
for designation of wilderness for designation of wilderness
solely based o representing all solely based o representing all
landforms and ecosystems landforms and ecosystems
within a given area. within a given area.

Wildern | Itis clear that “factor four” for Reconsider "factor four" of the | XXXX It is clear that “factor four” for Wilderne

ess evaluating the need for wilderness need evaluation. evaluating the need for ss Draft
process | additional wilderness does not additional wilderness does not Evaluatio
(species | reflect the intent of the reflect the intent of the n Report
need) Wilderness Act. The ASNF has Wilderness Act. The ASNF has Process

identified 11 Threatened and
Endangered Species, 105
Species of Concern, and 208
Species of Interest that occur
or are found on the forests.
The agency then points out
that “none of these species
require a primitive wilderness
environment to survive,”
concluding that the need for
additional wilderness is low.
This is yet another example of
criteria developed from FSH
1909.12, Chapter 70 that are
no longer valid in light of the
June 30, 2009 ruling of the U.S.

identified 11 Threatened and
Endangered Species, 105
Species of Concern, and 208
Species of Interest that occur
or are found on the forests.
The agency then points out
that “none of these species
require a primitive wilderness
environment to survive,”
concluding that the need for
additional wilderness is low.
This is yet another example of
criteria developed from FSH
1909.12, Chapter 70 that are
no longer valid in light of the
June 30, 2009 ruling of the U.S.




District Court for the Northern
District of California.

District Court for the Northern
District of California.

Wildern | Most of the 224 species Reconsider "factor four" of the | XXXX Most of the 224 species Wilderne
ess mentioned above evolved in wilderness need evaluation. mentioned above evolved in ss Draft
process | natural, primitive natural, primitive Evaluatio
(species | environments and ultimately environments and ultimately n Report
need) | their collective persistence in their collective persistence in Process
viable, ecologically effective viable, ecologically effective
populations depend on populations depend on
protection and restoration of protection and restoration of
those conditions forest-wide, those conditions forest-wide,
especially within wilderness. especially within wilderness.
Most, not just “some” (as is Most, not just “some” (as is
stated in the Potential stated in the Potential
Wilderness Draft Evaluation Wilderness Draft Evaluation
Reports), of those species, Reports), of those species,
including the Mexican gray including the Mexican gray
wolf, black bear, goshawk, wolf, black bear, goshawk,
Mexican spotted owl and other Mexican spotted owl and other
raptors, elk, mountain lion, raptors, elk, mountain lion,
pronghorn, Gunnison’s prairie pronghorn, Gunnison’s prairie
dog, deer and other species dog, deer and other species
“would benefit from reduced “would benefit from reduced
disturbance and human disturbance and human
encounters”. encounters”.
Wildern | Eagar requests that the Forest The Forest Service should XXXX Eagar requests that the Forest Fire
ess Service reconsider evaluating reconsider evaluating areas Service reconsider evaluating
process | areas within the Wallow fire within the Wallow fire that areas within the Wallow fire
(Wallo | that were burned with were burned with moderate to that were burned with
w) moderate and high intensity as | high intensity as potential moderate and high intensity as

potential "wilderness".

“wilderness”.

potential "wilderness".




WSR
Evaluati
on

Freeport strongly disagrees
with ASNF designating Sardine
Creek as a "Wild" river. As
suggested previously, the
general area in which Sardine
Creek is situated, is dominated
by the Morenci copper mining
operations, a very large mining
and industrial complex.
Furthermore, a major portion
of Sardine Creek, over one
river mile, is bisected by a
142+/- acre private land in-
holding, the Walker
homestead. At the time of
patent, the homestead
consisted of dwelling and
livestock structures, and a
sizable orchard, much of which
we understand remains to the
present day. Finally, we note
that Freeport maintains a
number of unpatented mining
claims and sites in the general
vicinity of Sardine Creek. The
designation of Sardine Creek as
"Wild" is not consistent with its
location near the Morenci
copper mining complex, the
historical homestead use, or
with potential future uses
associated with mining
operations as afforded by the
statutory rights of unpatented
mining claimants.

The designation of Sardine
Creek as "wild" is not
consistent with its location
near the Morenci copper
mining complex, the historical
homestead use, or with
potential future uses
associated with mining
operations as afforded by the
statutory rights of unpatented
mining claimants.

XXXX

Freeport strongly disagrees
with ASNF designating Sardine
Creek as a "Wild" river. As
suggested previously, the
general area in which Sardine
Creek is situated, is dominated
by the Morenci copper mining
operations, a very large mining
and industrial complex.
Furthermore, a major portion
of Sardine Creek, over one
river mile, is bisected by a
142+/- acre private land in-
holding, the Walker
homestead. At the time of
patent, the homestead
consisted of dwelling and
livestock structures, and a
sizable orchard, much of which
we understand remains to the
present day. Finally, we note
that Freeport maintains a
number of unpatented mining
claims and sites in the general
vicinity of Sardine Creek. The
designation of Sardine Creek as
"Wild" is not consistent with its
location near the Morenci
copper mining complex, the
historical homestead use, or
with potential future uses
associated with mining
operations as afforded by the
statutory rights of unpatented
mining claimants.

Designati
on of
Sardine
Creek as
wild
River

PC 1157-1 The Forest Service
should not designate Sardine
Creek as a "Wild" river. The
designation of Sardine Creek as
"Wild" is not consistent with its
location near the Morenci
copper mining complex, the
historical homestead use, or
with potential future uses
associated with mining
operations as afforded by the
statutory rights of unpatented
mining claimants.




WSR Fish Barrier Maintenance: The There are concerns regarding XXXX Fish Barrier Maintenance: The Fish
evaluati | Department is concerned, river classification around man- Department is concerned, Barriers
on (fish | however, about how certain made fish barriers as identified however, about how certain
barrier) | rivers were analyzed and in the 2009 Eligibility Report rivers were analyzed and

classified in the 2009 Eligibility | for the National Wild and classified in the 2009 Eligibility
Report for the National Wild Scenic River System Apache- Report for the National Wild
and Scenic River System, Sitgreaves National Forests. and Scenic River System,
Apache-Sitgreaves National The eligibility of these Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests, which excluded segments and the associated Forests, which excluded
portions of several rivers management that is required portions of several rivers
around man-made fish to maintain and possibly around man-made fish
barriers. Those portions were modify barriers may be in barriers. Those portions were
classified as not eligible conflict. For the 2009 analysis, classified as not eligible
because they were described two segments of two streams, because they were described
as no longer flowing in a Fish Creek and East Fork Lower as no longer flowing in a
natural condition due to the Colorado River (LCR) were natural condition due to the
existence of structures which requested to be excluded and existence of structures which
had modified the waterway. classified as not eligible for had modified the waterway.
This approach was requested WSR designation given the This approach was requested
and supported by A-S and same conditions involving and supported by A-S and
Department fish biologists at existing man-made fish Department fish biologists at
the time, with these barriers barriers, but were not. The the time, with these barriers
being identified as necessary East Fork LCR, included an being identified as necessary
for native fish recovery efforts excluded segment for two for native fish recovery efforts
undertaken on A-S gabion fish barriers, but did not undertaken on A-S

include an exclusion for

another fish barrier upstream

at Colter Dam.

WSR For the 2009 analysis, two There are concerns regarding XXXX For the 2009 analysis, two Fish
evaluati | segments of two streams, Fish river classification around man- segments of two streams, Fish Barriers
on (fish | Creek and East Fork Lower made fish barriers as identified Creek and East Fork Lower
barrier) | Colorado River (LCR) were in the 2009 Eligibility Report Colorado River (LCR) were

requested to be excluded and
classified as not eligible for
WSR designation given the
same conditions involving
existing man-made fish
barriers, but were not. The
Department is concerned that
the eligibility and suitability of
these segments and the
associated management that is

for the National Wild and
Scenic River System Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests.
The eligibility of these
segments and the associated
management that is required
to maintain and possibly
modify barriers may be in
conflict. For the 2009 analysis,
two segments of two streams,

requested to be excluded and
classified as not eligible for
WSR designation given the
same conditions involving
existing man-made fish
barriers, but were not. The
Department is concerned that
the eligibility and suitability of
these segments and the
associated management that is




required to maintain and
possibly modify barriers will
conflict with and hinder the
ability to secure the major
investment and accompanying
biological objectives
represented in these man-
made structures as watershed
conditions change.

Fish Creek and East Fork Lower
Colorado River (LCR) were
requested to be excluded and
classified as not eligible for
WSR designation given the
same conditions involving
existing man-made fish
barriers, but were not. The
East Fork LCR, included an
excluded segment for two
gabion fish barriers, but did not
include an exclusion for
another fish barrier upstream
at Colter Dam.

required to maintain and
possibly modify barriers will
conflict with and hinder the
ability to secure the major
investment and accompanying
biological objectives
represented in these man-
made structures as watershed
conditions change.

WSR
evaluati
on (fish
barrier)

For Fish Creek, there was no
excluded section for the fish
barrier. Instead, the segments
changed because of the fish
barrier, but did not exclude it,
thus the location of that barrier
falls within the recreational
segment. The 2009 analysis
stated that there is a low,
naturalized fish barrier, which
is inaccurate.

There are concerns regarding
river classification around man-
made fish barriers as identified
in the 2009 Eligibility Report
for the National Wild and
Scenic River System Apache-
Sitgreaves National Forests.
The eligibility of these
segments and the associated
management that is required
to maintain and possibly
modify barriers may be in
conflict. For the 2009 analysis,
two segments of two streams,
Fish Creek and East Fork Lower
Colorado River (LCR) were
requested to be excluded and
classified as not eligible for
WSR designation given the
same conditions involving
existing man-made fish
barriers, but were not. The
East Fork LCR, included an
excluded segment for two
gabion fish barriers, but did not
include an exclusion for
another fish barrier upstream
at Colter Dam.

XXXX

For Fish Creek, there was no
excluded section for the fish
barrier. Instead, the segments
changed because of the fish
barrier, but did not exclude it,
thus the location of that barrier
falls within the recreational
segment. The 2009 analysis
stated that there is a low,
naturalized fish barrier, which
is inaccurate.

Fish
Barriers




WSR The East Fork LCR, included an There are concerns regarding XXXX The East Fork LCR, included an Fish
evaluati | excluded segment for two river classification around man- excluded segment for two Barriers
on (fish | gabion fish barriers, but did not | made fish barriers as identified gabion fish barriers, but did not
barrier) | include an exclusion for in the 2009 Eligibility Report The Department contends that

another fish barrier upstream for the National Wild and Colter Dam is an
at Colter Dam. The Department | Scenic River System Apache- impoundment, and that the
contends that Colter Damis an | Sitgreaves National Forests. 2009 analysis overlooked this
impoundment, and that the The eligibility of these feature
2009 analysis overlooked this segments and the associated
feature management that is required
to maintain and possibly
modify barriers may be in
conflict. For the 2009 analysis,
two segments of two streams,
Fish Creek and East Fork Lower
Colorado River (LCR) were
requested to be excluded and
classified as not eligible for
WSR designation given the
same conditions involving
existing man-made fish
barriers, but were not. The
East Fork LCR, included an
excluded segment for two
gabion fish barriers, but did not
include an exclusion for
another fish barrier upstream
at Colter Dam.
Preferr | If the public comments The Forest Service should not XXXX If the public comments Preferred
ed mattered in the DEIS, then the have formulated a preferred mattered in the DEIS, then the alternativ
alternat | Forest Service personnel, alternative. Forest Service personnel, e
ive Whomever they are, would not Whomever they are, would not

have already formulated a
“preferred alternative: in
“Alternative B”, unless it is
based solely on their own
desires.

have already formulated a
“preferred alternative: in
“Alternative B”, unless it is
based solely on their own
desires.




Public | Another incorrect procedure There are concerns that only XXXX Another incorrect procedure Public

meetin | followed is that the USFS Alternative B was mentioned in followed is that the USFS Meetings

g (altb) | preferred alternative handouts, flyers, and during preferred alternative -only
(Alternative B), was the only February 2013 public meetings (Alternative B), was the only mentioni
one mentioned at the public - violating CEQ regulations at one mentioned at the public ng
meetings. "Alternative B" Sec. 1502.2¢€. meetings. "Alternative B" Alternativ
pamphlets were handed out at pamphlets were handed out at eB
these meetings and were these meetings and were
posted on bulletin boards. posted on bulletin boards.
There was one at the Post There was one at the Post
Office. These flyers mentioned Office. These flyers mentioned
only Alternative B. This gave only Alternative B. This gave
many people the false many people the false
impression that Alternative B impression that Alternative B
was already a done deal. This was already a done deal. This
is in clear violation of CEQ is in clear violation of CEQ
regulations at Sec. 1502.2€. regulations at Sec. 1502.2€.

Public 1. Open houses in Springerville | There are concerns that only XXXX 1. Open houses in Springerville Presentin | 1) more specific, clear language

meetin | February 27,2013 and in Alternative B was mentioned in February 27, 2013 and in g Only and strategy, 2) by

g (alt b) | Duncan February 28, 2013 handouts, flyers, and during Duncan February 28, 2013 Alternativ | reformatting to streamline
highlighted alternative B only. February 2013 public meetings highlighted alternative B only. eBat presentation of information in
Your regulations require you to | - violating CEQ regulations at Your regulations require you to Public a more logical flow, omitting
present all alternatives to the Sec. 1502.2¢€. present all alternatives to the Meetings | duplication and conflicting

public at the same time if there
is public money used for an
open house setting.

public at the same time if there
is public money used for an
open house setting.

information, and correcting
format, grammar and
punctuation for purposes of
clarity., 3) provide links to
downloadable reference
materials available on the
internet (and if documents are
not yet on the internet, put
them there).,4) add an
alphabetic index of acronyms.,
5) Add a comprehensive
summary / discussions to just
how well the first Forest Plan
worked, both the good and the
not-so good, 6) add a reference
on the importance of litter, 7)
define: "rare"; "unique";
"habitat" and" protection"
(from what?) Page 61: Rare




and unique habitats should be
protected

Public
meetin
g
(wildlife
group)

In 2007 | sighed up for and
starting in August
"participated" in the public
discussion group called
"Habitat and Species" now
referred to in Appendix F of the
DEIS as the "Wildlife" Public
Discussion Group. | attempted
several times to present
published, peer reviewed,
scientific papers directly
relevant to major habitat and
species concerns in the ASNF.
Below find some of the science
| was forbidden to present by a
forceful element within the
group which dominated the
process entirely. A majority of
the group where profe$Sional
representatives of agendized
groups (Nature Conservancy,
Center for Biological Diversity,
Natural Resources Defense
Council, Grand Canyon
Wildlands Council, etc.) These
representatives of specific
agendas cannot be referred to
as conservationists as their
preconceived purpose/agendas
can only corrupt the science
upon which valid conservation
measures must be based.
Having recognized this strong

Explain how Forest Service
personnel could legally provide
input during the wildlife public
discussion group held in 2007.

XXXX

In 2007 | sighed up for and
starting in August
"participated" in the public
discussion group called
"Habitat and Species" now
referred to in Appendix F of the
DEIS as the "Wildlife" Public
Discussion Group. | attempted
several times to present
published, peer reviewed,
scientific papers directly
relevant to major habitat and
species concerns in the ASNF.
Below find some of the science
| was forbidden to present by a
forceful element within the
group which dominated the
process entirely. A majority of
the group where profe$Sional
representatives of agendized
groups (Nature Conservancy,
Center for Biological Diversity,
Natural Resources Defense
Council, Grand Canyon
Wildlands Council, etc.) These
representatives of specific
agendas cannot be referred to
as conservationists as their
preconceived purpose/agendas
can only corrupt the science
upon which valid conservation
measures must be based.
Having recognized this strong

Public
Input
Process




and divisive attitude was
usurping the important habitat
and species (wildlife) portion of
the plan, | called Michelle
Davalos and asked her why the
Forest Service did not organize
the public input so various
stakeholder interests could
relate in a collaborative
manner as it seemed that the
current public input framework
of isolated interests was
setting up a situation of
conflict.

Ms. Davolos replied that forest
service personnel where
forbidden, by the planning
rule, to provide input into the
Plan.

| remembered that this
particular point had been
stressed at the public meetings
where we signed up for various
public discussion groups (I
signed up two discussion
groups). We were told forest
service personnel would be
present at the discussion
groups only to answer
questions and give advice on
the process, and would not
input opinion or information.
Then | remembered another
thing. At the last Species and
Habitat meeting the FS
employee present had done
just what Michelle had said
was against the rule. He had
brought in 60 pages of listed
"Species for Consideration
Found Within The Forest
Potential Natural Vegetation

and divisive attitude was
usurping the important habitat
and species (wildlife) portion of
the plan, | called Michelle
Davalos and asked her why the
Forest Service did not organize
the public input so various
stakeholder interests could
relate in a collaborative
manner as it seemed that the
current public input framework
of isolated interests was
setting up a situation of
conflict.

Ms. Davolos replied that forest
service personnel where
forbidden, by the planning
rule, to provide input into the
Plan.

| remembered that this
particular point had been
stressed at the public meetings
where we signed up for various
public discussion groups (I
signed up two discussion
groups). We were told forest
service personnel would be
present at the discussion
groups only to answer
questions and give advice on
the process, and would not
input opinion or information.
Then | remembered another
thing. At the last Species and
Habitat meeting the FS
employee present had done
just what Michelle had said
was against the rule. He had
brought in 60 pages of listed
"Species for Consideration
Found Within The Forest
Potential Natural Vegetation




Type on the ASNFs" with
approximately 25-30 species
per page and dated August, 21,
2007! Someone had been very
busy!

We then proceeded to go
round-robin around the
meeting table adding species
to the list based on such
scientific evidence as "l saw
fewer skunks this year", or "On
my summer hikes | saw fewer
of this and that bird".

This person also lined a
meeting room wall with large
maps of the forests divided
into various designations, and
gave us all a copy of a self
produced 49 page self-written
presentation dated November
1, 2007 which, for all intents
and purposes, forms the

outline of the current Proposed

Land Management Plan.

This makes me wonder, all
things considered - including
Ms. Davalos' comment to me
about FS personnel not being
able to legally provide input,
was this legal or not?

Type on the ASNFs" with
approximately 25-30 species
per page and dated August, 21,
2007! Someone had been very
busy!

We then proceeded to go
round-robin around the
meeting table adding species
to the list based on such
scientific evidence as "l saw
fewer skunks this year", or "On
my summer hikes | saw fewer
of this and that bird".

This person also lined a
meeting room wall with large
maps of the forests divided
into various designations, and
gave us all a copy of a self
produced 49 page self-written
presentation dated November
1, 2007 which, for all intents
and purposes, forms the
outline of the current Proposed
Land Management Plan.

This makes me wonder, all
things considered - including
Ms. Davalos' comment to me
about FS personnel not being
able to legally provide input,
was this legal or not?

Objecti
on/app
eal 2

An effective conflict resolution
and conflict reduction process
aimed NOT AT MANAGING
potential discrepancies but at
RESOLVING potential
discrepancies between the
Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests Land Management Plan
and the Navajo County
objectives, plans and policies,
their compatibility and their
interrelated impacts, and

The Forest Service should
conduct an effective conflict
resolution and conflict
reduction process aimed not at
managing potential
discrepancies but at resolving
potential discrepancies
between the plan and county
objectives, plans, and policies.

XXXX

An effective conflict resolution
and conflict reduction process
aimed NOT AT MANAGING
potential discrepancies but at
RESOLVING potential
discrepancies between the
Apache-Sitgreaves National
Forests Land Management Plan
and the Navajo County
objectives, plans and policies,
their compatibility and their
interrelated impacts, and

Counties
and Local
Communi
ties




emphasizing their joint
objectives.

emphasizing their joint
objectives.

Need to | (THROUGHOUT THIS Update the plan and EIS to XXXX (THROUGHOUT THIS Table
clarify | DOCUMENT MOST OF THE make them easier to read and DOCUMENT MOST OF THE Referenc
plan WRITTEN TABLE REFERENCES understand by (1) clarifying WRITTEN TABLE REFERENCES es
AND ACTUAL TABLE terminology and using clear AND ACTUAL TABLE
IDENTIFICATIONS DO NOT and plain language, (2) adding IDENTIFICATIONS DO NOT
MATCH) Example, page 53 First | an index of acronyms, (3) MATCH) Example, page 53 First
complete paragraph reference reducing the length, (4) complete paragraph reference
is made to “Table 6” when correcting inconsistencies, is made to “Table 6” when
table is identified as “Table 2”. grammar, and punctuation, (5) table is identified as “Table 2”.
providing hyperlinks to
downloadable information,
and (6) reformatting to
streamline presentation.
Need to | Appendix F. is supposed to be Update the plan and EIS to XXXX Appendix F. is supposed to be Missing
clarify | Collaboration and Public make them easier to read and Collaboration and Public Informati
plan Involvement. When the link is understand by (1) clarifying Involvement. When the link is on and
selected it goes to Appendix F. | terminology and using clear selected it goes to Appendix F. Correctio
Maps. Where is the correct and plain language, (2) adding Maps. Where is the correct ns to
information for this appendix? an index of acronymes, (3) information for this appendix? Informati
reducing the length, (4) on

correcting inconsistencies,
grammar, and punctuation, (5)
providing hyperlinks to
downloadable information,
and (6) reformatting to
streamline presentation.




Need to | The statement “The Apache- Update the plan and EIS to XXXX The statement “The Apache- Missing
clarify | Sitgreaves NFs would be make them easier to read and Sitgreaves NFs would be Informati
plan funded in future years at levels | understand by (1) clarifying funded in future years at levels on and
similar to the past 5 years.” is terminology and using clear similar to the past 5 years.” is Correctio
way too optimistic. The Forest | and plain language, (2) adding way too optimistic. The Forest ns to
Sevice budget has been an index of acronyms, (3) Sevice budget has been Informati
decreasing steadily over the reducing the length, (4) decreasing steadily over the on
last 5 years, There is no reason correcting inconsistencies, last 5 years, There is no reason
to believe it will level off or grammar, and punctuation, (5) to believe it will level off or
return to previous funding providing hyperlinks to return to previous funding
levels anytime soon. A more downloadable information, levels anytime soon. A more
honest statement would be and (6) reformatting to honest statement would be
“The funding for the Apache- streamline presentation. “The funding for the Apache-
Sitgreaves NFs in future years Sitgreaves NFs in future years
would be funded at levels would be funded at levels
similat to or less than the past similat to or less than the past
five years.” five years.”
Need to | Page 1, last par.- "The plan Update the plan and EIS to XXXX Page 1, last par.- "The plan Climate
clarify | integrates...climate make them easier to read and integrates...climate Resilience
plan resilience..." Does this mean understand by (1) clarifying resilience..." Does this mean
resilience to climate change or | terminology and using clear resilience to climate change or
that the climate is resilient? If and plain language, (2) adding that the climate is resilient? If
the first, it needs to be an index of acronyms, (3) the first, it needs to be
reworded; if the second, it reducing the length, (4) reworded; if the second, it
makes no sense. correcting inconsistencies, makes no sense.
grammar, and punctuation, (5)
providing hyperlinks to
downloadable information,
and (6) reformatting to
streamline presentation.
Need to | Chapter 1 describes the Update the plan and EIS to XXXX Chapter 1 describes the Purpose
clarify | purpose and need for the make them easier to read and purpose and need for the and Need
plan proposed plan revision and understand by (1) clarifying proposed plan revision and Concepts

outlines the general policies,
goals and objectives for the
plan. Several concepts and
implied assumptions are
introduced that form the basis
for the statements in all of the
rest of the plan. Some of these
concepts are poorly defined,
inconsistent, and lacking in

terminology and using clear
and plain language, (2) adding
an index of acronyms, (3)
reducing the length, (4)
correcting inconsistencies,
grammar, and punctuation, (5)
providing hyperlinks to
downloadable information,
and (6) reformatting to

outlines the general policies,
goals and objectives for the
plan. Several concepts and
implied assumptions are
introduced that form the basis
for the statements in all of the
rest of the plan. Some of these
concepts are poorly defined,
inconsistent, and lacking in




scientific credibility. Since the
entire plan rests on these
concepts and assumptions,
they are critiqued before
addressing specific sections of
the plan. Several statements
are quoted or paraphrased
below to illustrate these
concepts. Important terms are
highlighted.

streamline presentation.

scientific credibility. Since the
entire plan rests on these
concepts and assumptions,
they are critiqued before
addressing specific sections of
the plan. Several statements
are quoted or paraphrased
below to illustrate these
concepts. Important terms are
highlighted.

Need to | The DEIS and the Proposed Update the plan and EIS to XXXX The DEIS and the Proposed Writing in | PC 175-2 The Forest Service
clarify | Plan are extremely lengthy and | make them easier to read and Plan are extremely lengthy and Neutral, should revise the plan to
plan difficult to read and understand by (1) clarifying difficult to read and Clear include:
understand. One thing that terminology and using clear understand. One thing that Language
would help is an alphabetic and plain language, (2) adding would help is an alphabetic
index of all the acronyms. The an index of acronyms, (3) index of all the acronyms. The
need for reducing the length of | reducing the length, (4) need for reducing the length of
EIS documents, the preparing correcting inconsistencies, EIS documents, the preparing
of analytic rather than grammar, and punctuation, (5) of analytic rather than
encyclopedic impact providing hyperlinks to encyclopedic impact
statements, the writing downloadable information, statements, the writing
environmental statements in and (6) reformatting to environmental statements in
clear and plain language is streamline presentation. clear and plain language is
covered in the CEQ regulations covered in the CEQ regulations
Sees. 1500.4, 1502.2, and Sees. 1500.4, 1502.2, and
1502.8. 1502.8.
Need to | Reformat the Proposed Plan Update the plan and EIS to XXXX Reformat the Proposed Plan Format
clarify | and DEIS to streamline make them easier to read and and DEIS to streamline
plan presentation of information in understand by (1) clarifying presentation of information in

a more logical flow, omitting
duplication and conflicting
information, and correcting
format, grammar and
punctuation for purposes of
clarity. Provide links to
downloadable reference
materials available on the
internet (and if documents are
not yet on the internet, put
them there).

terminology and using clear
and plain language, (2) adding
an index of acronyms, (3)
reducing the length, (4)
correcting inconsistencies,
grammar, and punctuation, (5)
providing hyperlinks to
downloadable information,
and (6) reformatting to
streamline presentation.

a more logical flow, omitting
duplication and conflicting
information, and correcting
format, grammar and
punctuation for purposes of
clarity. Provide links to
downloadable reference
materials available on the
internet (and if documents are
not yet on the internet, put
them there).




Need to | Issue: The DEIS and Plan Update the plan and EIS to XXXX Issue: The DEIS and Plan Errors
clarify | glossaries do not contain the make them easier to read and glossaries do not contain the and
plan same definitions or fail to understand by (1) clarifying same definitions or fail to Omission
define terms used throughout terminology and using clear define terms used throughout sin
the documents. Correct and plain language, (2) adding the documents. Definition
glossaries so that identical an index of acronyms, (3) s and
terms are defined the same reducing the length, (4) Terminol
between all documents, correcting inconsistencies, ogy
including Specialist Reports. grammar, and punctuation, (5)
providing hyperlinks to
downloadable information,
and (6) reformatting to
streamline presentation.

Need to | Issue: The DEIS fails to present Update the plan and EIS to XXXX Issue: The DEIS fails to present Comparis | PC207- 29 The Forest Service
clarify | the Alternatives in a format make them easier to read and the Alternatives in a format on Tables | should include the alternatives
plan that allows them to be understand by (1) clarifying that allows them to be in the DEIS Table of Contents

adequately compared. terminology and using clear adequately compared. so they can be easily located
Remedy: The Alternatives and plain language, (2) adding Remedy: The Alternatives and a table should be in
should be included in the DEIS an index of acronyms, (3) should be included in the DEIS Chapter 2 that allows for ready
Table of Contents so they can reducing the length, (4) Table of Contents so they can comparison of all components
be easily located. A table correcting inconsistencies, be easily located. A table of the Alternatives. The Forest
should be in Chapter 2 that grammar, and punctuation, (5) should be in Chapter 2 that Service should revise Tables 1
allows for ready comparison of | providing hyperlinks to allows for ready comparison of and 2 to show the same data
all components of the downloadable information, all components of the categories
Alternatives. and (6) reformatting to Alternatives.
streamline presentation.
Need to | Issue: The tables that are Update the plan and EIS to XXXX Issue: The tables that are Comparis | PC207-29 The Forest Service
clarify | provided for comparison of make them easier to read and provided for comparison of on Tables | should include the alternatives
plan Management Areas do not understand by (1) clarifying Management Areas do not in the DEIS Table of Contents

provide the same descriptions

of management areas Remedy:

Revise Tables 1 and 2 to show
the same data categories.

terminology and using clear
and plain language, (2) adding
an index of acronyms, (3)
reducing the length, (4)
correcting inconsistencies,
grammar, and punctuation, (5)
providing hyperlinks to
downloadable information,
and (6) reformatting to
streamline presentation.

provide the same descriptions

of management areas Remedy:

Revise Tables 1 and 2 to show
the same data categories.

so they can be easily located
and a table should be in
Chapter 2 that allows for ready
comparison of all components
of the Alternatives. The Forest
Service should revise Tables 1
and 2 to show the same data
categories




Need to | Replace confusing language Update the plan and EIS to XXXX Replace confusing language Clear PC 905-1 The Forest Service
clarify | and concept with language make them easier to read and and concept with language Writing should replace confusing
plan that can be easily understood understand by (1) clarifying that can be easily understood language and concept with
by the non-expert reader terminology and using clear by the non-expert reader language that can be easily
regarding the role fires play in and plain language, (2) adding regarding the role fires play in understood by the non-expert
providing a healthy forest. an index of acronyms, (3) providing a healthy forest. reader regarding the role fires
reducing the length, (4) play in providing a healthy
correcting inconsistencies, forest because the discussion
grammar, and punctuation, (5) on consequences is confusing.
providing hyperlinks to
downloadable information,
and (6) reformatting to
streamline presentation.
Need to | Issues: The Plan contains many | Update the plan and EIS to XXXX Issues: The Plan contains many Desired
clarify | errors and omissions. make them easier to read and errors and omissions. conditons
plan "Geographic Area Desired understand by (1) clarifying "Geographic Area Desired
Conditions" (p 59-74) Reason terminology and using clear Conditions" (p 59-74) Reason
for these desired conditions and plain language, (2) adding for these desired conditions
not making any reference to an index of acronyms, (3) not making any reference to
grazing, hunting or logging reducing the length, (4) grazing, hunting or logging
should be supplied. correcting inconsistencies, should be supplied.
grammar, and punctuation, (5)
providing hyperlinks to
downloadable information,
and (6) reformatting to
streamline presentation.
Need to | Issue: Glossary terms are Update the plan and EIS to XXXX Issue: Glossary terms are Errors PC 3600-1 The Forest Service
clarify | incorrect, misleading or make them easier to read and incorrect, misleading or and should revise and clarify the
plan incomplete. Unique - The term | understand by (1) clarifying incomplete. Unique - The term Omission | incorrect, misleading, or
"unique" is used repeatedly in terminology and using clear "unique" is used repeatedly in sin incomplete glossary terms as
this document, for example: and plain language, (2) adding this document, for example: Definition | follows: 1. Unique —the term is
"unique riparian vegetation an index of acronyms, (3) "unique riparian vegetation s and used repeatedly in this
types" {p. 5) "unique species", reducing the length, (4) types" {p. 5) "unique species", Terminol document with different
referring to plant and animal correcting inconsistencies, referring to plant and animal ogy meanings example: "unique

species claimed to be found
only on the A-S NF. (p.5)
"unique waters", referring to
designation by ASDWR to
certain streams. "Communities,
populations, and individual
plant and animal species are
uniquely adapted to and

grammar, and punctuation, (5)
providing hyperlinks to
downloadable information,
and (6) reformatting to
streamline presentation.

species claimed to be found
only on the A-S NF. (p.5)
"unique waters", referring to
designation by ASDWR to
certain streams. "Communities,
populations, and individual
plant and animal species are
uniquely adapted to and

riparian vegetation types" {p.
5) "unique species", referring
to plant and animal species
claimed to be found only on
the A-S NF. (p.5) "unique
waters", referring to
designation by ASDWR to
certain streams. "Communities,




dependent on ecosystem
diversity.", implying a high
degree of evolutionary
organization (p11) The first
three examples cited of the use
of "unique" employ the latter,
disputed meaning of the word,
i.e. rare or unusual, since there
is no reason to think that the
more commonly accepted
definition is appropriate.
However, most readers would
assume that the use of the
term implies that these
vegetation types, species or
"waters" are like completely
unlike those found anywhere
else - which is not true. It
would be better to use a term
that indicated these attributes
are of limited extent rather
than "unique" as most people
interpret the word. The fourth
example implies a view of the
degree of organization and
balance in nature that is not
supported by modem science.

dependent on ecosystem
diversity.", implying a high
degree of evolutionary
organization (p11) The first
three examples cited of the use
of "unique" employ the latter,
disputed meaning of the word,
i.e. rare or unusual, since there
is no reason to think that the
more commonly accepted
definition is appropriate.
However, most readers would
assume that the use of the
term implies that these
vegetation types, species or
"waters" are like completely
unlike those found anywhere
else - which is not true. It
would be better to use a term
that indicated these attributes
are of limited extent rather
than "unique" as most people
interpret the word. The fourth
example implies a view of the
degree of organization and
balance in nature that is not
supported by modem science.

populations, and individual
plant and animal species are
uniquely adapted to and
dependent on ecosystem
diversity.", implying a high
degree of evolutionary
organization (p11). 2. Ecotone -
Ecotone was a term used by
Clements and other ecologists
who espoused the concept
that plant communities were
comparable to organisms or
quasi organisms with emergent
properties. The transitions
from one community to
another were called ecotones.
If one adopts the "continuum"
or "individualistic" concept (e.g
Gleason) plant species
abundance is seen to vary in
response to environmental
gradients, thus "ecotones" are
only zones of rapid change as
opposed to more gradual
change where environmental
conditions are relatively
constant. Thus, the definition
used in this plan (a community
sharing species of adjacent
communities) would apply to
any plant community, and thus
has no meaning. 3. Herbivory -
is defined as "loss of
vegetation due to consumption
by another organism." It
actually means the act of
consumption of vegetation by
an herbivore, or an animal that
eats plants. 4. Livestock
Grazing - is defined as
"foraging by permitted
livestock" which implies that




foraging that is not
"permitted" is not grazing. 5.
Resiliency - the concept of
resiliency is somewhat
controversial, but generally
means a system that has the
capacity to change in response
to some stress and to recover
from that stress. Resilience is
different from stability - which
is resistance to change. These
concepts seem to be
somewhat confused in this
document. 6. Scenic integrity -
This definition is confusing. In
one place it says high scenic
integrity is the "state of
naturalness" or "without
disturbance created by
humans." In another, it says
the highest scenic integrity
ratings are given to those
landscapes that have little or
no deviation from the
landscape character valued by
constituents for its aesthetic
quality, which could mean that
scenic integrity is in the eye of
the beholder. There is no
reason to believe that the
"historic condition" is the only
landscape character that can
be appropriately valued by
"constituents".




Need to | Replace biased language with Update the plan and EIS to XXXX Replace biased language with Writing in | PC 175-2 The Forest Service
clarify | neutral language and make them easier to read and neutral language and Neutral, should revise the plan to
plan concentrate efforts on understand by (1) clarifying concentrate efforts on Clear include:
providing the public with terminology and using clear providing the public with Language
simple and clear descriptions and plain language, (2) adding simple and clear descriptions
of the desired condition of the an index of acronyms, (3) of the desired condition of the
Forest in the future. reducing the length, (4) Forest in the future.
correcting inconsistencies,
grammar, and punctuation, (5)
providing hyperlinks to
downloadable information,
and (6) reformatting to
streamline presentation.
Need to | Biased wording within the DEIS | Update the plan and EIS to XXXX
clarify | should be changed to present make them easier to read and
plan an unprejudiced selection of understand by (1) clarifying
Alternatives. terminology and using clear
and plain language, (2) adding
an index of acronyms, (3)
reducing the length, (4)
correcting inconsistencies,
grammar, and punctuation, (5)
providing hyperlinks to
downloadable information,
and (6) reformatting to
streamline presentation.
Need to | Structurally, we found the plan | Update the plan and EIS to XXXX Structurally, we found the plan Writing in | PC 175-2 The Forest Service
clarify | difficult review as it is very make them easier to read and difficult review as it is very Neutral, should revise the plan to
plan disjointed and difficult to understand by (1) clarifying disjointed and difficult to Clear include:
follow. In general, there was terminology and using clear follow. In general, there was Language

not a logical flow to the
document. The final Plan and
EIS should be restructured to a
more readable, user/reviewer
friendly approach.

and plain language, (2) adding
an index of acronyms, (3)
reducing the length, (4)
correcting inconsistencies,
grammar, and punctuation, (5)
providing hyperlinks to
downloadable information,
and (6) reformatting to
streamline presentation.

not a logical flow to the
document. The final Plan and
EIS should be restructured to a
more readable, user/reviewer
friendly approach.




Need to | Itis impossible to be as specific | Update the plan and EIS to XXXX It is impossible to be as specific Provide PC 175-2 The Forest Service
clarify | as possible when both the make them easier to read and as possible when both the Science should revise the plan to
plan proposed land management understand by (1) clarifying proposed land management and Fact include:
plan for the a/s and the terminology and using clear plan for the a/s and the Based
programmatic draft and plain language, (2) adding programmatic draft Measurea
environmental impact an index of acronyms, (3) environmental impact ble
statement for the A-S is so reducing the length, (4) statement for the A-S is so Specifics
difficult to understand. They correcting inconsistencies, difficult to understand. They
are both very nonspecific. grammar, and punctuation, (5) are both very nonspecific.
providing hyperlinks to
downloadable information,
and (6) reformatting to
streamline presentation.
Need to | The Forest Service is a Update the plan and EIS to XXXX The Forest Service is a Removing
clarify | regulatory agency and should make them easier to read and regulatory agency and should Ambiguo
plan communicate in an affirmative | understand by (1) clarifying communicate in an affirmative us
form of expression. The use of terminology and using clear form of expression. The use of Wording
ambiguous or vague language and plain language, (2) adding ambiguous or vague language
should be avoided. Examples an index of acronyms, (3) should be avoided. Examples
would be resilient, minimally, reducing the length, (4) would be resilient, minimally,
relative, and similar. correcting inconsistencies, relative, and similar.
grammar, and punctuation, (5)
providing hyperlinks to
downloadable information,
and (6) reformatting to
streamline presentation.
Need to | "Variation in achieving Update the plan and EIS to XXXX "Variation in achieving Removing
clarify | objectives may occur during make them easier to read and objectives may occur during Ambiguo
plan the next 15 years because of understand by (1) clarifying the next 15 years because of us
changes in environmental terminology and using clear changes in environmental Wording

conditions, available budgets
and other factors. Objectives
are strongly influenced by
recent trends, past
experiences, and anticipate
staffing levels, and short-term
budgets" | know this is
accurate but perhaps can be
deleted?

and plain language, (2) adding
an index of acronyms, (3)
reducing the length, (4)
correcting inconsistencies,
grammar, and punctuation, (5)
providing hyperlinks to
downloadable information,
and (6) reformatting to
streamline presentation.

conditions, available budgets
and other factors. Objectives
are strongly influenced by
recent trends, past
experiences, and anticipate
staffing levels, and short-term
budgets" | know this is
accurate but perhaps can be
deleted?




Need to | CEQ 40CFR writing. This applies | Update the plan and EIS to XXXX CEQ 40CFR writing. This applies CEQ
clarify | for an EIS however certainly make them easier to read and for an EIS however certainly 40CFR -
plan should also apply to this plan... | understand by (1) clarifying should also apply to this plan... Plain
written in plain language... terminology and using clear written in plain language... Language
appropriate graphics so that and plain language, (2) adding appropriate graphics so that Writing
the decision maker and the an index of acronyms, (3) the decision maker and the
public can readily understand reducing the length, (4) public can readily understand
them correcting inconsistencies, them
grammar, and punctuation, (5)
providing hyperlinks to
downloadable information,
and (6) reformatting to
streamline presentation.
Need to | Not all versions of the Plan are Identify the differences XXXX Not all versions of the Plan are Versions PC 175-5 The Forest Service
clarify | identical. Not all physical between the printed and identical. Not all physical of Plan should Identify and publicize all
plan copies of the Plan match the electronic (.pdf) version of the copies of the Plan match the differences to the various
PDF versions of the Plan, which | proposed plan. PDF versions of the Plan, which versions of the DEIS to include
makes discussion of the issues makes discussion of the issues different page numbers on the
of the Plan difficult. It is not of the Plan difficult. It is not .pdf version of the DEIS and the
known where the differences known where the differences one mailed to the public.
might be in each version, nor might be in each version, nor
whether the differences are whether the differences are
sufficiently substantive as to sufficiently substantive as to
render the whole public review render the whole public review
process meaningless. Note that process meaningless. Note that
this means that some of the this means that some of the
page references in these page references in these
comments may not agree with comments may not agree with
page numbers of the versions page numbers of the versions
used by the Revision Team. used by the Revision Team.
Remedy: Identify and publicize Remedy: Identify and publicize
all differences to the various all differences to the various
versions of the Plan. versions of the Plan.
Discuss | For parties not familiar with Within the plan, describe how XXXX For parties not familiar with Range PC 150-4 The Forest Service
how these types of Land the standards and guidelines these types of Land Managem | should carry forward,
S&Gs Management Plans, we addressed under forest or Management Plans, we ent strengthen and clarify the
meet recommend a discussion of range management practices recommend a discussion of existing standards and
DCs standards or guidelines are used in meeting desired standards or guidelines guidelines to the new Forest

addressed under forest or
range management practices
that are used to provide
consistency in meeting desired

conditions or objectives (e.g.,
how livestock grazing
standards meet a vegetation
type's desired conditions).

addressed under forest or
range management practices
that are used to provide
consistency in meeting desired

Plan with binding standards
and guidelines that provide
consistency in meeting desired
conditions. The Forest Service




conditions or objectives. For
example, the Plan could
describe livestock grazing
standards that move toward
meeting a vegetation type's
desired conditions

conditions or objectives. For
example, the Plan could
describe livestock grazing
standards that move toward
meeting a vegetation type's
desired conditions

should keep the current
standard and guidelines
because it will protect the
environment, ensure viability
of federally listed and
regionally sensitive wildlife
populations, as well as old
growth forests, protect the
agency against inappropriate
lobbying efforts, public
pressure, and provide public
accountability.

Concer | Carry forward existing Concern that standards from *x Carry forward existing Strengthe
n with | management standards and the 1987 plan have been Check | management standards and ning and
plan guidelines Existing standards removed or replaced with out guidelines Existing standards Keeping
compo | and guidelines should be unenforceable guidelines. The Kaibab | and guidelines should be Existing
nents carried forward and plan should contain stronger ,p.7, carried forward and Standards
strengthened in the new Forest | binding standards and 1st strengthened in the new Forest ,
Plan guidelines. There is a concern comm | Plan Objective
that the plan relies too heavily ent & s, and
on desired conditions p.8, Guideline
(aspirations) and that 2nd s
standards and guidelines are comm
discretionary (meaning the ent &
Forest Service may disregard p. 44
them in project design and comm
implementation). ent 1
Concer | Thisis the home of these Concern that standards from ok This is the home of these Binding PC 959-2 The Forest Service
nwith | organisms and as such nothing | the 1987 plan have been Check | organisms and as such nothing Standards | should strengthen and add
plan but a clearly laid out and removed or replaced with out but a clearly laid out and clear direction binding
compo | planned implementation of unenforceable guidelines. The Kaibab | planned implementation of standards and metrics in order
nents binding standards and the plan should contain stronger ,p-7, binding standards and the to implement and monitor the
metrics for confirming these binding standards and 1st metrics for confirming these standards for protecting
goals is needed. guidelines. There is a concern comm | goalsis needed. species and habitat.
that the plan relies too heavily | ent & Weakening or repealing
on desired conditions p.8, environmental standards in a
(aspirations) and that 2nd forest plan results in lesser or
standards and guidelines are comm no environmental standards at
discretionary (meaning the ent & the site-specific level.
Forest Service may disregard p. 44
them in project design and comm
implementation). ent 1




Concer | Finally, | am dismayed that the | Concern that standards from Hk Finally, | am dismayed that the Strengthe | PC 150-4 The Forest Service
n with | new plan would rollback the 1987 plan have been Check | new plan would rollback ning and should carry forward,
plan existing standards that removed or replaced with out existing standards that Keeping strengthen and clarify the
compo | currently constrain forest unenforceable guidelines. The Kaibab | currently constrain forest Existing existing standards and
nents management for protection of | plan should contain stronger ,p.7, management for protection of Standards | guidelines to the new Forest
the environment; there are binding standards and 1st the environment; there are ) Plan with binding standards
only unclear statements like guidelines. There is a concern comm | only unclear statements like Objective | and guidelines that provide
"desired conditions”. Who's that the plan relies too heavily | ent & "desired conditions”. Who's s, and consistency in meeting desired
desired conditions? and on desired conditions p.8, desired conditions? and Guideline | conditions. The Forest Service
"objectives" again who is (aspirations) and that 2nd "objectives" again who is s should keep the current
deciding on these "objectives?" | standards and guidelines are comm | deciding on these "objectives?" standard and guidelines
This will only allow too much discretionary (meaning the ent & This will only allow too much because it will protect the
agency discretion which Forest Service may disregard p. 44 agency discretion which environment, ensure viability
historically has been guided them in project design and comm | historically has been guided of federally listed and
(misguided) by political rather implementation). ent1 (misguided) by political rather regionally sensitive wildlife
than scientific needs. This than scientific needs. This populations, as well as old
would also minimize public would also minimize public growth forests, protect the
accountability in the decisions accountability in the decisions agency against inappropriate
made. Therefore existing made. Therefore existing lobbying efforts, public
standards should be carried standards should be carried pressure, and provide public
forward or strengthened in the forward or strengthened in the accountability.
new Plan. new Plan.
Concer | The proposed plan eliminates Concern that standards from Hk The proposed plan eliminates Strengthe | PC 150-4 The Forest Service
nwith | existing standards and the 1987 plan have been Check | existing standards and ning and should carry forward,
plan guidelines that protect the removed or replaced with out guidelines that protect the Keeping strengthen and clarify the
compo | environment; it replaces them unenforceable guidelines. The Kaibab | environment; it replaces them Existing existing standards and
nents with vaguely worded "desired plan should contain stronger ,p.7, with vaguely worded "desired Standards | guidelines to the new Forest
conditions" and "objectives" binding standards and 1st conditions" and "objectives" , Plan with binding standards
that maximize agency guidelines. There is a concern comm | that maximize agency Objective | and guidelines that provide
discretion and minimize public | that the plan relies too heavily | ent & discretion and minimize public s, and consistency in meeting desired
accountability. Existing on desired conditions p.8, accountability. Existing Guideline | conditions. The Forest Service
standards and guidelines (aspirations) and that 2nd standards and guidelines s should keep the current
should be carried forward and standards and guidelines are comm | should be carried forward and standard and guidelines
strengthened in the new plan. discretionary (meaning the ent & strengthened in the new plan. because it will protect the
Forest Service may disregard p. 44 environment, ensure viability
them in project design and comm of federally listed and
implementation). entl regionally sensitive wildlife

populations, as well as old
growth forests, protect the
agency against inappropriate
lobbying efforts, public
pressure, and provide public




accountability.

Concer | The Forest Plan must Concern that standards from ok The Forest Plan must Binding PC 959-1 The Forest Plan must
nwith | ....establish clear, binding the 1987 plan have been Check | ....establish clear, binding Standards | implement formal recovery
plan standards to ensure the removed or replaced with out standards to ensure the plans rather than merely
compo | recovery of each at-risk plant unenforceable guidelines. The Kaibab | recovery of each at-risk plant reference them, and establish
nents and animal species that may plan should contain stronger ,p.7, and animal species that may clear, binding standards to
occur on the Forest. binding standards and 1st occur on the Forest. ensure the recovery of each at-
guidelines. There is a concern comm risk plant and animal species
that the plan relies too heavily ent & that may occur on the Forest.
on desired conditions p.8,
(aspirations) and that 2nd
standards and guidelines are comm
discretionary (meaning the ent &
Forest Service may disregard p. 44
them in project design and comm
implementation). ent 1
Concer | Protective plan standards are Concern that standards from *x Protective plan standards are Protectiv PC 608-1 The Forest Service
nwith | needed to provide for viable the 1987 plan have been Check | needed to provide for viable e Plan should add protective
plan populations of fish and wildlife | removed or replaced with out populations of fish and wildlife Standards | standards to provide for viable
compo | species that depend on aquatic | unenforceable guidelines. The Kaibab | species that depend on aquatic Are populations of fish and wildlife
nents and riparian habitats plan should contain stronger ,p.7, and riparian habitats Needed species that depend on aquatic
binding standards and 1st and riparian habitats and
guidelines. There is a concern comm restore aquatic ecosystems.
that the plan relies too heavily | ent &
on desired conditions p.8,
(aspirations) and that 2nd
standards and guidelines are comm
discretionary (meaning the ent &
Forest Service may disregard p. 44
them in project design and comm
implementation). ent 1




Concer | We need to be strengthening Concern that standards from Hk We need to be strengthening Strengthe
n with | our guidelines, not weakening the 1987 plan have been Check | our guidelines, not weakening ning and
plan them. removed or replaced with out them. Keeping
compo unenforceable guidelines. The Kaibab Existing
nents plan should contain stronger ,p.7, Standards
binding standards and 1st )
guidelines. There is a concern comm Objective
that the plan relies too heavily ent & s, and
on desired conditions p.8, Guideline
(aspirations) and that 2nd s
standards and guidelines are comm
discretionary (meaning the ent &
Forest Service may disregard p. 44
them in project design and comm
implementation). ent1
Concer | Instead of watered down plans | Concern that standards from *x Instead of watered down plans Strengthe | PC 150-4 The Forest Service
n with | that protect nothing, the the 1987 plan have been Check | that protect nothing, the ning and should carry forward,
plan people of the United States removed or replaced with out people of the United States Keeping strengthen and clarify the
compo | WANT/DEMAND stronger unenforceable guidelines. The Kaibab | WANT/DEMAND stronger Existing existing standards and
nents standards and guidelines that plan should contain stronger ,p.7, standards and guidelines that Standards | guidelines to the new Forest
will ensure we will have this binding standards and 1st will ensure we will have this , Plan with binding standards
precious wilderness area and guidelines. There is a concern comm | precious wilderness area and Objective | and guidelines that provide
those priceless species that we | that the plan relies too heavily ent & those priceless species that we s, and consistency in meeting desired
CANNOT afford to lose. on desired conditions p.8, CANNOT afford to lose. Guideline | conditions. The Forest Service
(aspirations) and that 2nd s should keep the current
standards and guidelines are comm standard and guidelines
discretionary (meaning the ent & because it will protect the
Forest Service may disregard p. 44 environment, ensure viability
them in project design and comm of federally listed and
implementation). entl regionally sensitive wildlife

populations, as well as old
growth forests, protect the
agency against inappropriate
lobbying efforts, public
pressure, and provide public
accountability.




Concer | This plan eliminates some of Concern that standards from Hk This plan eliminates some of Strengthe | PC 150-4 The Forest Service
n with | the existing standards that the 1987 plan have been Check | the existing standards that ning and should carry forward,
plan protect this environment. removed or replaced with out protect this environment. Keeping strengthen and clarify the
compo | When we replace specific unenforceable guidelines. The Kaibab | When we replace specific Existing existing standards and
nents guidelines with vague wording, | plan should contain stronger ,p.7, guidelines with vague wording, Standards | guidelines to the new Forest
we basically give over power in | binding standards and 1st we basically give over power in ) Plan with binding standards
decision making to the guidelines. There is a concern comm | decision making to the Objective | and guidelines that provide
discretion of agencies and that the plan relies too heavily ent & discretion of agencies and s, and consistency in meeting desired
reduce the input of the public. on desired conditions p.8, reduce the input of the public. Guideline | conditions. The Forest Service
This leaves the door too open (aspirations) and that 2nd This leaves the door too open s should keep the current
for the influence of special standards and guidelines are comm | for the influence of special standard and guidelines
interests. Existing standards discretionary (meaning the ent & interests. Existing standards because it will protect the
should be carried forward and Forest Service may disregard p. 44 should be carried forward and environment, ensure viability
strengthened, not reduced. them in project design and comm | strengthened, not reduced. of federally listed and
implementation). ent1 regionally sensitive wildlife
populations, as well as old
growth forests, protect the
agency against inappropriate
lobbying efforts, public
pressure, and provide public
accountability.
Concer | Itisyour responsibility to Concern that standards from *x It is your responsibility to Strengthe | PC 150-4 The Forest Service
n with | protect and restore these the 1987 plan have been Check | protect and restore these ning and should carry forward,
plan areas. This plan seriously removed or replaced with out areas. This plan seriously Keeping strengthen and clarify the
compo | curtails past standards, which unenforceable guidelines. The Kaibab | curtails past standards, which Existing existing standards and
nents were already weaker than they | plan should contain stronger ,p.7, were already weaker than they Standards | guidelines to the new Forest
should be. We need to move in | binding standards and 1st should be. We need to move in , Plan with binding standards
the opposite direction guidelines. There is a concern comm | the opposite direction Objective | and guidelines that provide
that the plan relies too heavily | ent & s, and consistency in meeting desired
on desired conditions p.8, Guideline | conditions. The Forest Service
(aspirations) and that 2nd s should keep the current
standards and guidelines are comm standard and guidelines
discretionary (meaning the ent & because it will protect the
Forest Service may disregard p. 44 environment, ensure viability
them in project design and comm of federally listed and
implementation). ent1 regionally sensitive wildlife

populations, as well as old
growth forests, protect the
agency against inappropriate
lobbying efforts, public
pressure, and provide public
accountability.




Concer | With ongoing drought of epic Concern that standards from Hk With ongoing drought of epic Provide PC 175-2 The Forest Service
n with | proportion, now is not the time | the 1987 plan have been Check | proportion, now is not the time Science should revise the plan to
plan to be vague about planning or removed or replaced with out to be vague about planning or and Fact include:
compo | strategy. unenforceable guidelines. The Kaibab | strategy. Based
nents plan should contain stronger ,p.7, Measurea
binding standards and 1st ble
guidelines. There is a concern comm Specifics
that the plan relies too heavily ent &
on desired conditions p.8,
(aspirations) and that 2nd
standards and guidelines are comm
discretionary (meaning the ent &
Forest Service may disregard p. 44
them in project design and comm
implementation). ent1
Concer | Unfortunately yo